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From:
Sent: Friday, 17 January 2020 11:37 AM
To: strategic planning admin
Subject: Planning amendment C136

Good morning, 
I would like to enter my objection to the rezoning of farming zone land to general residential land within the 
settlement boundary at Cape Paterson.  
I believe that there are sufficient housing blocks available within the existing township and the developing 
eco‐village of The Cape, that further development would be excessive. Currently the car parking by the beach 
overflows onto surrounding streets, creating hazardous conditions.  
The land proposed for rezoning is sufficiently remote from the beach that beachgoers will be obliged to drive 
their cars there, adding to the congestion. The location is not close enough to walk with children or for 
children to cycle to the beach.  
I believe that additional population will put undue pressure on the beach, roads and the safety of both. 
I urge you not to proceed with amendment C136.  
Yours sincerely, 
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Strategic Planning – Bass Coast Shire Council

My name is  and I am a mum of two young children and my partner, , their dad 
works locally in Wonthaggi. We are from  Gippsland where we have a house there but 
due to  working in Wonthaggi we have relocated to be closer to his work and to reduce the 
travelling for him and ultimately to be able to spend more time with our little family. 

We are very fortunate as my parents have a holiday house in Cape Paterson so we are currently 
residing in it whilst we work out our next move. In saying that this is where I would love to live and 
for my family to grow up. If this land was developed this would truly be amazing and would make 
our dream come true. There is currently no affordable land for sale or any properties for sale that 
would suit our family. 

I have been holidaying here since I was little and I truly value the quietness and serenity of this 
beautiful town. I realise that adding properties to Cape Paterson may feel like it is expanding too 
much for the local residents but I truly hope that there is some kind of compromise to be made.

I am certainly in support for the amendment and planning of the development as I am sure many 
families in our position would be also. Coming from a small country town like Trafalgar, the idea of 
moving to my childhood holiday destination is perfect. I want my family to feel safe and live in an 
area where I can feel comfortable and still have the small town feel, Cape Paterson is just that 
regardless if more properties are added.

I appreciate your time in reading my letter.

Thank you
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From:
To: strategic planning admin
Subject: Proposed rezoning and development at Cape Paterson North Amendment C136
Date: Monday, 20 January 2020 5:22:04 PM

I wish to take the opportunity to comment on this proposed
development and in particular, the impact on the existing residents
at Cape Paterson.

This proposal will significantly increase the population of Cape
Paterson and put further pressure on the existing infrastructure. 

If the proposal is approved I request that council consider the
following issues –

a) That the developers of the new site pay for the sealing of the
existing unsealed roads in the current town area – the new
residents will be using many of these streets

b) New residents will use existing car parking in the foreshore
area, and considering that they will be living further from the
foreshore than existing residents they are more likely than
existing residents to use car parks and other foreshore
amenities.  Consideration must be given as to not damaging the
existing bushland but having sufficient car parking and other
infrastructure.  Again, developers should pay for this.

c) Developers should include underground electricity supply in
this development
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From:
To: strategic planning admin
Subject: Amendment C136
Date: Tuesday, 21 January 2020 8:31:58 AM

Hi,
My name is . My first issue with this amendment is that the Traffic
Engineering Assessment is too old. (There have been a lot of houses developed in the Cape
EcoVillage.) It was done in mid-winter 2013, ideally there needs to be a 2020 mid-summer
survey completed, and base everything off that. In the report the conclusion states that the
additional 9140 car trips per day will only be seasonal. This assumes that all the houses sold
will only be used for holiday purposes, this is a stretch I think. The traffic management needs
to be designed for the maximum occupancy of the residences, not based on who may or may
not be holidaying at the time. The 2016 census data says the average household has 1.8
persons. Based on the report they are only allowing for 1 car, 10 trips a day, where quite
clearly, most households have two cars, and at any time during a holiday let there will be 4
persons or more in a residence, minimum two cars. If the traffic management scheme is based
on current peak holiday times, it would better reflect the actual amount of traffic that will be
around if 914 lots are developed. 

Regards,
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Strategic Planning Team
Bass Coast Shire Council

To the Strategic Planning team, 

This submission is written in order to voice our concerns regarding the Bass Coast Planning 
Scheme Amendment C136 which will directly affect the liveability of Cape Paterson & 
surrounding suburbs.

This letter is written from the perspective of a rate payer who resides in their holiday 
dwelling approximately 60 days per year, mostly during peak times, school holidays and 
weekends with a young family.  We have been holidaying in this area for over 25 years and 
have witnessed many changes during this period.

In our opinion there are many issues at hand.  The issues fall largely into 2 categories:
a) existing issues that will be escalated by introducing 400 plus households into Cape and,
b) Issues that will be created by introducing 400 plus houses into Cape.

Existing Issues are as follows:
- -  Quality of the Cape-Wonthaggi road:  Safety is a big issue for both pedestrians (no 

formed paths), cyclists (of which there is a high volume) and cars.
- -  Road quality & Drainage at Cape Paterson: many of the roads in Cape Paterson are 

either unsealed, or have unsealed shoulders.  These will degrade quickly with 
increased traffic. 

- -Inadequate car parking along Surf road, Market place at Bay beach, First & Second 
Beach.  This is (already) particularly evident in peak periods and will get significantly 
worse with larger numbers of households in the town.

- Dedicated bike lanes on surf road & parking bays at main beaches might encourage 
people to use bikes, which may alleviate this issue.

- Inadequate facilities (toilets and change rooms) at both Bay beach & Surf beach 
during peak season.

- Inadequate wash stations (showers) at both surf and bay beach during peak season.
- Inadequate beach access for those with ambulation issues.
- Inadequate street lighting at night.
- Inadequate (size) of off lead areas for those with dogs at all times.  The area needs to 

be extended from the Bombi/Patrol ramp area at First Surf to Channel beach.

Potential Issues:
- Increased load on Healthcare and Education facilities in Wonthaggi.  There are 

currently inadequate GP clinics in Wonthaggi & none in Cape. These clinics offer 
poor out of hours and weekend service times.  It is inevitable that an increase in 
population will increase load on the healthcare, community service requirements 
and ultimately the Public Hospitals & local schools.

- Inadequate Out of business hours Pharmacy.  People don’t just get sick during 
business hours.

- Increased Crime & Increased load on Policing and Essential Services.
- Waste management issues.  Coupled with the increase in population in Nth 

Wonthaggi & Dalyston alongside Cape. Can Bass Coast’s tip system cope?
- Crowding at the beaches during peak season.  This is already and issue, but an 

increase volume of people will push residents and visitors to non-patrolled and less 
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Strategic Planning Team
Bass Coast Shire Council

safe beaches.  This will also encourage those to stray from formed paths thus 
stressing our ecosystem.

Sincerely,
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WGCMA Ref: WGCMA-F-2020-00051
Document No: 1
Council Ref: C136
Date: 30 January 2020

 
Bass Coast Shire Council

Dear 

Regarding: Planning Scheme Amendment - C136

Property Street: 2 Seaward Drive Cape Paterson Vic 3995
20 Seaward Drive Cape Paterson Vic 3995
40 Seaward Drive Cape Paterson Vic 3995
140 Seaward Drive Cape Paterson Vic 3995
Seaward Drive Cape Paterson Vic 3995

Cadastral: Lot 1 PS219915T, Parish of Wonthaggi
Lot 1 & 2 PS417548A, Parish of Wonthaggi
Lot 2 & 3 PS410049H, Parish of Wonthaggi

Thank you for your correspondence received at the West Gippsland Catchment Management 
Authority (‘the Authority’) on 16 January 2020 in relation to Amendment C136 for Cape Paterson 
North. 

The Authority understands that the amendment is for the rezoning of the land from the Farming 
Zone to the General Residential Zone and applies the Development Plan Overlay Schedule 26 
(DPO26) to the entire Cape Paterson north area. The proposal also removes the Environmental 
Significant Overlay Schedule 1 (ESO1) and the Significant Landscape Overlay Schedule 4 (SLO4) 
from selected parcels. 

Information available to the Authority indicates that there is no mapped 1% Annual Exceedance 
Probability (AEP3) flood (commonly known as the 1 in 100 year flood) extent for the subject land and 
no mapped designated waterways. The land, however, may be subject to localised flooding via 
overland flow paths visible in aerial imagery during periods of high rainfall. In addition, the formal 
outfall from the site directed through a culvert under Cape Paterson Road discharges to a 
naturalistic drainage path which the Authority considers would meet the definition of a ‘waterway’ in 
accordance with the Water Act 1989. This waterway, and the drainage function that it provides, will 
need to be carefully considered in the detail design of the proposal. The subject land is depicted in 
Figure 1 overleaf. 

The Authority has also reviewed the ‘Cape Paterson North Proposed Drainage Strategy’ prepared 
by Stormy Water Solutions (February 2016). In general, a change in land use that results in 
intensification and an increase in impervious surfaces has the potential to impact on waterways, 
water quality and quantity associated with the land as well as on receiving waterways. Increased 
flooding is also likely downstream of and adjacent to any rezoned area due to increased hard 
surfaces leading to increased stormwater runoff. 
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The proposed drainage strategy addresses potential water quality issues and increased discharge 
arising from the development through a series of retarding basins, swales, drainage infrastructure 
and domestic water tanks. The report demonstrates that the proposed water quality treatment can 
meet the current best practice standards. The strategy also demonstrates that the arrangements will 
not increase the 1% AEP flood flows downstream of the development compared to existing 
conditions. The final detailed designs must ensure no increases in peak flow or volume to external 
catchments during a 1% AEP flood event.

In summary the Authority is supportive of the proposal as currently presented and has no objection 
to the proposed rezoning and introduction of the Development Plan Overlay Schedule 26.

Should you have any queries, please do not hesitate to contact me on 1300 094 262. To assist the 
Authority in handling any enquiries please quote WGCMA-F-2020-00051 in your correspondence 
with us.

Yours sincerely,

Adam Dunn
Statutory Planning Manager

The information contained in this correspondence is subject to the disclaimers and definitions attached.

Figure 1 – Designated waterways and 1% AEP flood extent 
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Definitions and Disclaimers
1. The area referred to in this letter as the ‘proposed development location’ is the land parcel(s) that, 

according to the Authority’s assessment, most closely represent(s) the location identified by the applicant. 
The identification of the ‘proposed development location’ on the Authority’s GIS has been done in good 
faith and in accordance with the information given to the Authority by the applicant(s) and/or the local 
government authority

2. While every endeavour has been made by the Authority to identify the proposed development location on 
its GIS using VicMap Parcel and Address data, the Authority accepts no responsibility for or makes no 
warranty with regard to the accuracy or naming of this proposed development location according to its 
official land title description.

3. AEP as Annual Exceedance Probability – is the likelihood of occurrence of a flood of given size or larger 
occurring in any one year. AEP is expressed as a percentage (%) risk and may be expressed as the 
reciprocal of ARI (Average Recurrence Interval).

Please note that the 1% probability flood is not the probable maximum flood (PMF). There is always a 
possibility that a flood larger in height and extent than the 1% probability flood may occur in the future.

4. AHD as Australian Height Datum - is the adopted national height datum that generally relates to height 
above mean sea level. Elevation is in metres.

5. ARI as Average Recurrence Interval - is the likelihood of occurrence, expressed in terms of the long-term 
average number of years, between flood events as large as or larger than the design flood event. For 
example, floods with a discharge as large as or larger than the 100 year ARI flood will occur on average 
once every 100 years.

6. Nominal Flood Protection Level – is the minimum height required to protect a building or its contents, 
which includes a freeboard above the 1% AEP flood level.

7. No warranty is made as to the accuracy or liability of any studies, estimates, calculations, opinions, 
conclusions, recommendations (which may change without notice) or other information contained in this 
letter and, to the maximum extent permitted by law, the Authority disclaims all liability and responsibility 
for any direct or indirect loss or damage which may be suffered by any recipient or other person through 
relying on anything contained in or omitted from this letter.

8. This letter has been prepared for the sole use by the party to whom it is addressed and no responsibility is 
accepted by the Authority with regard to any third party use of the whole or of any part of its contents. 
Neither the whole nor any part of this letter or any reference thereto may be included in any document, 
circular or statement without the Authority’s written approval of the form and context in which it would 
appear.

9. The flood information provided represents the best estimates based on currently available information. 
This information is subject to change as new information becomes available and as further studies are 
carried out.

10. Please note that land levels provided by the Authority are an estimate only and should not be relied on by 
the applicant. Prior to any detailed planning or building approvals, a licensed surveyor should be engaged 
to confirm the above levels.



From:
strategic planning admin

Subject: Lodging a submission
Date: Thursday, 30 January 2020 2:31:46 PM

I , Cape Paterson Victoria, I would like to strongly oppose the development.

My reasons for this are no infrastructure to accomodate all the extra people and vehicles. The loss of land and
habitat for native animals already struggling for safe habitat.

The extra rubbish in the town centre and our beaches. Already during tourist times we have terrible water pressure
and it takes twenty minutes to fill the sink.  I also think the town boundary needs protecting.

 The Cape Store is rarely open to accomodate current locals letterlone the added population. During public holidays
and summer people park on the only footpath making it very dangerous to access the beach with an autistic child.
Police do not issue fines and are rarely in the area now, how are they going to accomodate all the extra traffic and
visitors?

Sent from my iPhone
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From:
strategic planning admin

Subject: Planning Scheme Amendment C136
Date: Monday, 3 February 2020 3:14:40 PM

Dear Planning Officers

Firstly We seek clarification about the Map.
Are we correct that the amendment seeks at this stage to rezone the shaded area only from
Farming to Residential but that by including Lot 3 140 Seaward Drive in the Development
Plan Overlay this indicates that this area also will probably be rezoned Residential some time
in the future?  We would object to such a move if so.
Secondly.  We make the following representations for consideration regarding the proposed
rezoning amendment.
1. In our view Traffic Management should ensure that the current arrangement that pertains to
the corner of Tarooh Street and Seaward Drive which currently diverts most traffic to and
from The Cape Development onto Anglers Road should no longer be the case.  Access to the
Estate ought be directly from Cape Paterson Road.
2. That the Northern side of Seaward Drive include a bike path with native shrubs to provide
a wildlife corridor and to soften the effect of the increased urbanization for the existing
residents of Seaward Drive.  I believe that this would also be consistent with the philosophy of
The Cape Development.
3. Given that the size of the Cape Paterson urban area will be significantly increased will be
there be any need for increased local amenities? 

Regards
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From:
To: strategic planning admin
Subject: Amendment C136.
Date: Tuesday, 4 February 2020 11:15:22 AM

I am opposed to the development of Cape Paterson as currently proposed in  Amendment C136

I believe the size of the development is grossly out of context for the region and the towns
requirements. I think the development should be reduced in  size along with the town boundary.
I also request that C136 not be considered until the Statement of Planning Policy (required by the
Distinctive Areas and Landscape designation) is finalised, including a review of the Cape Paterson
town boundary
I think inadequate detail has been  provided, online or at community session, on details of the
development proposal, subdivision pattern, design guidelines, infrastructure requirements and
development contributions.
C136 documentation does not adequately address the significant adverse impact such a large scale
expansion will have on the small coastal village character, amenity and infrastructure.
Cape Paterson, being small, is a safe place for families, especially children and elderly. It is pedestrian
friendly with little or no through traffic and few footpaths but currently safe to walk on road. The
current roads are inadequate for a larger influx of traffic. There is only one through road to the
beach. Other avenues to the beach will be through the residential area that will cause dangers for
the current resident’s.
There is insufficient parking already at peak times with environmental constraints on increasing
parking capacity, Internal roads are unsealed (which residents overwhelmingly voted to retain) -
extra traffic will mean more dust and less safety
Lack of footpaths requires walking on road –safety issues. We also have drainage issues - current
infrastructure is inadequate at peak rainfall already (eg. Flooding of Wonthaggi Life Saving Club in
May 2019) .Water quality and pressure is inadequate at peak times requiring heavy chlorination (and
bottled water purchase)
The Distinctive Areas and Landscape process has not yet been completed and incorporated into the
Bass Coast Planning Scheme - the Cape Paterson community’s biggest response was to request a
reduction of the current town boundary.  This amendment completely ignores this request.
Despite a Planning Panel report (2010) that said expanding the town boundary to the West and to
the North would result in an oversupply of land, Mathew Guy (2011) approved both town boundary
expansions. C136 provides the first opportunity to correct this by reducing the over-expanded town
boundary. This is a ridiculous large development for a small community to try and absorb.
Bass Coast’s strategic plan is to concentrate development in high growth areas like Wonthaggi. C136,
if approved, will reduce demand in Wonthaggi where there is more urban infrastructure such as
schools, transport, shops. 
I don’t reject change I reject the size of the change and whether it meets the communities benefit.

Regards
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From:
To: strategic planning admin
Cc:
Subject: Bass Coast Planning Scheme Amendment C136
Date: Tuesday, 4 February 2020 11:34:52 AM
Attachments: IMG_2303.JPG

Dear Sir/Madam,

I am writing to you after attending the public exhibition of the planning amendment C136 at
the Cape Paterson town hall on 27th January 2020.

I wish to inform you from the outset that I have a long family history with Cape Paterson and
am a permanent resident at  Paterson, 3995. My grandparents
were shack dwellers on the foreshore and purchased the plot of land on which I now reside in
1954. My mother subsequently purchased the land from them in 1983 and this is my
permanent home. My mother,  was born in Wonthaggi and currently lives there
along with my father, . Both my parents feel as I do regarding this proposed
development. I am making this submission as I wish to make our feelings clear and have
formulated it with reference to the FAQ leaflet distributed at the Cape Paterson town hall
presentation. This FAQ leaflet covered 14 questions:

1. How quickly will Cape Paterson North develop?

In you FAQ you make reference in generic terms to development “over many years” and
reference the development in San Remo. As a permanent resident I consider that long term
construction will have a detrimental impact on my access to Wonthaggi. This is due to the
alterations required to Cape Paterson Road and the increased traffic that such a large scale and
long term development will require. The development in San Remo has led to reduced road
speeds and other traffic management processes to allow for safe alteration to the road and
construction vehicles. I do not wish for such a long term disruption to occur on my main route
to retail and other vital services as this will be very disruptive over many years. I also
anticipate that construction over many years will result in dust that will impact my health and
quality of life.

2. What benefit will the rezoning have on the exisiting Cape Paterson community?

In your FAQ leaflet you describe an “opportunity” to improve community infrastructure
within the existing Cape Paterson township. It lists improvements to road network, footpaths,
community hall and Bay Beach. As a long term resident I believe that there is little need to
alter or improve any of the above as they are very adequate for most of the year when the
township is relatively empty. As a coastal town, Cape Paterson suffers from a significant
influx of visitors for the peak summer period. During this time the beach car parks overflow
onto residential streets making life difficult and unpleasant. A doubling of the of the township
would lead to unacceptable congestion that would not be alleviated by the minor infrastructure
changes that are alluded to in the FAQ document.

3. How will the development impact the current infrastructure within the town?

Upgrades to water and sewerage hydraulic and treatment capacity will be required due solely
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to the new pressure created by the proposed development. These upgrades will lead to further
construction and disruption to everyday life of current residents. Reference is made to
underperforming infrastructure which I wish to dispute as a false assertion. I am not aware of
any issues regarding current water or sewerage service in Cape Paterson at the exisiting
population level. There are however well known problems relating to storm water drainage
from the existing township that have not been addressed in the FAQ document. A brief
mention is made that surface water flows from the North will be directed around the township
which means it will be directed into the ocean and its marine sanctuaries and national parks.
Any change to the grassland area that includes roofs, driveways and roads that direct
stormwater into drains will result in flash flooding in the local creeks that feed into the ocean.
This will erode vital sand dune habitats and lead to a reduction of water quality in the
Bunurong Marine Park. This will occur throughout the year and especially in the colder
months when a significant amount of the new properties will be unoccupied, must not occur.

It is my opinion that the single biggest impact that the development will have on the
infrastructure within the town is the significant increase in Summer traffic and problems
relating to parking. As a resident on Cape Paterson Road I am directly impacted by any
increase in traffic passing my home. I find the noise levels intolerable in the summer time as
vehicles accelerate from the intersection of Surf Beach Road and Cape Paterson Road. Exiting
my driveway can be hazardous and problematic when traffic volumes are high. Cars seem to
accelerate around the bend as though the road becomes a race track. Motorcycle and V8
engines can regularly be heard roaring past. Increases in traffic volumes will be an unbearable
burden on all Cape Paterson residents but particularly those of us along Cape Paterson and
Surf Beach Road.

Additionally the car parking areas near all beach locations cannot accomodate the existing
Summer demand leading to visitors parking in residential areas. On several occasions this
Summer the boat ramp parking bay has been virtually closed to boats due to illegal parking in
the centre of the turning area and trailer bays occupied solely by cars without trailers (see
image attached). Cars are often parked along the road outside my home reducing visibility
when exiting my driveway and all along Surf Beach Road. 4 new houses have been built
across the road from my home with 2 more yet to be built meaning further pressure on parking
in my immediate vicinity. The eco village is mostly undeveloped land and the impact of this
construction and population increase has yet to be felt on the town. What has been clear is that
the kangaroos and other wildlife that resided in that area have been displaced. A housing
development of the size proposed will lead to unacceptable traffic, parking and noise
problems, none of which is addressed by the council or the developer.

4. How will inappropriate development be prevented?

The FAQ document describes how planning controls and Housing Design Guidelines will
prevent inappropriate development. Inappropriate development includes inadequate provision
for the existing township to accomodate the influx of people and traffic that this development
generates. This is not something that Housing Design Guidelines or open spaces within the
proposed development will prevent.

5. Will the town lose the “village” feel?

The FAQ document refers to the consistency of lot sizes and percentages of open spaces as a



way to retain the village feel. This is an irrelevant argument given the area to be developed is
currently open farmland. Doubling the size of the township and the population it houses will
destroy the “village" feel of Cape Paterson. This “village” feel is provided by the small size of
the town boundary and the historically slow pace of development that has left Cape Paterson
significantly less populated than most other coastal areas. It is the relative quiet atmosphere
and the preponderance of nature that overpopulation of the area will destroy.

6. There are already parking issues at the foreshore. How will the development improve the
issue?

The FAQ again lists developer contributions as a panacea to resolve all of the negative
impacts of the proposed development. The realty is that there is insufficient available land
near the foreshore to allow for any meaningful improvement to car parking regardless of
developer contributions. Car parking is a problem for a short period of the year caused solely
by a summer influx of visitors. Removal of foreshore vegetation to create additional parking
for such a short term demand will have a detrimental impact on the environment and wildlife
to accomodate a summer horde that brings little tangible benefit to the local community.

7. Interface with existing dwellings to the south of Drive

The natural buffer that is described in plans on the northern side of Seaward Drive will reduce
the visual impact to the residents on that road but will add further walking distance between
the proposed development and the foreshore. Residents of any such development will face a
1.5km walk or greater in each direction to reach the foreshore, which is not possible for
families on a hot summer’s day. Any increase in residential properties will have a direct
increase in road traffic and car parking demand along the foreshore and directly past my home.
This traffic increase and noise pollution cannot be abated by developer contributions.

8. What impact will the development have on the vegetation and wildlife in and around Cape
Paterson?

The question uses the words “in and around Cape Paterson”. The answer then focuses solely
on the development site itself. It is foolish to believe that the development will have no affect
on the coastline, its vegetation or wildlife outside of the development site boundary. Despite
the question listing wildlife as a factor, the answer makes no mention of its impact on wildlife.
The development area may be farmland but is used by a multitude of kangaroos, wallabies,
wombats, echidnas, snakes, lizards and birds. These animals will all be displaced to
accomodate a large percentage of second homes for wealthy Melbournians. Further to this,
removing the houses from the immediate foreshore area does not negate the impact the
increased population will have on the vegetation and wildlife. Vegetation will be lost to any
increase in car parking areas and storm water flows. Local wildlife will be affected by the
increased road traffic, pedestrian traffic and litter that such a population increase will produce.
The hooded plovers are a much loved part of Cape Paterson and their tenuous survival will not
be aided by a doubling of persons and their dogs on the foreshore or the loss of sand dunes
caused by flash flooding. The amount of native roadkill along the Cape Paterson - Wonthaggi
Road and the Cape Paterson - Inverloch road is already a serious issue as is the ever increasing
problem of large cycling groups drawn to the area. The safety of cyclists along the Cape
Paterson - Inverloch Road will be further eroded by the increased traffic volumes that a
significant population increase will create. This development will come at a significant cost to
the local residents and wildlife that must not be underestimated.



9. Will the rezoning result in the loss of agricultural land?

I have no submission regarding the loss of agricultural land.

10. Will the rezoning result in an increased threat of bushfire?

Any significant increase in visitor numbers to Cape Paterson has the potential to result in fire
along the foreshore area. The bushfire risk should not be judged solely on the risk it creates by
the alteration of the environment within the development site but also the risk it creates by
significantly increasing visitor numbers to the town that already has a known bushfire threat.
This is of particular concern to me as my property is covered by a bushfire overlay and adjoins
an area of bush that has the potential to cause serious damage if ignited.

11. How is the increase in traffic going to be managed?

The FAQ acknowledges that the majority of new traffic will be directed to Cape Paterson
Road. This will have a direct impact on my quality of life as a resident on Cape Paterson
Road. I anticipate:
- increased traffic noise outside my home
- increased parking on the street outside my home
- increase difficulty exiting my property by car
- increased traffic on my route into Wonthaggi.
- increase roadkill along all routes in this area
- increased air pollution from additional traffic
- inconvenience caused by long term construction traffic
- inconvenience caused by roadworks along Cape Paterson Road

12. Will the Cape Paterson rezoning affect the implementations of the Wonthaggi North East
Precinct Structure Plan (WNPSP)?

The proposed development offers no added diversity to housing than would a development of
similar size located much further inland. Cape Paterson has almost no retail outlets or services
making it a popular destination for holiday makes and retirees. It is well known that a
significant percentage of homes in Cape Paterson are second homes. This trend will continue
if additional housing is constructed. Furthermore the destruction of coastal towns due to large
scale overdevelopment and overpopulation should not be viewed as a strategic plan. Many
other coastal towns along the Victorian coast have suffered terribly from overdevelopment and
overpopulation. Cape Paterson is distinctive for its quiet charm and we wish to retain this.

13. Why is the Development Plan Overlay being applied over all land in Cape Paterson North
and will it guarantee that the land not part of the proposed rezoning will be developed in the
future?

The application of the overlay to the entire area north of Seaward Drive highlights that
development is open ended and that ultimately homes will continue to be built regardless of
their impact on the environment or their opposition by residents. Cape Paterson will have
changed from a handful of shacks on the beach in 1950 to several thousand homes by 2050.

14. Has the amendment has consideration of the Distinctive Areas and Landscape declaration?



The DAL requires a Statement of Planning Policy to “better protect the Bass Coast area’s
unique landscape, environment and lifestyle.” This development does not meet the aim of this
DAL charter. Protection of the area’s unique landscape and environment should remain the
foremost consideration for this planning proposal. There is nothing distinctive about a beach
so crowded you cannot sit or streets full of cars parked wherever they can find space.

It is my view that the planning scheme amendment is a significant overdevelopment of a small
coastal town that cannot accomodate the increase population that it will attract. The proposed
development will result in a reduced quality of life to the existing residents and will have a
particularly adverse impact on the local wildlife. Development of Cape Paterson should not
occur simply because it is dictated by a regional strategic plan. Residents and visitors to the
area are already in conflict over use of the available land and local infrastructure and further
development within the immediate vicinity of the coast will greatly exacerbate this conflict.
There really is no way around accepting that the proposed development of Cape Paterson
North will result in mostly negative outcomes and I am therefore opposed to the entire plan.

Thank you,
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Submission Bass Coast Council

 Re:  Amendment C136

 I have read some of the documentation and understood even less. I have outlined my major 
concerns below. I have little understanding of the weight or relevance of them due my lack of 
expertise with the process.  I hope they will be taken into consideration. 

1. Supply and Demand factors.

The data below is not likely to be accurate and is for illustrative purposes only.

Say there are 130 blocks at eco village and 100 Blocks at Blue Water estate.

Over the last 15 years Council should to be able to work out how many new blocks have been sold 
and typically developed per year. 

By my estimate (likely to be highly inaccurate) maybe 25 per year are sold. 

So at 400 blocks which are much further from beach and commercial centre which may be expected 
to sell slower, that would be a supply of 16 + years. It would be pleasing for relevant government 
authorities do these calculations themselves.

Development of Venus Bay is a good example when land developers are given free rein and Supply-
Demand factors go awry.

I expect projections of this type may be difficult but the need to be done by an independent 
authority so quality decisions can be made.

2. Public transport.

Extract from Beveridge Williams Explanatory report.

 Planning and Environment Act 1987 BASS COAST PLANNING SCHEME AMENDMENT C136basc 
EXPLANATORY REPORT 

Does the Amendment address relevant requirements of the Transport Integration Act 2010?

 “The amendment complies with the requirement of the Transport Integration Act 2010 by allowing 
for intensified development in an area which is serviced by public transport. A bus service operates 
between Cape Paterson and Wonthaggi every two hours, and the local bus network also connects 
with the broader regional bus service to other areas of Gippsland and Melbourne.”

Sub 12



My thoughts

Cape Paterson to Melbourne typically via Vline is variable sometimes 3 hours and 21 minutes 
sometimes 2 hours 38 minutes other times longer. Trips to Melbourne are sporadic and in most case 
the commuter to Melbourne by public transport to work unfeasible for most.

The bus service only operates on weekdays between 9am and 5pm. What service is available on 
Fridays at 8pm when coming home from shopping in Wonthaggi?  6pm when you finish working in 
Wonthaggi?  On a 40O C Sunday and you want to come to the beach?  It is of some concern that the 
developers in their submissions tend to be misleading.  Better service is provided by the pokies clubs 
in Wonthaggi!

Public transport (Buses service) in and out of Cape Paterson is closer to woeful than serviceable.  It 
needs to improve before locals are going to use it in any numbers.

Horse and cart problem-people won’t begin to use /rely on it in any numbers until it improves & I 
guessing Victorian government won’t improve it until more people use it!!

In summary Public Transport to and from Cape Paterson is poor. It is not of a quality that as a 
general rule encourages residents to use it. Most residents and visitors use cars. Cape is not linked 
to other towns by quality walking or bike tracks either.

3. Connectivity to beach.
1 km from beach at least. How are the residents going to get to the beach to swim or walk
their dogs or to shop at Cape Paterson commercial centre?

4. Capacity issues -Cape Paterson main beach.
During peak times the main surf beach is under duress. Many Victorian beaches are
environmentally fragile. In the last 10 years we have seen the Cape beach have tremendous
amounts of sand washed away and rock outcrops exposed, thus making swimming a more
dangerous proposition.  Normally at high tide there would be less than 5 metres of sand
before the dunes. Kids run up and down the dunes, board down the dunes etc. The
beach/dunes/fauna/flora at times is damaged because its popularity. Pleasingly sand wise
Christmas 2019 was an unusually good year.

5. Who is expected to live in these houses??
Before  informed decisions are to be made on the rezoning to residential it would be
pleasing to know what the composition of residents is likely to be. Who are the developers
likely to market these properties to?
Is it going to be another “estate we see in North Wonthaggi” or an ecovillage type
sustainability project? What type of open spaces are envisaged?  At the meeting a
representative of the developers said that the density would be similar to what the current
density of Cape Paterson is, but most houses in Cape are relatively close to walking tracks
along the foreshore and beach itself. What open areas will the new residents access?
If we can expect similar estates to many of those in Wonthaggi, surely Wonthaggi has the
infrastructure, services, transport to better meet the needs of residents and environment.



There is no school in Cape Paterson. There is no medical centre or medical facilities in Cape 
Paterson. 

Summary
The information before me leads me to believe a development of this size and location from 
the foreshore away from key infrastructure, sports clubs and services of Wonthaggi is 
inappropriate and will do little to enhance the wellbeing of current and future residents. The 
natural environment of beach and foreshore (the key feature/attractor of Cape Paterson) is 
likely to be adversely affected. The developer has not demonstrated how the community 
and village atmosphere/spirit   of the Cape will be enhanced by the addition of some 400 
houses. 

Yours Sincerely



From:
strategic planning admin

Subject: Amendment C136
Date: Wednesday, 5 February 2020 10:09:23 AM

.

We are opposed to the development currently proposed in Amendment C136

We believe this development should be reduced is size along with the town boundary. We
also request that C136 should not be considered

until the statement of planning policy (required by the Distinctive Areas and Landscape
designation) is finalised.

C136 does not does not adequately address the adverse impact such a large scale
development as this will have on a small coastal villages 

character and already inadequate infrastructure. The lack of footpaths forces you to walk on
the roads which is safe at the moment but an 

influx of cars coming to the beach will make this unsafe especially for children and the elderly.
There is already not enough parking areas as

proven this summer but with the addition of more traffic it will make it even more difficult if
this proceeds.

I'm not opposed to change just the ridiculously large scale of this change will be detrimental to
the community and Cape Paterson does not 

have the infrastructure to cover this.

Regards
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From:
To:

Opposition to Amendment C136 of the Bass Coast Planning Scheme
Date: Wednesday, 5 February 2020 1:42:41 PM

Good afternoon,

We are writing to oppose the proposed amendment C136, preferring the existing town boundary
from Seaward Drive to the coast be maintained.

The re-zoning, and hence highly likely residential development, of an additional 53 hectares will
change the character and amenity of Cape Paterson – a small, local, coastal village.  The current
amendment allows for the township size to more than double, detrimentally and irreversibly
impacting the local area.

The distance to the beach from current homes means that most people can walk this distance rather
than needing a car.  Currently residents and visitors can safely walk down unsealed or paved roads
without footpaths due to the limited amount of traffic through the area - this includes a large
number of retired and elderly people plus families with young children. The safety of current roads
will change should more people need to drive to the beach. Similarly, parking near the beach and
the small commercial strip is already insufficient in summer months, additional cars will mean the
main streets will be further clogged, and not just in summer.

The Cape infrastructure is already strained, this will be further so should the number of homes
double. It is already exacerbated in warmer months when the population significantly increases. 
Drainage is already an issue with flooding becoming more common, telephone/internet services can
be sporadic, and electricity services overload during hot weather with no town gas supply available
(other than in bottles).  Although sufficient public transport is available for the current population in
the off season, this is stretched over the summer months. The bus frequency does not increase as
the population does. This issue with buses will also be experienced if the Cape has to support a
larger everyday population.

In the case of a bushfire, there is only one sealed road out of town. This is a timely consideration
given the recent tragedies experienced across the east & south coastlines of Australia.  It is not safe
for residents in the Cape to head into the water in the case of a bushfire due to the bushland along
the foreshore. The current emergency evacuation is to a nearby park with an already limited
capacity to safely hold people when their personal bushfire plan fails.  This situation becomes only
more deadly should the number of homes be allowed to increase significantly.

The Cape is a beautiful coastal environment with sand dunes, a coastal marine park, cliff faces and
bushland where kangaroos, echnidna, hooded plover and wombats (amongst others) visibly live and
thrive alongside the current population.  Crushed wombats are becoming a more common,
disturbing sight on the roads in and around the Cape. The flora and fauna is further threatened by an
increase in people numbers, bringing more dogs, cats and cars to the area. Delicate pathways and
beach landscape will be more likely subjected to damage by increased foot and car traffic.
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Bass Coast’s strategic plan is to concentrate development in high growth areas like Wonthaggi. C136,
if approved, will reduce demand in Wonthaggi where there is more urban infrastructure such as
schools, transport, medical services and shops.  It is preferred that development be encouraged in
high growth areas, like Wonthaggi, to take advantage of existing and planned services. These
services are not available, nor planned, for Cape Paterson.

We are not opposed to thoughtful, considered development of the Cape, and encourage proper
protections are put or kept in place to protect our small, local, coastal community and environment.

Thank-you for considering our submission.

Kind regards,



Strategic Planning Department 
Bass Coast Shire Council 
PO Box 118 Wonthaggi 
strategic.planningadmin@basscoastvic.gov.au 
6 /02/2020 

Re:    Amendment C136 

• I am opposed to Amendment C136
• The proposed development north of Seaward Drive is unnecessary, will

diminish the safety, community and village feel of Cape Paterson.
• The Amendment should not be progressed until the DAL process is

complete
• It should not be resubmitted without more specific commitments to

ecological protection and enhancement.

Process and Legal issues 

• This Amendment should only be considered in the context of the
completed Bass Coast Distinctive Area and Landscape process.

• The Cape Paterson boundary extension should be reviewed as it was
“grossly expanded” (Premier Daniel Andrews, Media Release: 4
November 2018) against the advice of an independent planning panel,
and the declared views of Council and the overwhelming majority of Cape
Paterson population.

• The current proposal provides no specifics on how fauna, flora will be
protected and offers no commitment to ecological recovery – something
that is crucial not only to the environment but to Cape Paterson’s social
and tourist value

• The current proposal is unnecessary in terms of housing provision, as the
Bass Coast Strategic Plan is to concentrate development in high-growth
areas like Wonthaggi Regional Centre.

Value of village identity 
The proposal threatens the village identity of Cape Paterson which has an 
irreplaceable value and meaning for the local population and tourists alike 

• Village identity and community feel has been acknowledged in Council
plans eg Bass Coast Strategic Framework  and has been the overwhelming
primary focus in all community consulations:

Participants felt that their values should be protected through planning
mechanisms, habitat protection, limiting development and provision of
additional infrastructure.  Participant noted that Wonthaggi was more
suitable for grow and development …[and] as a place to access social
services.
Bass Coast Distinctive Area and Landscapes Community Engagement Key
Findings Report Final Report: Stage One, 22 October 2019.
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Destruction of village identity 
There are already 220  homes being added at the Eco Village plus 50 vacant sites 
and other development in the existing village. Too much more development will 
result in a degraded village. For example: Large expansion will inevitably 
generate pressure for infrastructure that favors through-traffic, sealed roads and 
footpaths. The existing community has overwhelming voted against this: the 
village and community feel of Cape Paterson includes prioritising walking over 
driving, the safety of relaxed walking, running, dog-walking, cycling, meeting 
others, on local grass verges and gravel roads. 

Bass Coast between the larger regional centres (like Wonthaggi and Inverloch) is 
a marvel as evidenced in the DAL documentation. The landscape is natural, 
accessible and attractive to tourism, and beachfronts and beach views have not 
been privatised: a very rare thing in Australia. And commercial development 
hasn’t dominated nature and community. 

Re-creation 
People need nature: they need breathing space, the ocean – as a spiritual 
refreshment and for family time, swimming, surfing, rockpooling, snorkeling, 
opportunities for birdwatching, bushwalking, bike trail riding etc  Too much 
development means losing the opportunity to escape commercialisation, noise, 
the built environment, and a suburban environment. 

The Bass Coast is rich in natural beauty and natural history (geology, dinosaurs, 
ecology, fish species, and European and indigenous history). But to maintain this, 
the area already needs more protections for endangered species, such as the 
Hooded Plover; for non-endangered and tourist attracting species such as 
wombats, echidnas and kangaroos whose feeding and movement corridors are 
being heavily squeezed ; to prevent dune erosion; and to, urgently, research, 
identify and protect indigenous sites and history. 

The 2016 Biodiveristy Assessment of the proposed development site found no 
environments likely to foster frogs like the rare Growling Grass Frog. But when I 
first moved to Seaward Drive the evenings were filled with the loud noise of vast 
numbers of frogs is the swamp and wet areas in the proposed development site). 
This has been a massive decline. It could well be due to environmental change 
but indicates the need for redress not further reduction due to development. 

Indigenous history and culture 
Cape Paterson’s indigenous history (its traditional owners and ways of life, its 
connection with Truganini etc etc) is a relatively unknown part of its local Cape 
Paterson identity. It too is threatened by too great a population and visitation. 
For example the Bunurong Marine and Coastal Park Management Plan identifies 
six Cape Paterson middens of the Yowenjerre people that need significant work 
to further research and protect them.  

What Cape Paterson offers 



Nature, a range of native animals – kangaroos, echidna, wombats etc - pristine 
coast, marine park, a small, safe swimming beach, indigenous history, a quiet 
village prioritising walking – these are just some of ecological and natural values 
that Cape Paterson offers to all residents and visitors.  

It is because it is not over-commercialised, and has retained a natural 
environment that Cape Paterson offers relief and refreshment.  

• The extended Cape Paterson boundaries put its character at risk: they
should be reduced

• Amendment C316 shows minimal interest in retaining the specific values
of Cape Paterson ecology and community – and in fact highlights the
building activity and works that will have a negative impact on this.

• I oppose the current Amendment



Strategic Planning Department 
Bass Coast Shire Council 
PO Box 118 Wonthaggi 
Strategic.planningadmin@basscoast.vic.gov.au 
6 /02/2020 

Re:    Amendment C136 

As a Cape Paterson resident, I object to increasing the size of the village of Cape 
Paterson.  

Too much too quickly 

The village of Cape Paterson is being substantially increased currently, by the 
Cape eco-village development and other building projects within the current 
boundary, and the effects of this increase in population should be observed 
before any further increase is approved. 

The character of Cape Paterson is that of a small village, unlike that of Wonthaggi 
and Inverloch, which have become a large regional centre and a significant 
township. Cape Paterson is still a seaside holiday destination with a large 
impermanent population. It is also a recreational resource for the population of 
Wonthaggi and surrounding areas – who welcome its relaxed and natural 
atmosphere. It has two small swimmable/safe beaches already under pressure 
during holiday periods. The number of people using these beaches has increased 
exponentially in the last 10 years. Too great an increase in the daily population is 
unmanageable – especially in holiday seasons.  

Increased pressure on this fragile coastline will degrade seabird habitats and 
pristine national parks. The Cape Paterson Residents’ Association has done 
considerable work over a number of years to restore vegetation, to reinstate 
habitat for seabirds and other native fauna, and to arrest erosion. Doubling the 
size of the population will undo this work.  The rural character of  Cape Paterson 
will diminish if further housing estates are developed.  Cape Paterson has a 
possible future as a precinct where the natural environment has been enhanced 
rather than degraded. 

I and my family enjoy the small safe coastal village with its cohesive community 
and little through traffic. There is insufficient infrastructure for a large increase 
in population and the quiet, rural environment would be entirely transformed.  

We support the camping area, which makes holidays available to low-income 
people – something lost to development in Inverloch.  To provide parking and 
beach access for a doubled population I can foresee the foreshore area becoming 
highly contested.  

The effects of the large increase in size already in progress should be observed 
before a new allocation is made for housing. 
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Please do not allow this amendment to pass. 



EPA Reference: 5010428

3 February 2020

BASS COAST SHIRE COUNCIL
76 McBride Avenue
Wonthaggi VIC 3995

ATTN: PLANNING DEPARTMENT

RE: BASS COAST PLANNING SCHEME AMENDMENT C136 

We refer to Planning Scheme Amendment C136 currently on exhibition.

EPA was not referred the proposed amendment by Council under Ministerial
Direction 19 but came across the matter of our own accord via Planning
Matters.

Our Understanding of the Proposal 

EPA understands the proposal is to rezone approximately 53 hectares of land
from the Farming Zone (FZ) to the General Residential Zone (GRZ). This
includes land known as:

• 2 Seaward Drive, Cape Paterson (Lot 1 on Plan of Subdivision
219915T);

• 20 Seaward Drive, Cape Paterson (Lot 1 on Plan of Subdivision
417548A); and

• 40 Seaward Drive, Cape Paterson (Lot 2 on Plan of Subdivision
417548A).

The amendment also applies the Development Plan Overlay Schedule 26
(DPO26) to the entire Cape Paterson north area, comprising all land included
within the settlement boundary.

Additionally, the amendment:
• Removes Environmental Significance Overlay Schedule 1 and

Significant Landscape overlay Schedule 4;
• Inserts a new Schedule 26 to Clause 43.03 Development Plan

Overlay to cover the entire Cape Paterson north area;
• Amends the Schedule to Clause 53.01 Public Open Space

Contribution and Subdivision to increase the public open space
contribution above the standard requirement; and

• Updates the Schedule to Clause 72.03 to reflect mapping changes.

EPA’s interest in this amendment relates primarily to potentially contaminated
land.
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Potentially Contaminated Land 

The exhibited documents include a Preliminary Contamination Assessment
(Preliminary Contamination Assessment, Seaward Drive, Cape Paterson
Beveridge Williams 28 May 2018) (the assessment).

EPA notes the assessment has identified localised potential areas of risk
based on the review undertaken on site history. This includes among other
things, stockyards with hard rubbish, uncontrolled fill, burn off areas and farm
storage areas.

Level of Assessment Required 

The assessment also includes Lot 2 Seaward Drive, Cape Paterson identified
through historical certificates of title as a garage proprietor however Beveridge
Williams considered that the site was not used as a garage based on historical
serial photograph information and site layout.

Automotive repairs are considered to have a high potential for contamination
according to Table 1 of the General Practice Note for Potentially
Contaminated Land (PPN30). Should a sensitive use be proposed at this
location, this would be classified as Category A according to Table 2 in the
PPN30 and would therefore require an audit.

Based on the information provided there does not appear to be sufficient
evidence to suggest that the site was not used for this use, however EPA
notes this site is not included in the amendment for rezoning from FZ to GRZ.

Within the land proposed to be rezoned from FZ to GRZ, historical activities
identified on site include waste disposal, filling and potential chemical storage
which are considered to have a medium potential for contamination according
to Table 1 of the PPN30. It therefore appears to us that this use is Category
B according to Table 2 in the PPN30 and therefore an environmental site
assessment (ESA) is the appropriate level of assessment to determine if an
audit is required.

Although some preliminary assessment has been undertaken, it is unclear if
the assessment undertaken was done in accordance with the National
Environmental Protection (Assessment of Site Contamination) Measure 1999 
(as amended 2013) (NEPM). EPA notes that the assessment does not meet
the purpose of a preliminary site assessment in that it does not provide a clear
conclusion as to whether an audit is required but recommends further
assessment to conduct sampling and testing at the potential areas of concern.

EPA notes that the proposed Development Plan Overlay – Schedule 26
(DPO26) states that a permit may be granted for, among other things, a single
dwelling before a development plan has been prepared to the satisfaction of
the responsible authority.

Additionally, it is noted that the proposed DPO26 does not have an application
requirement which requires an assessment of contamination.

EPA is concerned that the amendment in its current form may allow sensitive
uses to proceed without proper assessment of the risk of contamination.
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Timing of audits/ ESA 

It is EPA’s preference and consistent with Ministerial Direction 1 to have the
assessment done as early as possible in the planning process.

The planning authority should note that:
• A key purpose of an audit is to validate that the land is suitable for a

use/ development following any necessary remediation, whereas the
purpose of an ESA is to determine whether an audit is required.

• In most cases, where contamination exists, it will be possible to clean
up the site to suit the proposed development. In some instances, due
to financial or technical reasons, it will not be possible to do so and
the audit will either not be completed, or will be issued stating that the
site is not suitable for the use allowed in the planning decision (it may
be suitable for other uses)

• This is particularly the case for low density residential uses where
options for managing contamination going forward will be limited and
potential for exposure is higher.

• In some cases, only parts of ta site will be suitable for uses. If this is
known early in the planning process, planning approvals and plans for
the development of the site can respond to this.

For the reasons noted above, EPA is of the view that carrying out an ESA prior
to rezoning is preferable as it allows the planning authority to have relevant
information about the condition of the site to inform decisions as to the nature
and location of future suitable land uses. It also enables the planning authority
to implement any necessary planning controls into the amendment.

Summary and Recommendations 

EPA advises that the amendment should be revised to further consider
potential contamination.

In accordance with PPN30, an ESA should be undertaken on the sites
identified as having a medium potential for contamination in accordance with
the PPN30. It is EPA’s preference that this is undertaken prior to rezoning.

At a minimum, EPA requests the proposed DPO26 be amended to require an
ESA in accordance with NEPM as an application requirement. The DOP26
should also allow for an audit to be a potential outcome of the ESA and
incorporate any conditions or ongoing management.

If you need additional information or assistance, please contact Kaylee
Thompson, Senior Planning Assessment Officer on 1300 EPA VIC (1300 372
842).



Strategic Planning Department 
Bass Coast Shire Council 
PO Box 118 
Wonthaggi 3995 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

Amendment C136 

RI7CFSVED 

- 7 FEB 2020 

BASS COAST SHIRE COUNCIL 

I am the ratepayer for the property at  Cape Paterson and am 
opposed to the planning scheme amendment C136 for the following reasons. 

The development as proposed is large scale and not in keeping with the small 
coastal village character of Cape Paterson and not supported by the limited 
amenities and infrastructure available in Cape Paterson. It is contrary to the Bass 
Coast Strategic Coastal Framework and a Planning Panel report (2010) which 
clearly found that extending the town boundary to the west & north would result in 
an oversupply of land. 

As identified in the Bass Coast strategic plan, development should be 
concentrated in high growth areas like Wonthaggi where urban infrastructure to 
support such growth already exists. 

Cape Paterson, conversely, is already inadequately serviced by public transport, 
lacks retail services, parking particularly during busy holiday times, has unreliable 
telephone, data and electricity supply as well as unsealed roads, lack of gutters 
and footpaths which although safe at present would become increasingly unsafe 
with significant increase in population and vehicle traffic. Beach and marine park 
would be subject to increased population pressure including contaminated 
drainage runoff; the Bay Beach precinct masterplan which was developed in 2014 
has still received no funding from council 

A significant increase in vehicle traffic will also make the single sealed road 
between Cape Paterson and Wonthaggi unsafe, exaggerated at peak holiday 
times. 

I suggest that the planning scheme amendment be rejected, or at the very least 
not be considered until the statement of Planning Policy is finalised, including a 
review of the Cape Paterson town boundary 
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From:
strategic planning admin

Subject: Amendment C136 | Feedback | Amendment opposed
Date: Friday, 7 February 2020 3:16:08 PM

Dear Strategic Planning Officer and Councillors

I understand the council is seeking feedback on amendment C136 and I am writing to clearly
state that I oppose this amendment. Following are the reasons for my opposition.

The development plan overlay and the town boundary was arbitrarily increased by the
then planning minister Matthew Guy with no detailed consideration of the impact this
would have to the environment or any current or future residents and visitors in Cape
Paterson. The amendment must be rejected entirely. 

If councillors are unable to see the importance of rejecting the amendment entirely and
favour the interests of developers over the residents and visitors to Bass Coast, then the
development plan overlay and town boundary must be reduced to safeguard Cape
Paterson from irreversible environmental degradation.

The current Bass Coast Strategic Coastal Framework states clearly that Cape Paterson is
‘… a local coastal town … with varying but limited opportunities for additional
development’ and this planned expansion disregards the strategic planning processes in
place. To more than double the size of Cape Paterson runs counter to all the claims made
by the shire council that Bass Coast is liveable and has abundant natural attractions.

The process in place for responses to the Distinctive Areas and Landscape has already
gathered overwhelming feedback from Cape Paterson that the current town boundary
should be reduced. Further, I understand the DAL process is yet to be completed. It is
illogical and inconceivable that the amendment would be considered before the DAL
process has fully concluded. At the very least the C136 amendment must not be
considered until the Statement of Planning Policy that forms part of the DAL process is
finalised, as this would need to include a review of the Cape Paterson town boundary.

Any increase in the shire’s population will require significantly more infrastructure and the
shire’s own plan is to concentrate this increase in Wonthaggi where there is existing (and
expandable) infrastructure in terms of transport, schools, jobs and services. Doubling the
size of Cape Paterson will distort this planning.

The quality of the proposal is appallingly low. As just one example, the traffic surveys were
undertaken over seven years ago! and, it was undertaken outside of the peak times
(December to March every year and then Easter) for the area; ‘… Thursday 28th Feb to
Monday 4th March … Wednesday 10th July, 2013 … Thursday 11th July, 2013 … 14 days
from Wednesday 10th July to Tuesday 23rd July, 2013 …’ This survey concentrated on
access to the site and the immediately surrounding streets. The main traffic in Cape
Paterson, and where congestion occurs during peak times, is Surf Beach Road. This report
is wholly inadequate.
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The Cape Paterson community, at its current size, is a safe place for families—residents
and visitors—especially for children and the elderly. The current space is relatively
pedestrian-friendly with little traffic outside of peak times, no through traffic, few
footpaths, and yet is currently safe to walk, push prams, cycle, skateboard etc on the
road. The quantum of increased traffic, with more than double the current
accommodation, will necessarily result in more than double the traffic activity. Arguably,
much of the new development will be permanent residents rather than many holiday
homes and this means even more traffic throughout the entire year. At the moment
people from Seaward Drive tend to use cars to get to the beach and being north of
Seaward Drive means there will be exponentially more use of cars heading to the beach
resulting in increased traffic through the main area, especially Surf Beach Road. Many of
the surrounding roads are unsealed (a situation current residents prefer, with all the
advantages of reduced flooding and improved wildlife prospects compared with hard
edging, guttering, sealed roads etc) and the C136 proposal would mean significantly
increased traffic on those roads with a resulting increase in dust, and decrease in safety.
Again, the claims made in the traffic report were ill-considered and uninformed at best,
but actually spurious in fact.

In terms of infrastructure, the parking facilities during peak times are already woefully
inadequate, and there are no suitable areas in which to increase parking. Any increased
parking/paved/developed areas near the beach must result in a loss of already scarce
habitat for the native wildlife. Presently there are frequent brown- and black-outs in Cape
Paterson, evidence of inadequate electricity supply for the current population. In terms of
communication infrastructure, telephone coverage is already poor at peak times and
internet service suffers from frequent drop-outs, especially during peak times; increasing
the number of users will exacerbate this to the point of becoming unusable. The recent
hailstorm requires no description and although the hail was unprecedented, the strain on
the existing drainage infrastructure following the storm is yet more irrefutable evidence
that the infrastructure is currently inadequate. The infrequent bus service from Cape
Paterson, which is not possible to use for people in employment (first town bus just after 9
am and last returning from Wonthaggi at 5 pm), demonstrates just how limited public
transport is in the area. The town bus is a very welcome development, but it is wholly
inadequate currently which means any/all new residents will be relying on individual cars;
more traffic, pollution, danger to wildlife, etc.

The extension of the George Bass Walk is clearly a welcome tourism development. That
said, the increased pressure on already seriously endangered flora and fauna as the result
of the inevitable increase in both foot and vehicle traffic, will have a further negative
impact on the already fragile environment. As mentioned in the previous dot-point, the
proposal will, without any doubt, increase dependence on cars/fossil fuels as people will
necessarily be dependent on individual cars. This is at odds with Bass Coast’s laudable
support for declaring a climate emergency. Any increase in people in the area will result
in increases to the already threatened coastal strip (which is alarmingly narrow already)
because of the resulting increase in domestic animals (dogs and cats) and the invasive
plants which already proliferate. These invasive plants are being fought by locals, co-
ordinated through the Cape Paterson Residents and Ratepayers Association, but this relies
on volunteers and the pressure is already extreme. The area to be rezoned includes
significant vegetation and wildlife and this, along with other areas in Cape Paterson, will
be under exitential threat if the proposal goes ahead. In terms of the marine environment,
contaminated drainage run-off is an existing threat. The Bunurong Marine and Coastal



Park will suffer further, significant, damage if the proposal is approved.

In summary, there is no defensible argument in support of Amendment C136, or the currently
enlarged town boundary. If Bass Coast Councillors are to maintain stewardship of the unique
and currently threatened environment in Cape Paterson, the only decision is to work actively to
support the environment and locals’ efforts to protect it and to reduce the town boundary.

Please do contact me if there is any further information required.

Regards



From:
To: strategic planning admin
Subject: Planning Scheme Amendment C136 : Cape Paterson
Date: Friday, 7 February 2020 5:08:09 PM

Dear Sir /Madam

I would like to note my deep concern and strong objection regarding the C136 Amendment
currently before the Council. Having built a House some 25 years ago in Cape Paterson for
retirement which phase I am currently in, I was shocked and saddened by the very thought of
massive expansion of housing to the North of this little Seaside Village. The main reasons for
this view are as follow:
1) The planned 1000 extra houses will more than double the current number which should
signal a "Development overkill" in itself.
2) Infra structure will be seriously affected and cost prohibitive. It must be seriously
recognised that in Peak Season there are not enough car parking places currently while the
small Beach areas in the Bay and at Main Surf are already crowded. How will our Surf
Lifesavers fund resources to protect 1000's more people ?
3) Cape Paterson is comprised of mainly elderly folk and families with young children. Flooding
the streets with hundreds of additional vehicles poses a real threat to their safety where one
is free to walk on roads without worry of being hit.
4) I currently experience major problems with phone and internet coverage which will worsen
significantly if this development proceeds.
5) Electricity outages, inadequate Drainage, Water quality and Supply and the poor state of
roads in this town would be seriously impacted.
6) I was always led to believe that Bass Coast was concentrating its Development needs
around the Wonthaggi area due to the proximity and supply of Schools, Hospital, Medical
options, Transport and shops. This is indeed correct and should not be substituted for a small
Town's over expansion providing few of these opportunities.
7) Previous Government did not intend to allow this new Development while the current
Government has strongly spruiked its Policy to protect the Distinctive Area and Landscape of
such a Town as Cape Paterson. I question why this Policy has not been given the importance it
deserves for the protection of our local environment and landscape which will experience a
tragic impact from the consequences of any further over development.
8) Lastly, there are several hundred blocks of land for building purposes already available in
the Cape Environmental Eco Village where they are struggling to sell so a further 1000 land
blocks is so much of an unnecessary option which would definitely have such a negative affect 
on every current Cape Paterson resident.

In summary I implore Council to reject any further expansion of development to the North of
Seaward Drive and protect one of the few Seaside Villages that currently exists along Victoria's
coastline
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From:
To: strategic planning admin
Subject: Amendment C136
Date: Saturday, 8 February 2020 1:38:42 PM

Strategic Planning Department
Bass Coast Shire

Dear Sir/Madam,

I have a number of concerns regarding the proposed rezoning of land North of the existing Cape
Paterson Settlement.

As a region that is recognised by the State Government as being a “Distinctive Area and Landscape”,
the liveability and sustainability of our community is supposed to be assured through the
requirement for development of a “State of Planning Policy”. This policy is to be prepared in
collaboration with the Bass Coast Shire Council, traditional owners, communities and stake holders.
Given that we haven’t even seen a draft of this policy yet, I suggest that any consideration of a
development plan which will have such a significant impact on our community should not proceed
until the State of Planning Policy has been established. Any action to the contrary would be akin to
putting the cart before the horse.

While I accept that some development of Cape Paterson is inevitable and possibly even desirable in
the longer term, the current proposal will ultimately lead to a doubling of its size and will do little to
improve any aspect of our lives.
The existing village and the “Cape Estate” both provide adequate opportunities for those wishing to
join us as residents of Cape Paterson into the foreseeable future.
A longer term plan for development of between 100 and 200 residences to the North of Cape
Paterson may be acceptable in the longer term.

If after submissions are received, the Council still decides to approve the amendment, there are
numerous infrastructure issues which I feel will need to be addressed.

The existing drainage system within Cape Paterson appears not to be fit for purpose, as
demonstrated by the damage caused during the significant storm event in May 2019. The
drainage plan for the proposed development is to discharge through this very system which
has proven so inadequate in recent times.
Adequacy of the existing sewerage system to cope with the increased demand will require
investigation.
The existing water pressure in Cape Paterson is barely adequate for daily activities and at
times of high demand is inadequate.
The telecommunications system, both mobile and hardwired is problematic most of the time
but at times of high demand is barely usable.
Electricity supply is currently subject to reliability issues and the increased demand placed on
it by the proposed development will reduce that reliability further.
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Parking at beach access points is inadequate during peak holiday periods and is expected to
become worse as the population increases.
To ensure the safety of the increased pedestrian traffic, speed management structures such
as chicanes and speed humps will need to be employed on the main roads.

I trust that you will consider this submission in your decision making.

Yours faithfully,



From:
planning admin

Subject: Planning Scheme Amendment C136
Date: Tuesday, 11 February 2020 11:46:24 AM

Strategic Planning Council,

I am writing to you to inform you of my opposition of amendment C136.  I believe that this proposal
should be rejected due to the threat that further development will bring to the fragile coastline of
Cape Paterson. 

I moved to Cape Paterson 10 years ago as I thought it would be a wonderful place for my children to
grow up.  The reason I chose Cape over Inverloch was that I loved the quiet village feel that Cape
had.  Although it has grown over the past 10 years and there is not really enough parking, our
internet slows over summer to be almost unusable, the lack of footpaths sees families and prams
walking down the streets and the public transport is grossly inadequate, we love Cape and for most
of the year it is a wonderful place to live. 

I recently attended the information session at Cape Paterson about the new development and the
questions that I had asked were responded to with vague answers that were not really good enough.
I found the lack of detail in the plan and the lack of infrastructure requirements from the developer,
quite staggering.  I have questions about the hooded plovers that nest at Undertow Bay and the
storm water that already pours down there after the rain.  No one could answer questions on
drainage and the damage that so many new houses would create.  This is already a big concern for
residents especially after the storm in May that damaged so many houses and the Wonthaggi Life
Saving Club.

I also question the wisdom of the size of the development.  With land still being developed in The
Cape development I fail to see the need for more housing. The existing town boundary should be
reduced to protect the fragile coast line, flora and fauna and I will be advocating for this to happen.

I was very happy to hear the State Government and Member for Bass, Jordan Crugnale announce
that they would protect over development in Victoria’s precious Bass Coast region by declaring the
Bass Coast Shire as Distinctive Areas and Landscapes (DAL) under the Planning and Environment Act
1987. I believe that the council should wait for the DAL process to be completed so that they can
reduce the town boundary and make sure that Cape Paterson is never over developed.

If council approves C136 then I am concerned that this will encourage further pressures for new
developments.  We cannot let the corruption of Mathew Guy’s approvals to extend the towns
boundaries go unchecked.  Money must not influence any more decisions when it comes to Cape
Paterson. 

Please do what is right for our fragile little village and do not vote for this over development. 

Yours sincerely,
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From:
 admin

Subject: Amendment C136
Date: Tuesday, 11 February 2020 5:01:17 PM

Hello,

I am writing to lodge my concerns regarding Amendment C136, the rezoning of
approximately 53 hectares of land within the settlement boundary from Farming Zone to
General Residential Zone (schedule 1) and application of a Development Plan Overlay over
the total Cape Paterson North area.

I grew up visiting Inverloch with my family on a regular basis. A then beautiful seaside
township. I have many fond memories of the adventure and freedom that we discovered on our
many family holidays to the town.

A father myself now, I do not take my children to Inverloch. It has lost its charm (and much of
its beach). Inverloch has been over-developed and has become a regular, over populated
suburb and has lost its holiday village feel.

Please, I beg, do not do this to the beautiful Cape Paterson.

Cape Paterson is a unique little village where I holiday with my family now. A town little
enough that I feel I can let my two girls ride their bikes to the park by themselves or walk to
the shops to get an ice-cream. This is the draw-card to the region, this is the reason why my
family comes and visits many times a year to spend our money. We love that it is small, we
love that it is safe, we love that we can go to the beach in peak season and its not over-
crowded.

As it is there is plenty of vacant land in Cape Paterson proper and the Eco Village is far from
sold out. Please don't ruin this little gem of the Bass Coast.

Regards,
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Submission on proposed Planning Scheme Amendment — North Cape Paterson 

A case against a “zombie” proposal  

10  February, 2020 

Executive Summary 

We oppose the proposed amendment on three  grounds: 

First, the strategic case considered and ultimately approved by Council relies on questionable 
assumptions, is contradictory, is selective in its use of policy documents, draws on data that are out-

of-date and, most, fundamentally ignores that the weight of evidence over a very long time points to 
the need to further expand Wonthaggi (and other major towns in the municipality) rather than Cape 

Paterson.  

Second, the proposed development is inconsistent with State Government policy for Bass Coast, 

which was taken to the last State election held in November 2018. At that election,  the key planning 
policy announcement involved the Premier declaring his Government’s intention to give to the Bass 

Coast Shire a Distinctive Area and Landscape status under the Planning and Environment Act (1987). 
This requires a Statement of Planning Policy to be developed that will guide planning decisions over 

the next 50 years. This Statement of Planning Policy is in the process of being prepared. The first 

phase of consultations show overwhelmingly that the people of Bass Coast do not want a large scale 

development of the type proposed, in coastal areas. It is premature, to say the least, for Council to 

press ahead with the proposed amendment given this most important and recent context.  

Third, the municipal planning system is now the subject of deep public concern and controversy 

arising from the allegations of corruption that have engulfed Casey Council, and which are now 

under the consideration of the Independent Broad-Based Ant Corruption Commission. It is 

imperative in this context that planning decisions be made to meet the highest standards possible. 
The proposed amendment falls well short of that benchmark and should be set aside until Council is 

able to meet this standard of decision-making. This is especially important given Council’s tendency 
to push ahead with planning proposals that deeply antagonise residents, leading to embarrassing 

and costly back-flips that waste rate-payer funds.  

We conclude that the proposed amendment should at the very least be left on the shelf until the 

Statement of Planning Policy for Bass Coast Shire is complete. Council should turn its attention 
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instead to further developing Wonthaggi, which, with its extensive social infrastructure and close 

proximity to Cape Paterson, provides a perfect solution to Council’s challenge of growing the 
municipal population.     

1. Introduction

At its meeting on the 21st of March, 2018, Bass Coast Council approved an application to begin the 

process to amend the planning scheme so as to allow a new residential development north of Cape 
Paterson, consisting of 480 allotments. It also approved the preparation of a Development Overlay 

extending to an adjoining area of roughly the same scale, but which requires “a variety of dwelling 

types and densities”. The amendment and the Overlay involve what could eventually be a massive 

expansion of Cape Paterson: they could lead to more than a doubling of dwelling stock and this will 
likely lead to an even more substantial increase in the residential population, albeit in a way heavily 

affected by the holiday house character of the village and at a proposed slow pace of 50 dwellings a 
year.  

This submission opposes both the amendment and the Development Overlay, for three reasons. The 

first is inherent weaknesses in Council’s case for the amendment. The strategic argument is poorly 
developed in that it relies on questionable assumptions, is contradictory, is selective in its use of 

policy documents, draws on out of date data and most fundamentally chooses to ignore evidence 
that overwhelmingly points to the need to further expand Wonthaggi rather than Cape Paterson.  

The second is that the process that lead to the proposed amendment being developed — including 

the decision to expand the town boundary a decade ago — involves assumptions and principles that 
are out of date following important policy announcements made by the State government during 

the last election, and which are now in the process of being implemented. Until that process is 
complete and residents have the opportunity to read the very powerful Statement of Planning Policy 

that is meant to guide the municipality’s development over the next 50 years, it is impossible for 
anyone to form a view about the appropriateness of what is being proposed.   

The third argument is about the need to maintain the highest standards of planning decision-making 

in order to ensure residents have full faith in the integrity of the planning system. We argue that the 

process that has been followed in this instance falls well short of this gold standard. This is especially 

important given Council’s tendency to push ahead with planning proposals that deeply antagonise 
residents, leading to embarrassing and costly back-flips that waste rate-payer funds and erode 

resident’s confidence in their local council.   

We conclude by arguing that rather than approve a massive development in Cape Paterson, it would 

be appropriate to consider reducing the town boundary to where it was in 2010, and focus 
development on Wonthaggi, which is barely a ten-minute drive away.  

2. Weaknesses in the case for the amendment

The case in favour of approving the development is set out in the Council minutes of March 21, 

2018, in a document presumably written by Council’s planning department. It is a contradictory 
document in that it tries unconvincingly to deal with 2 potentially inconsistent municipal goals: a 

strategic objective to preserve the uniqueness of towns and villages while simultaneously 
accommodating substantial population growth within them. As we will see, rather than resolve this 

tension, the document simply reproduces it in a way that raises more questions than it answers.   
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2.1 Contradictory strategic case  

The case in favour of the amendment is titled, “Celebrating the uniqueness of our townships”. This is 

the complete opposite to what is being proposed: ie to double the size of Cape Paterson. This will 

most certainly mean needing to pave unmade roads in the existing estate, as well as build new 

footpaths and bike paths and car parks. Cape Paterson under this scenario would no longer feel like 
a village or small township; it would resemble an outer suburb of Wonthaggi, albeit almost a ten 

minute drive away.  

Figure 1: The formal submission to Council for the proposed amendment considered at its 

meeting on the 21st March, 2018.   

The “strategic outcomes” referred to in support of the development also are in contradiction to the 

proposal, with an overwhelming sentiment to preserve, conserve and protect uniqueness:    

“Council Plan Objective:  

Our Character – Celebrating the uniqueness of our townships Strategic 

Outcome:  

• Partnering with our community to protect and enhance the unique character of our townships,

open spaces and rural landscape
• Ensure the review of the Municipal Strategic Statement improves the controls within our

townships to ensure that the character is protected

• Strengthen the role of Wonthaggi as our regional centre

• Manage the sensitivities of development and growth pressures

• Be proud of, and share, our history and cultural life” (our emphasis).

These are strong words that undermine the case for the amendment that is being proposed. It is 
indeed strange that the submission in favour of the development should begin in this way.  

2.1 Weakening the Growth Potential of Wonthaggi.  
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Part of the strategic argument is that the proposal will enhance Wonthaggi as a regional centre; in 

fact it undermines it by potentially depriving it of the population and dwelling stock increases that 
might well help it achieve that status. Requiring people to drive 10 minutes from Cape to Wonthaggi 

in order to use social and commercial infrastructure when it would be possible to accommodate that 
population within Wonthaggi makes little or no planning or environmental sense. In the 21st century 

creating largish residential areas that are almost 100 percent car dependent is a travesty of 
contemporary planning thought. This is especially in this instance because residents of the proposed 

new development would be completely dependent on cars to shop either in Cape Paterson or 
Wonthaggi as well as go to the beach. By contrast larger residential development in a growing 

regional centre such as Wonthaggi would help create the scale to enable expanded local area public 
transport as well as related commercial opportunities in a way an isolated residential estate will not. 

Wonthaggi already has commercial and social infrastructure of a level and form beyond its size and 
thus has considerable capacity to become a thriving regional centre. The Planning process should be  

building on this, not undermining it.  

2.2 Inability to meet Shire residential growth potential.    

The case for the amendment rests heavily on the need to accommodate a growing population. In its 
submission, Council’s Planning Department argues that without the amendment, Council may find it 

difficult meeting its statutory requirement to have 15 years of residential land in the pipeline. 
However, it also admits that it does not have recent data to confirm this is so. It also accepts that 

there is no urgency to deal with this issue: “The key policy considerations for the proposed 
amendment are the impact on the residential land supply for Bass Coast. At present Council has a 

healthy but not excessive land supply of between 17-20 years...” (our emphasis).  

Even were there a pressing need for more residential allotments, it does not follow that a large 
development in Cape Paterson is the best way to increase land supply or to accommodate a 

residential increase of the scale suggested by the official State government projections used for 
planning policy decisions. This is because Cape Paterson is historically a holiday house village with 

the most recent census data showing that almost two thirds of the dwellings are unoccupied; that is, 
they are holiday homes. Even if we make generous assumptions, i.e. that at least half of the new 

dwellings to be built are permanent residential dwellings, this means the other half will not be of any 

use whatsoever in solving the shires number one planning challenge of building sufficient housing to 

accommodate a growing permanent population. This is acknowledged in the original Bass Coast 
Strategic Coastal Planning Framework (published in June 2011) that first identified Cape Paterson as 

a potential growth area: “There is however a relationship between population projections and 
demand for new dwellings, as the projections are for resident population only, which does not factor 

in the high proportion of unoccupied dwellings (predominantly holiday houses).”   

 Rather than reach — or even consider — what would seem to be the obvious conclusion from this 
observation — that development should be focused on  and in Wonthaggi where most dwellings are 

permanently occupied — the Strategic Coastal Planning Framework and now the proposal to amend 
the planning scheme proceed to develop the novel proposition that Cape Paterson should support 

the development of Wonthaggi; an obvious policy solution is turned on its head in order to justify a 
preconceived conclusion that residential development should occur at least somewhere in the 

coastal towns the Council is simultaneously  committed to protect. With most other coastal towns 
ruled out due to lack of land, interest, or for environmental reasons, the Coastal Planning 

Framework ended up nominating Cape Paterson for a remarkably high percentage of future 
residential development, as shown in Table 1, which comes from that strategy: 
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Table 1: projected new lots by coastal area as identified in the 2011 Coastal Strategy (p.22) 

The Council submission advocating the amendment takes as its starting point these problematic 

projections and then builds upon them by quoting selectively from the Gippsland Regional Growth 
Plan (GRGP): “The Gippsland Regional Growth Plan 2014 (GRGP) identifies Wonthaggi as a regional 

centre and Cape Paterson as a small town which is part of the sub regional network. Further the 
policy direction from the GRGP is for Cape Paterson is to ‘support growth”. It omits to mention that 

the GRGP also says: “Future Planning will manage land release across this subregional network to 
retain the localised functions and character of Inverloch and Cape Paterson” (our emphasis).  

This begs the question of how the   Bass Coast Strategic Coastal Planning Framework reached the 

conclusion that the coastal towns would need to accommodate such a large increase in their 
population, with Cape Paterson allocated over one third of the total? The appendix to the 

Framework sets out the logic. The Framework drew on official population projections showing that 
between 2006 and 2026 the municipality would grow by 11,200 people.  To work out where in Bass 

Coast these additional people would be accommodated, the Framework simply assumed that the 

existing distribution of the population in the major towns of Wonthaggi, Inverloch and San Remo 

would remain unchanged, saying:   “There is no evidence indicating that these towns share of total 
population is likely to vary over time”.  With these towns accounting for 61% of the existing 

population, it follows that they are assumed to account for the same share of the projected growth, 
with the balance of 4,360 ending up in the coastal towns. Using an assumed household size of 2.1, it 

follows that the coastal towns would need an additional 2,070 dwellings. However, as was pointed 
out earlier, the Framework acknowledged that more than half the dwelling stock in coastal areas is 

for holiday homes, meaning that to deliver an additional 2,070 permanent homes the dwelling stock 
in total would need to increase by around 5,000. By expanding the town boundary to include 2 areas 

in the north and the west,  Cape Paterson would be able to accommodate 34% of these  dwellings. 

All of these assumptions, the Framework itself (an earlier iteration of it) and the proposed expansion 
of the town boundary formed the subject of an Independent Review Panel in 2010.  It pointed to 

what is a rather important conceptual flaw underpinning the proposed extension to the town 
boundary: “The Panel is concerned that the areas added by the Council appear to have been based 

solely on a market-driven approach. This approach was specifically rejected in the Framework on the 
basis that it could lead to outcomes inconsistent with the Victorian Coastal Strategy” (our emphasis). 

Having recognised this rather major limitation, the Panel then proceeded to ignore it! 
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The Panel knocked back the proposed boundary extension to the west — what was the Eco Village 

proposal (see below) — for a variety of environmental reasons and also because it would lead to 

oversupply of new land and housing, but supported the extension of the town boundary to the north 

because this would create sufficient development land to accommodate future growth in the 
municipality’s coastal areas over the longer term. It commented positively on the location, saying 

people moving into that new estate would have excellent access to Wonthaggi’s infrastructure.  

The Panel cited state-wide planning principles that really should have lead to Wonthaggi (Inverloch, 

San Remo and also probably Cowes) being identified as the better location for growth. The principles 
are worth quoting: plans should “ensure development on the coast is located within existing 

modified and resilient environments where the demand for development is evident and the impact 
can be managed” and plans should encourage urban renewal and redevelopment opportunities 

within existing settlements to reduce the demand for urban sprawl.” Having quoted them, the Panel 
chose to ignore them. 

Remarkably, the The Independent Panel also drew attention to Council’s contradictory approach to 

Cape Paterson, commenting: “The extent of the proposed new areas represents about a 200 per 

cent increase in the area of the existing settlement. …(T)his does not appear to be consistent with 

Cape Paterson’s designation in the Victorian Coastal Strategy 2008 and the MSS as a settlement with 
‘low spatial growth capacity’”. Again, though, it chose to look the other way. 

The Planning Panel ended up reproducing rather than questioning the contradictory approach to 

Cape Paterson being advocated by Council. This is all the more troubling when consideration is given 
to what the proposed northern development would do to the existing village, about which the Panel 

says very little. New residents would have to drive cars to get to the beach, new car parks would be 
needed to accommodate the huge expansion in traffic leading to destruction of the foreshore area, 

and existing road and path networks would need rebuilding to cope with all the additional cars. 

What might once have been a village would be no more!  Instead it would become a suburb of 

Wonthaggi, albeit a ten minute drive away.  

From a broader municipal planning perspective it would have made much more sense for the Panel 

to recommend Council manage the direction and shape of population growth within the municipality 
in ways that met broader planning goals such as more efficient use of infrastructure and declining 

dependence on cars (the very state-wide principles it cited). It should have set a goal of increasing 
the share of the municipality’s population living in the major towns of Wonthaggi, Cowes, Inverloch 

and San Remo, with the emphasis on Wonthaggi given it alone has the location and commercial 
potential to be a growth city. It is crucial for a shire disproportionately dependent on tourism to have 

one regional town that can provide residents with a diversified employment base and high quality 
social and physical infrastructure. This will not be achieved by fragmented, coastal ( holiday dwelling) 

based planning of the type reflected in the amendment. 

Could Wonthaggi accommodate such growth? The answer is clearly ‘yes’ according to the Wonthaggi 
Structure Plan that was completed in 2018. It is summarised in the figure shown below. Note the 

large areas reserved for residential development north east of Wonthaggi (R-1 in the figure) and also 
the area identified as worthy of consideration for rezoning to residential in south Wonthaggi (R-3), 

the latter having the added advantage of being close to the recently built secondary school site.   



7 

Figure 2: Wonthaggi Structure Plan 

According to the structure plan: 

“A land supply analysis of Wonthaggi has indicated that the Wonthaggi North East Growth 

Area combined with existing vacant lots (zoned as GRZ or LDRZ) is adequate to meet the 
demand for residential land for the next 30-50 years.” (P. 14) (our emphasis). 

The Cape Paterson town boundary should never have been moved, for the argument in favour of it 
shifting was always weak. It was the product of a confused logic coming out of a coastal 

development planning strategy that should have focused on the goal of preserving and celebrating 
what was there, rather than unnecessarily assuming a need to accommodate a big chunk of 

population growth that should instead have been channeled toward the big towns.  

2.3 The challenges arising from a being a holiday village.   

As a holiday village, Cape Paterson for much of the year is under-utilised. During school holidays and 
summer especially though it struggles with car parking at its beaches, and the absence of a 

comprehensive network of footpaths and bicycle paths makes walking and cycling, particularly for 
children, a challenge.   It makes little sense to propose a large new estate in non-walking distance to 

the beach and the walkways of the foreshore without addressing this problem first.  Yet the 
submission is silent about this most important of issues.   

To compound matters, the proposed development is to occur while restricting commercial 

developments to the existing location on the surf road in Cape Paterson. This means that residents 
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in the proposed estate will need to travel through existing streets in order to shop locally.  Yet the 

proposal is silent on how traffic will be managed in streets that are not fit to accommodate large 
volumes of traffic, pedestrians and bikes. Many are unmade. Others have no footpaths. Some are 

unmade and have no footpaths, as is shown in the photos contained in the flawed Traffic 
Engineering Report accompanying the submission (see below).   

Exhibit 1: Photos of some existing roads in Cape Paterson taken from the flawed Traffic Engineering 

Study   

This informal network of roads and footpaths is highly valued by existing residents, who no doubt 
would strongly oppose plans to change it.  This is exactly  what happened in 2014 when Council tried 

to force residents to accept a deeply unpopular proposal to pave the roads, resulting in a mass 

protest movement that mobilised almost all of Cape Paterson, and which wasted over a quarter of a 

million dollars and did untold damage to community trust. As reported by the Sentinal Times:  

  “CAPE Paterson residents have called for a change in state legislation after the Bass Coast 

Shire Council wasted more than a quarter of a million dollars on a failed infrastructure 

scheme. Whilst elated and relieved when the council announced last week it was 

abandoning the $7.1 million Cape Paterson Special Charge Scheme (to pave) the roads), 

residents will now fight to make sure the debacle is not repeated in other parts of the shire… 

The Preserve the Cape (PTC) campaign group said the incredible wastage came from 

council’s design-first-ask-residents-later approach to the scheme.” Accessed at 
https://sgst.com.au/2014/04/they-win-we-lose-shire-wastes-259000-on-capescheme/ on 

February 3 2020).  

Having mobilised successfully to prevent the paving of the roads only 6 short years ago with almost 

90% of residents voting against the proposal, it would be particularly galling for Council to embark 

on a road-sealing exercise on the back of a planning amendment that is deeply unpopular (see 

below).  

2.4 Failure to acknowledge the significance of the Eco Village development (now The Cape) 

Another troubling aspect of the Planning Department’s planning amendment submission for Council 
approval is that it mentions only in passing the 2011 decision by then Planning Minister Guy to ‘call 

in’ the proposed Eco Village development and allow it to proceed despite the Independent Planning 

https://sgst.com.au/2014/04/they-win-we-lose-shire-wastes-259000-on-cape-scheme/
https://sgst.com.au/2014/04/they-win-we-lose-shire-wastes-259000-on-cape-scheme/
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https://sgst.com.au/2014/04/they-win-we-lose-shire-wastes-259000-on-cape-scheme/
https://sgst.com.au/2014/04/they-win-we-lose-shire-wastes-259000-on-cape-scheme/
https://sgst.com.au/2014/04/they-win-we-lose-shire-wastes-259000-on-cape-scheme/
https://sgst.com.au/2014/04/they-win-we-lose-shire-wastes-259000-on-cape-scheme/
https://sgst.com.au/2014/04/they-win-we-lose-shire-wastes-259000-on-cape-scheme/
https://sgst.com.au/2014/04/they-win-we-lose-shire-wastes-259000-on-cape-scheme/
https://sgst.com.au/2014/04/they-win-we-lose-shire-wastes-259000-on-cape-scheme/
https://sgst.com.au/2014/04/they-win-we-lose-shire-wastes-259000-on-cape-scheme/
https://sgst.com.au/2014/04/they-win-we-lose-shire-wastes-259000-on-cape-scheme/
https://sgst.com.au/2014/04/they-win-we-lose-shire-wastes-259000-on-cape-scheme/
https://sgst.com.au/2014/04/they-win-we-lose-shire-wastes-259000-on-cape-scheme/
https://sgst.com.au/2014/04/they-win-we-lose-shire-wastes-259000-on-cape-scheme/
https://sgst.com.au/2014/04/they-win-we-lose-shire-wastes-259000-on-cape-scheme/
https://sgst.com.au/2014/04/they-win-we-lose-shire-wastes-259000-on-cape-scheme/
https://sgst.com.au/2014/04/they-win-we-lose-shire-wastes-259000-on-cape-scheme/
https://sgst.com.au/2014/04/they-win-we-lose-shire-wastes-259000-on-cape-scheme/
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Review Panel  knocking it back (see above). The scale of the Eco Village Development is massive, 

relative to what Cape Paterson was like prior to it beginning.  

Not only is this development largely absent from the document’s narrative, it is also missing from 

Maps 1 and 2 (figures 1 and 2) in the submission.  It can be seen in Map 4 (figure 4 reproduced 

below as Map 1), but only as a proposed and un-named development site. What could account for 

this level of forgetfulness, especially as the events surrounding the approval of the Eco Village 

development by the State government were so hotly contested at the time, by residents as well as 

Council?   

Map 1: ‘Figure 4’ taken from the Council Minutes of the March 28, 2018 meeting 

Map 2: Eco Village as shown in the Bass Coast Planning Scheme in 2011 

The Eco Village (now The Cape) will consist eventually of over 200 dwellings as well as a 32 

apartment building for short-stay accommodation, a conference centre with cafe, community 
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building and community food garden. That development is still in the process of being built out, with 

its full impact on roads and shops yet to be fully tested. Its scale is shown in Map 2 above.  

The Planning Department submission also makes only passing reference to the underutilised sites in 

the existing Cape Paterson estate. Council’s own Land Supply Study identified 163 such allotments 

(accessed at https://d2n3eh1td3vwdm.cloudfront.net/general-downloads/Strategy-and-

Growth/2018-04-27-PDF-Bass-Coast-Shire-Council-Land-Supply-and-Demand-Assessment.PDF on 

February 6 2020). Similarly there is no recognition of the ability to achieve growth through greater 

densification in the form of dual occupancy. In other words there is capacity for quite a lot of growth 

within both the Eco village and by greater utilisation of existing lots. 

2.5  The traffic engineering report uses data gathered seven years ago  

The failure to properly discuss the Eco Village, vacant allotments and the opportunity for higher 
densities except in passing are not the only curious aspects of the Planning Department’s submission 

to Council. Also curious is the Traffic Engineering Report (Traffix Group, 2016), which is furnished as 
evidence that traffic volumes generated by the proposed development are consistent with planning 

requirements. This Traffic Engineering Report was undertaken 4 years ago, using traffic data that 

were gathered in 2013 — 7 years ago — well before the first resident moved into the Eco Village and 

well before the last dwelling will be occupied there in 3-4 year’s time. These 7 year old data do not 
include any of the peak traffic weeks of the year, from late December to the end of January when 

Cape Paterson is full of holiday makers. It is of no value in assessing the appropriateness of the 
proposed development.   

2.6 Poor Affordability.   

The affordability rationalisation proffered in the Planning Department’s submission to Council also 

does not stand up to scrutiny; improving affordability is more likely to be achieved by 

accommodating dwelling growth in Wonthaggi where land is cheaper. Land adjacent to the coast is 

always more expensive than land further inland, an outcome both of location and the different 
competitive pressures; residents do not have to compete with holiday house consumers in non-

coastal areas. 

2.7 Sustainability. Absence from the Planning Department’s submission is any substantive reference 

to environmental sustainability other than references to flora and fauna impacts with no recognition 

in the amendment of the use of contemporary planning provisions and controls to achieve better 

sustainability outcomes. Lot planning appears largely to be one of 1000 sq. meter sites with little 

references to alternative or complimentary lot use arrangements for precinct planning which can 

optimize greenery,  encourage and facilitate pedestrianisation, better energy management, and 

enable integrated water systems.  

3. The case for the amendment is obsolete

The case for the amendment is, then, contradictory, is partial in its considerations and relies on data 

that are of limited or no use.   

The proposed development is also inconsistent with State Government policy for Bass Coast, which 

was taken to the last State election held in November 2018. At that election, Labor not only won a 
massive majority, but the local seat fell for the first time in its history to Labor. The key planning 

https://d2n3eh1td3vwdm.cloudfront.net/general-downloads/Strategy-and-Growth/2018-04-27-PDF-Bass-Coast-Shire-Council-Land-Supply-and-Demand-Assessment.PDF
https://d2n3eh1td3vwdm.cloudfront.net/general-downloads/Strategy-and-Growth/2018-04-27-PDF-Bass-Coast-Shire-Council-Land-Supply-and-Demand-Assessment.PDF
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policy announcement involved the Premier declaring his Government’s intention to give to the Bass 

Coast Shire a Distinctive Area and Landscape status under the Planning and Environment Act (1987). 

The Premier made his intentions and motivations crystal clear. In a Press Release dated 4 November  

2018 and headed, STOPPING DEVELOPERS RUINING PHILLIP ISLAND AND THE BASS COAST, the  

Premier announced that, “A re-elected Andrews Labor Government will permanently protect Phillip 
Island and the Bass Coast from over development, with planning protection enshrined in law. People 

choose to make their home in the small communities along the Bass Coast to enjoy a laid- back 
lifestyle...” (emphasis added. accessed at  

https://www.danandrews.com.au/policies/stoppingdevelopers-ruining-phillip-island-and-the-bass-
coast  on February 1, 2020). These are strong and unambiguous words. The Press Release went on to 

say, “Former Planning Minister Matthew Guy grossly expanded Cape Paterson’s town boundary and 
rezoned 24 hectares of pristine coastal farmland overnight for a housing estate at Ventnor, on Phillip 

Island, despite clear community and council opposition. A re-elected Labor Government will make 
sure this can never happen again by declaring the Bass Coast a Distinctive Area and Landscape under 

the Planning and Environment Act 1987 (emphasis added).  

In October 2019, the re-elected Premier published another Press Release, quoting extensively from  

Planning Minister Wynne on the day that Bass Coast was duly given its DAL status. Headlined,  

‘Delivering Lasting Protections For The Bass Coast’ the Press Release was again crystal clear: “The 

Bass Coast Shire is highly valued by locals and tourists alike for its rugged coastline, beaches, prime 
farming land and iconic tourist spots including Philip Island, Cape Paterson and the Bunurong 

coastline...The Labor Government will now work closely with Bass Coast Shire Council, Traditional 
Owners and the local community to develop a Statement of Planning Policy...The Statement will 

outline a 50-year vision for the area, protect and enhance significant attributes and specify long- 
term settlement boundaries for key townships to protect rural and environmental values.” 

Remarkably, one month after publicly awarding Bass Coast Shire the DAL status, the State Planning 
Minister authorised Bass Coast Council to begin the process to amend the planning scheme, causing 

much confusion especially for those who voted for Labor based on the strength of their planning 
policy commitments. Importantly, while approving the proposal to go to the next step in the 

amendment approval process, the Minister made it clear that, “Granting authorisation is not an 

indication of whether or not the amendment will be approved”.  

People in Bass Coast who participated in the consultation process associated with the DAL as 

recently as late 2019 were very clear about what matters most to them in terms of future 
development:  

“The participants mostly valued the small township character throughout the Bass Coast 

because the towns are relaxed and provide a village feel… People highly valued the 
community feel of the townships, where people are all friendly and strong community 

connections are evident… Limited development, with low rise and low density was highly 
valued” (Our emphasis).   

The consultants who undertook the study included a couple of revealing quotes from those who 

were part of the consultations:  
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 Source: accessed at https://s3.ap-southeast-

2.amazonaws.com/hdp.au.prod.app.vicengage.files/8615/7197/8944/3923._Bass_Coast_DAL_Rep
ort_Final_2.pdf#page36 on February 3rd 2020.  

Statements like these are completely and utterly inconsistent with the proposed amendment. Yet 
Council has decided to press on regardless.   

This is not the first time Council has done this. Way back in 2011 when Council undertook extensive 

consultations for the development of the Strategic Coastal Planning Framework referred to earlier, 
community consultations unearthed exactly the same community sentiment: 

“There is little evidence of community support for large-scale urban developments in areas 
not currently developed or where existing natural features are significant…There is a 

common belief that the existing low density ‘seaside” character of towns has been somewhat 

altered by examples of recent new “suburban” development and this is not appropriate.” 

(P.18) (emphasis added). 

Remarkably, Council insisted on preparing the Strategic Coastal Planning Framework targeting Cape 
Paterson for growth, even though it was aware from its own consultative process that the 

community was completely opposed to it.  Interestingly, the Strategic Coastal Planning Framework 

consultations did find evidence in support of major growth from one particular group: “Many 

owners of land on the periphery of settlements, or where there is opportunity for redevelopment, 
support change or growth for these settlements.” (P.18). 

Bass Coast has a long history of seeking community feedback on planning and development, and 

then duly ignoring what they hear. In 2017 as part of the process to develop Council’s current 

strategic plan (https://d2n3eh1td3vwdm.cloudfront.net/general-downloads/Governance/Council-

Plan/2019-04-17-Council-Plan-2017-21), Council undertook extensive consultations on a range of 
matters, including planning and development. The result of the consultations are summarised at 

length on the Council website referred to above. The feedback is once again crystal clear. Public 
transport was categorised as a “Weakness”. People drew attention to the lack of bus services on 

Saturday, the excessive cost of getting a taxi to and from Wonthaggi, lack of coordination in bus 

services, and the absence of bus passenger infrastructure. On planning and development, residents 

said the biggest threat was “over-development at Cape Paterson”, which might be “absorbed into 
Wonthaggi”.  They wanted to retain it as a Coastal village and were strongly opposed to  “over 

develop(ment especially) ... north of Seaward 

Drive”. They wanted “a plan for Wonthaggi to be true regional centre (through population growth)”. 

Consultations held in Wonthaggi elicited very similar sentiments: one of the biggest threats was 

“Inadequate planning laws to protect our small towns and coastal feel and Wonthaggi as 

the hub.  Cape Paterson’s development should focus on “fill(ing) in the blocks already available 

before any more subdivision.” These sentiments amount to a wholescale rejection of the planning 

https://s3.ap-southeast-2.amazonaws.com/hdp.au.prod.app.vic-engage.files/8615/7197/8944/3923._Bass_Coast_DAL_Report_Final_2.pdf#page36
https://s3.ap-southeast-2.amazonaws.com/hdp.au.prod.app.vic-engage.files/8615/7197/8944/3923._Bass_Coast_DAL_Report_Final_2.pdf#page36
https://s3.ap-southeast-2.amazonaws.com/hdp.au.prod.app.vic-engage.files/8615/7197/8944/3923._Bass_Coast_DAL_Report_Final_2.pdf#page36
https://s3.ap-southeast-2.amazonaws.com/hdp.au.prod.app.vic-engage.files/8615/7197/8944/3923._Bass_Coast_DAL_Report_Final_2.pdf#page36
https://s3.ap-southeast-2.amazonaws.com/hdp.au.prod.app.vic-engage.files/8615/7197/8944/3923._Bass_Coast_DAL_Report_Final_2.pdf#page36
https://s3.ap-southeast-2.amazonaws.com/hdp.au.prod.app.vic-engage.files/8615/7197/8944/3923._Bass_Coast_DAL_Report_Final_2.pdf#page36
https://s3.ap-southeast-2.amazonaws.com/hdp.au.prod.app.vic-engage.files/8615/7197/8944/3923._Bass_Coast_DAL_Report_Final_2.pdf#page36
https://s3.ap-southeast-2.amazonaws.com/hdp.au.prod.app.vic-engage.files/8615/7197/8944/3923._Bass_Coast_DAL_Report_Final_2.pdf#page36
https://s3.ap-southeast-2.amazonaws.com/hdp.au.prod.app.vic-engage.files/8615/7197/8944/3923._Bass_Coast_DAL_Report_Final_2.pdf#page36
https://d2n3eh1td3vwdm.cloudfront.net/general-downloads/Governance/Council-Plan/2019-04-17-Council-Plan-2017-21
https://d2n3eh1td3vwdm.cloudfront.net/general-downloads/Governance/Council-Plan/2019-04-17-Council-Plan-2017-21
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amendment being considered today. Extraordinarily, Council all but completely ignored this 

feedback in their published plan, which was ironically sub-titled, “Responding to what we heard”. 

There is then a consistent high level of community opposition to the sort of planning amendment 

being proposed, and this opposition has been clear and consistent for the last 20 years. Equally 

consistently, Council has chosen to ignore this opposition, even though it keeps asking for feedback 

as a means of informing its decision-making!  

What about the State government? It would most surely be  inconsistent for it to allow the proposed 

amendment  to proceed given the strength of its position during the election about the need to 

preserve, conserve and protect the municipality from over-development. This is especially so in light 

of its harsh criticism of developments proposed or undertaken during the years when the Coalition 

was in government.  To illustrate, the proposed amendment and overlay involve 97 hectares of land, 

more than double the contentious Eco Village development and four times as much as the area that 

former Minister Guy sought to have rezoned in Ventnor that form the subject of deep criticism in 

the Premier’s press release quoted above.  

4. A note on process and planning system integrity

The amendment process is occurring at a particularly sensitive time for Victoria’s Planning system, 

occurring hot on the heals of corruption allegations in the municipality of Casey, involving 
developers, councillors and state political party officials. The allegations are serious and have been 

referred to the Independent Broad-Based  Anti Corruption Commission (IBAC). The matter is tricky as 
it appears that at least some of the dubious behaviour may not contravene planning laws.   

As summarised by the ABC,  

“It's been an explosive week at the Independent Broad-based Anti-corruption Commission's 

(IBAC) hearings into allegations of corruption at the City of Casey. The public hearings have 
blown open allegations of a high-flying developer attempting to pay off not just councillors, 

but state political candidates, a community group and Aboriginal leaders. Counsel assisting 

IBAC Michael Tovey QC said the process "reeked of corruption"…IBAC's Operation Sandon is 

investigating whether public officers — Casey councillors — have been improperly 
influenced through donations and gifts.” (https://www.abc.net.au/news/2019-11-23/casey-

council-developer-cash-corruption-allegationsexplained/11730348 accessed 2nd February, 
2020). 

We note that in the Planning Department’s submission to Council, reference is made to two 
objections to the original proposed amendment by the Cape Paterson Surf Life Saving Clubs (there 

are two) and the Cape Paterson CFA. To address concerns raised by these entities, the developer has 

offered to gift one allotment to each life saving club, with proceeds from the sales to be kept by each 

club, without any justification or explanation. The CFA has been offered one hectare of land as well 
as an agreement to pay for all necessary infrastructure to pay for a new functioning fire station.   

We note that as we write one of the surf life saving clubs is in difficulty as a result of major damage 

to its club house arising from the wild hail storm of 2019. Its future is in some doubt. The other club 

has recently been the beneficiary of a major, multi million dollar investment in club rooms and 

facilities by the federal, state and local governments. These will be finished shortly.  Two very 

https://www.abc.net.au/news/2019-11-23/casey-council-developer-cash-corruption-allegations-explained/11730348
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different surf life saving clubs, then, facing very different futures are to be given identical blocks of 

land. Why? 

New Cape Paterson Life Saving Club rooms Damaged Wonthaggi Surf Life Saving Club rooms 

(picture taken shortly after storm)  

The CFA is also undergoing major restructure following the State government’s decision to establish 
Fire Rescue Victoria, and to turn the CFA into a genuine volunteer service.   

These developments raise questions around the ethical soundness and planning  procedural 

robustness  of allowing developers to donate land or pay money in order to secure the consent of 
objectors instead of Council doing this through a good process involving strong community 

consultation and on the back of clearly demonstrated need.   

• What if residents of Cape Paterson countered with a higher offer in order for one or more of

the original objectors not to change their mind? What if this starts a bidding war?

• What if other others see such a process as an inducement to object in future in order to

secure a benefit?

• Is it wise to allow social infrastructure provision to be determined by ad hoc agreements
that raise conflict of interest issues, potential if not real? Perhaps residents may want other

infrastructure funded rather than that nominated by a developer!

• How well are each of these entities governed to manage such funds?  Are we confident that

the decision-making is above board? Will for example their management committees feel
obligated to support the amendment?

• Does this process help encourage trust in the integrity of the planning system or undermine

it?

We encourage Council to consider whether the process summarised here will help or hinder the 
perception of integrity around its planning process.  
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More broadly, Bass Coast Shire ranks consistently poorly in the annual survey of resident 

satisfaction, although some improvement is noticeable over the last 4 years. As summarised in the 

2019 report, “Bass Coast Shire Council’s overall performance is rated two points lower than the 

Large Rural group average, and is statistically significantly lower (at the 95% confidence interval) 
than the average rating for councils State-wide”. Clumsy decision-making of the type on display in 

this amendment process is precisely the opposite of what Council requires if it is to move to the top 
from the bottom end of the municipal rankings.  

5. Conclusion.

In this submission we have pointed to contradictory positions that continue to underpin the case for 

the amendment. On the one hand there is an enduring and strong case in planning policy 
documents, community surveys, and recurring resident opposition pointing to the need to preserve 

Cape Paterson and control development to preserve its holiday home, village like feel. On the other 

hand there is an almost unstoppable Planning Department desire to develop Cape Paterson by 

rezoning land and enabling development for reasons that seem to emanate from the Strategic 
Coastal Planning Framework, that incorrectly assumed the coastal settlements needed to 

accommodate large population growth when it should have been ear-marked for the major towns, 
especially Wonthaggi. Each time the amendment resurfaces, zombie like, it is defeated by a tide of 

community sentiment.  

Given both the weaknesses in the arguments supporting the amendment and the changed planning 
context it is essential at the very least that Council delay considering the proposed amendment and 

the overlay until the Statement of Planning Policy is finalised. This is to be the supreme planning 
document guiding all development within the municipality for the next 50 years. By approving the 

amendment and the overlay prematurely, the process of developing the Statement of Planning 
Policy would be little more than a charade for the people of Cape Paterson and in a different respect 

those of Wonthaggi.   

As has been pointed out in this submission, there is no urgent need for this amendment to proceed 

at this moment. The most pressing argument in favour is the need to keep 15 years of residential 

land in the pipeline. But Council admits it has “has a healthy but not excessive land supply of 
between 17-20 years”. Given that there is no urgent need to push ahead with the amendment, and 

given we are in the middle of the process to develop the Statement of Planning Policy, the 
unanswered question is why Council is steaming ahead with this proposal at this point of time? The 

consultations undertaken as part of the process to develop the Statement of Planning Policy show 
that, overwhelmingly, residents remain committed to the town boundary that was there until 2011. 

We would recommend that the boundary be reconsidered in light of the final shape that the 
Statement takes. 

Already punching above its weight, Wonthaggi should be supported by a planning process which 

enables it to achieve the status of a regional centre as recognised and encouraged by the State 
government — a proposal fully supported by Council. It makes little sense to damage Cape Paterson 

when it would be far easier to further develop the increasingly impressive Wonthaggi instead.   



9 February 2020 

STRATEGIC PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

BASS COAST SHIRE COUNCIL 
P 0  Box 118 
WONTHAGGI VIC 3995 

RE: BASS COAST Planning Scheme Amendment C136. 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

Firstly, my wife and I would like to put it on record that we are both strongly opposed to the proposal 
in its current size put forward by Bass Coast Shire Council under Planning Scheme Amendment C136 
which proposes to 

• Rezone approximately 53 hectares of land from the Farming Zone to the General Residential 
Zone. 

• Apply the Development Plan Overlay (Schedule 26) to the entire Cape Paterson north area, 
comprising all land included within the settlement boundary. 

• Remove the Environmental Significance Overlay and the Significant Landscape Overlay from 
the land being rezoned. 

• Inserts a new Schedule 26 to Clause 43.03 Development Plan Overlay to cover the entire 
Cape Paterson north area, comprising all land included within the settlement boundary. 

• Inserts a new Schedule to Clause 53.01 Public Space Contribution and Subdivision. 
• Amends Schedule to Clause 72.03 What does this Planning Scheme consist of. 

In 1999 my wife and I purchased our property with a long term view of retiring to Cape Paterson which 
upon our retirement we achieved in moving to reside permanently to Cape Paterson in 2016. Our 
decision to purchase our property was based on the proximity to the beautiful coastline, pristine 
environment, small coastal village character, amenity and infrastructure and cohesive local 
community. 

The C136 Amendment does not adequately address the significant adverse impact such a large scale 
expansion will have on the Cape Paterson we have come to love and which we now see is at serious 
risk. 

W e  would request that Bass Coast Shire Council not consider Amendment C136 until the Statement 
of  Planning Policy (required by the Distinctive Areas and Landscape designation) is finalised, 
including a review of the Cape Paterson town boundary. 

W e  have been extremely disappointed when attending the recent community information session 
regarding the proposed development of the inadequate detail provided specifically to the subdivision 
pattern which clearly illustrates to the layperson the high density scale of the proposed development 
which would be clearly more suited to a "suburban" area such as Wonthaggi (which is already part of 
Bass Coast Shire Council plan for strategic development). Compared to the still under construction 
The Cape development in Cape Paterson (which in terms of  design quality and environmental 
stewardship should be the minimum benchmark for all future residential developments in the Bass 
Coast Shire) the proposed development shows little imagination in planning, offers no long term 
community amenity and is clearly a cheap money grab at the Cape Paterson community expense. 

The proposed development will see a doubling in size of Cape Paterson in addition to the existing The 
Cape development already under construction which will see problems through overdevelopment 
arising in the following areas. 

ED20/17891
Sub 25



A. Changes to the Character and Amenity: Cape Paterson is currently a small coastal village 

with a cohesive and caring community which despite some needed improvements to traffic 

flow is pedestrian friendly with little through traffic and few footpaths but currently safe for 
families, especially children and the elderly. 

B. Traffic flow: The proposed development is car reliant which will see unprecedented pressure 

on the already insufficient parking in the beach car parks and adjacent surrounding streets 
and central market square areas. Due a current lack of speed zone signage increased traffic 

will still an increase in the number of speeding drivers which will also mean less safety and a 
higher risk of accidents. The principle road exit from the proposed development onto Cape 

Paterson Road presents a traffic flow problem particularly in an emergency situation. The 

road exits onto Seaward Drive will direct a high number of vehicles onto internal roads of 

which some internal roads are unsealed and uncurbed (which residents historically voted to 
retain) which will mean more dust and less safety. 

C. Infrastructure: Water supply: To service the subsequent population growth and enable 

adequate supply the erection of an additional water tower will be inevitable and water quality 

and pressure is inadequate at peak time's already requiring heavy chlorination an additional 

expense to the community. Electricity: Electricity: An increase in electricity demand would see 
the need for an upgrade to the existing transmission line and the need for an electricity 

substation adjacent to the town. Telephone and Data: An increase in population would see 
both inadequate systems already under pressure in peak times and requiring upgrades. 

Drainage: Current drainage infrastructure is inadequate during heavy rainfall events in some 

areas resulting in flooding of private residences and the Wonthaggi Lifesaving Club as 
witnessed during the storm event during May 2019. Sewerage and Water Treatment: An 

increase in the population would need an increase in capacity of the existing Sewerage and 

Water Treatment facility. Refuse Collection: With a virtual doubling of the population a 
dramatic increase in refuse generation requiring regular collection would be required. 

Subsequent disposal of the collected refuse would need an expansion of the council waste 

facility at Grantville. Policing: With an increase in population a demand for an increase in 
Police presence particularly during peak season would be required. Rangers: With an 
increased population and an inevitable increase in the dog population an increased presence 
of Rangers to patrol and enforce Council By-Laws in relation to dogs on leash on beach 

during restricted hours and designated off leash areas. Collectively all of the above increases 

in infrastructure investment would come at a cost which would inevitably be met by Bass 

Coast ratepayers. 
D. Environment: Such a large increase in development brings a much greater risk to the coastal 

strip with an inevitable increase in the dog and cat populations that will increase the pressure 

on the already threatened local Hooded Plover population. Lack of vegetation protection and 
subsequent loss of habitat places native fauna such as Koalas, Echidnas, Wombats, Birds 

and Reptiles already under survival pressure which we currently see and enjoy now on a 
regular basis. Invasive plants also contribute to loss of habitat and decimate local flora. 

ED20/17891



Increased population will place further pressure on the limited beach areas in terms of space 
and erosion of sand dunes and damage to native vegetation due to human foot traffic. Further 

damage from increased human foot traffic and interference to highly sensitive and delicate 

indigenous cultural sites can expected. An increase in road infrastructure in the proposed 

development will see an increase in contaminated drainage which poses an immediate threat 

to the Bunurong Marine and Coastal Park. As the proposed development is car reliant no 
information has been released regarding ways to reduce dependence on fossil fuels including 

facilities e.g.: for recharging of electric vehicles, bicycle paths etc. 
E. Strategic Planning: The proposed scale of expansion is a major over-development, more than 

doubling the size of the current township. This is contrary to the Bass Coast Strategic Coastal 

Framework which states"Cape Paterson..a local coastal town .. with varying but limited 

opportunities for additional development". As the State Government the Distinctive Areas and 

Landscape designation has yet to be finalised Bass Coast Shire Council should not consider 

the C136 amendment and subsequent development proposal. A smaller development (100 

lots) designed to a similar standard of the current The Cape development would be a far 

better outcome for the Cape Paterson residents, Bass Coast Shire Council, the Developer, 

the local economy and our beautiful coastal environment. Since the initial purchase of our 
property in 1999 we have seen two (2) changes to the Cape Paterson town boundary the 

Golden Beach development and The Cape development and one has to ask the question is 

this the norm that when a developer wants to start a development he approaches Bass Coast 

Shire Council to have the towns boundary moved to suit his commercial interest? If 

Amendment C136 is approved by Council this development will encourage further pressures 
of new development. Where does it stop what about the rumoured golf course development to 

the east of Cape Paterson?? 

Again we would like to put it on record that we are strongly opposed to the proposal in its current 
size put forward by Bass Coast Shire Council under Planning Scheme Amendment C136 and would 
suggest that as a last resort a development reduced to 100 lots would be more amicable option. 
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From:
To: strategic planning admin
Subject: Amendment C 136
Date: Wednesday, 12 February 2020 1:26:40 PM

Name: 
Address: 
Phone: 

I am writing to express my deep concern regarding the planned development of 97 hectares of
farm land north of the township of Cape Paterson and trust that the Bass Coast Shire
Councillors, appointed by the people who reside within the shire, will take into consideration
valid and genuine concerns expressed by its residents.   I do not support the current
planning application before Council.  

Planning developments to date:
Over recent years, two housing estate developments were instituted at Cape Paterson.  At the
time of the new housing estate being developed on the western boundary of Cape Paterson, we
were promised that no further housing estates would be approved, due to the vulnerability of
the coastline.    However, within ten years, approval was given for the development of The
Cape, as an eco estate.  Fortunately, this has been sensitively developed by Brendan Condon
and is a model for future development within the immediate vicinity of Cape Paterson, which
is acknowledged for its environmental sensitivity.  

Massive development has occurred within the Bass Coast region; including Philip Island,
Inverloch, Dalyston and a new development of approximately 4500 homes currently planned
for the outskirts of Wonthaggi.   The Bass Coast Council has undertaken future planning for
the next ten years and current planning approvals, particularly in regard to 4500 new homes
being built within the immediate precinct of Wonthaggi, will address the need for new
housing.  

Now we are faced with a major development of 500+ homes, with the probability that an
additional 500 will be approved at a later date.    Questions must be answered by the Council
in regard to creating amenity and reducing risk, before a planning permit is granted.  It is the
responsibility of Councillors to ensure appropriate consideration is given to amendment or
refusal of the new development, especially in light of Premier Daniel Andrews promise that
the Bass Coast, as a vulnerable coastline, would be 'permanently protected' by his Government
from over development through the Distinctive Area and Landscape under the Planning and
Environment Act 1987, to prevent further destruction, as approved by the previous Planning
Minister Matthew Guy, during his tenure.  Given the previous actions by Planning Minister
Guy, it remains of concern that individuals/Councillors could possibly have a vested interest in
this matter proceeding on a massive scale and rate payers within Cape Paterson deserve a
qualified guarantee that this is not the case.   

In 2019 Cape Paterson was flooded due to the lack of drainage and infrastructure to cope
with the massive amount of run off, following the hail storm.  Many of the residents in Cape
Paterson have taken up to a year to rectify their properties following this storm.  It
can reasonably be expected that our changing climate may impact the sensitive ecology
within and surrounding our town; particularly involving unusual weather events such as
storms and flooding.  Council must ensure that appropriate infrastructure is in place, prior to
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any further development within our immediate vicinity.  

Parking is at maximum capacity during summer months for current residents and holiday
makers using the caravan park.  Council needs to explain to residents how additional traffic
will be managed at peak times.  Where will families from the new estate park their cars,
when they too want to enjoy beach facilities?  The lack of facilities will create a traffic
hazard for families.   

Cape Paterson, as part of the Bunurong coastline, is fragile.  It is considered a Victorian
treasure by everyone who uses it.  How will council protect this coastline from
unsustainable damage along the beaches?  For example, residents have found it
impossible to encourage the Ranger to patrol beaches during peak times, in order to
protect the Hooded Plovers and their chicks from beach goers walking their dogs, due to a
'lack of resources'.   The surf life saving clubs are unlikely to have the financial resources to
patrol the beaches to a safe level, if an estate is approved at the current massive scale
of the planning application.  

Suggestions for management of the application:
It would be preferable, if the housing estate is to proceed, for allotments of one to five acres
be approved by Council.    Farmlets will honour the history of the land, whilst reducing the
environmental and infrastructure impacts on Cape Paterson.  A low density housing estate
will provide ongoing financial resources to Council via rates and will therefore assist in the
overall development of amenity to the Bass Coast shire, without the current threat of
destroying our fragile coastline and small community.  

It would be useful for Council to involve developer Brendan Condon, as well as his
designers/builders, in the preparatory work leading up to a final decision regarding approval
of any development of the new estate.  Brendan's commitment to sustainable living at Cape
Paterson and his development of The Cape provides a model that could be adopted for all
small communities along the Bass Coast.  

As rate payers we must trust that the decisions made by Council will ensure the sustainability
of both living safely and well, within our immediate community and the shire of Bass Coast. 
 In making a decision about the approval of C 136, Councillors must uphold the Vision: 'Bass
Coast Shire will be recognized as a unique place of environmental significance where our
quality of life and sense of community is balanced by sustainable and sensitive development,
population and economic growth'



From:
strategic planning admin

Subject: Amendment C136
Date: Wednesday, 12 February 2020 5:51:53 PM

We have a house in  and it would affect me quite a lot as the subdivision is across the road from me.
I would like to put my opposition in for amendment C136
I do not think it should be rezoned from farming to residential .
* Cape Patterson is a lovely little hamlet and it could not handle the another 500 to 1000 houses.
* There is adequate supply of vacant land at the moment to meet its need.
* The electricity supply is very spasmodic ,we have a lot of interruptions extra housing would stretch it even further.
* There are inadequate foot path & beach parking.
* We do not want it to turn into another Phillip Island or Lakes Entrance crowded and over populated and not a nice
place to live.
* We feel safe in Cape and our children and grandchildren can walk around without fear not sure if that would be
the same with an extra thousand plus people
* Somethings are more  important but then getting money from extra rates
From

Sub 27



AMENDMENT C136 – SUBMISSION OBJECTING TO THE AMENDMENT 

,

To Bass Coast Shire Council 

I am a current property owner at Cape Paterson, in  I have owned property in 
Cape Paterson for over 30 years.  I wish to object to the proposed amendment on a number of 
grounds which I set out in detail below. 

First, however, I wish to remind Council of the unique value and beauty of Cape Paterson in its 
current state. It is a place where permanent residents can enjoy natural beauty, wildlife and beach 
walks while still being within easy reach of the school, retail and employment opportunities of 
Wonthaggi and Inverloch. Holidaymakers (of which I am one) can feel the stress of the city 
dissipating as we turn off Surf Beach Road into our peaceful haven, where low-key housing nestles 
amongst the trees. The beach is busy during summer days, but off peak we are constantly reminded 
what a special place this is. We regularly see native wildlife – koalas, echidnas, wombats, kangaroos 
and Australian birds – more rarely also snakes and the hooded plover. 

Cape Paterson is a town without airs and graces that is loved as a place to enjoy rural and coastal 
landscapes in close proximity. Wonthaggi is the “big smoke” – the place to do shopping, attend 
medical appointments, pay bills – while Cape is the “escape”. That is it’s very essence, it’s unique 
value. Change that, and you have lost what Cape is. And once lost, it can’t be regained. 

These are the particular grounds of my objection: 

Unnecessary and Premature 

 The information notes that “from time to time a need arises to change, or “amend”, a planning 
scheme.” 

There is, quite simply, no “need” for the change at this time. There are always blocks and houses on 
the market at Cape (admittedly fewer in the old section recently, a sign that people recognise the 
place is special). There are also all the existing and future blocks at “the Cape” ecovillage. The 
ecovillage itself has already encroached on treasured rolling hills to the sea – however this 
development has brought some value in authentic community benefits of the type appreciated by 
current residents – ie walking paths, access to views, support for the life saving club etc. The 
ecovillage also encourages sustainable housing and the density is low. 

In contrast, the mooted “community benefits” of the proposed development in the area affected by 
C136 – which would be made possible through the rezoning - are completely at odds with the type 
of community currently at Cape. We don’t want Surf Beach Road widened or speed-humped to deal 
with more traffic, or for greater beach parking to steal from nearby native vegetation. We don’t 
want a dense housing estate suited to the outskirts of Melbourne – it’s what we come to escape! 

There is also housing stock available in Wonthaggi, as well as development proposals to increase 
available housing stock. I understand Bass Coast’s strategic plan is to concentrate development in 
high growth areas like Wonthaggi. C136, if approved, will reduce demand in Wonthaggi where there 
is more urban infrastructure such as schools, transport, shops. Arguably, therefore, the rezoning will 
not even boost income to the Council, but simply shift this revenue from an area with existing 
infrastructure to an area where additional infrastructure will then be needed. 
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It makes much more sense to expand the township of Wonthaggi in keeping with its existing 
atmosphere and role, than to risk destroying Cape. Especially when there is no pressing “need”. 

Disproportionate 

At the last census in 2016, the population of Cape Paterson was 891. The rezoning proposal sets the 
scene for the developer of the relevant land to add 1000 houses over time – 500 and then scope for 
a further 500.  

These numbers say it all. This will well over double the size of the town. The character of the existing 
village of Cape Paterson will be completely swamped and destroyed by the new development. 

Overdevelopment is contrary to the Bass Coast Strategic Coastal Framework which states “… Cape 
Paterson … a local coastal town … with varying but limited opportunities for additional 
development”. 

Inconsistent with Government Intentions 

I remind you of Premier Dan Andrews comments about overdevelopment of the Bass Coast, 
particularly the following:  

A re-elected Andrews Labor Government will permanently protect Phillip Island and the Bass Coast 
from over development, with planning protection enshrined in law. 

People choose to make their home in the small communities along the Bass Coast to enjoy a laid-
back lifestyle – a lifestyle the Liberals tried to ruin by putting the interests of developers ahead of 
local residents. 

Former Planning Minister Matthew Guy grossly expanded Cape Paterson’s town boundary and 
rezoned 24 hectares of pristine coastal farmland overnight for a housing estate at Ventnor, on Phillip 
Island, despite clear community and council opposition. 

A re-elected Labor Government will make sure this can never happen again by declaring the Bass 
Coast a Distinctive Area and Landscape under the Planning and Environment Act 1987. 

The declaration triggers a requirement for a Statement of Planning Policy, which will set strict height 
controls and tighten town boundaries to protect the environment, landscape and local lifestyle. 

Under the Liberals, the town boundaries of Cowes and Cape Paterson were changed against the 
advice of independent planning panels. Under Labor, any attempt to expand town boundaries in the 
declared areas must be agreed to by the Parliament, protecting locals from the Liberals and their 
sneaky secret deals at kitchen tables. 

Despite a Planning Panel report (2010) that said expanding the town boundary to the West and to 
the North would result in an oversupply of land, Mathew Guy (2011) approved both town boundary 
expansions. C136 provides the first opportunity to correct this by reducing the over-expanded town 
boundary. 

Many Cape Paterson residents feel they have made their feelings on rezoning and overdevelopment 
known before, and the State Government has endorsed those views. There is no justifiable reason to 
allow an amendment at odds with community wishes and Government intent. 



The Distinctive Areas and Landscape process has not yet been completed and incorporated into the 
Bass Coast Planning Scheme - the Cape Paterson community’s biggest response was to request a 
reduction of the current town boundary. 

Environmental Issues 

The safe swimming beaches of Cape Paterson (bay beach and first surf) are relatively small stretches 
of beach. In summer, and especially at high tide, the beach is at capacity – both from a space 
perspective, and also in terms of the amenities – car parking, toilets, paths – and landscape (impact 
on the cliffs, dunes, marine life, wildlife etc). More than doubling the potential housing stock of Cape 
Paterson would have a detrimental impact on the beach and surrounding environment, with a need 
for undesirable urbanisation (more roads, carparks, toilet blocks etc). 

Destruction of Community 

Cape Paterson enjoys a wonderful community. Neighbours know and support one another; around 
25% of households are linked via the “Next Door” app; many residents are members of the active 
Cape Paterson Resident and Ratepayers Association; homeowners participate in clean-up days and 
planting days etc. 

A massive rezoning and subsequent housing development risks disrupting those community ties and 
creating a “new” and “old” mentality to a divided town. 

Increase in Traffic and Noise 

Cape Paterson residents love their quiet streets. This is shown by the overwhelming resistance to 
previous proposals to “bitumenise” the gravel roads, cut back verges and install speed humps. 
Currently the community feel ensures the majority of drivers respect the need to travel slowly, 
especially on dirt roads. Cape Paterson is known as being “safe” for families to let their children ride 
bikes or walk alone to the shops. A large development will dramatically increase the traffic flowing 
through these streets. Further, the additional traffic on roads will likely require a road upgrade, 
speed humps etc that are out of keeping with the village feel. 

The small size of Cape means many people walk to the shops or to the beach. But residents north of 
Seaward Drive are more likely to decide to drive, channelling traffic through the pre-existing 
township, especially during summer (beach visits). 

Loss of Rural Amenity 

A stroll along Seaward Drive provides a peaceful rural aspect, leading to stunning coastal views. 
Rezoning would ensure this rural feel is lost. 

My objection to C136 rests on all of these grounds, and I am sure there are more. But the 
fundamental one is as I outlined at the start. Cape is special. That’s why we love it. Please don’t 
destroy it. 



I’d be delighted to expand on these reasons if it would be helpful to those considering the proposed 
amendment. 

Regards 
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Supplementary submission to my earlier objection to C136 at Cape Paterson 

From: 

I wish to add the following to my objection lodged earlier in relation to C136: 

- I am concerned at the reliability of the traffic management report that 
was included in the documentation. It has a number of flaws including 
relying on out of date data, a survey conducted in the low season, and 
baseless assumptions about which way people would travel from the 
new estate to the beach 

- The proposed open space of 11% of net developable area is grossly 
inadequate. The Cape ecovillage has put Cape Paterson on the map for 
sustainable housing and living, and offers over 50% open space. The 
massive density proposed north of Seaward Drive would undermine this 
and detract significantly from the town’s appeal 

- I was concerned to learn that the developer has offered what appear to 
be incentives to the life saving clubs and CFA, apparently in order to 
quell their initial opposition to the proposal. I am not sure what is 
rumour and what is fact. However, transparency and absolute integrity 
of process is essential, especially in light of recent revelations in the 
planning sphere. 

- I am concerned about the reliability of the reports on fauna and flora on 
the site. There have been numerous sightings recently by Cape Paterson 
residents and holidaymakers of echidnas in the Seaward Drive/Tarooh 
area, yet the report did not mention echidnas at all. The report also 
underplayed the presence of wombats, implying their presence was 
minimal as no physical sightings of the animals occurred, although there 
was evidence of burrows, scats, droppings etc. Wombats were unlikely 
to come running out to reveal themselves when people were around, 
but again, residents regularly sight them and the burrows/scats evidence 
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should be considered sufficient evidence of their presence. I may have 
missed it but I also don’t recall reporting of the various reptiles (snakes, 
lizards etc) and other less obvious living creatures on the site. 

- In the 30 years I have been coming to Cape Paterson, the town has 
expanded significantly, initially losing heathland near Coral Street (in a 
couple of stages) and then expanding to the current site of The Cape. 
Local fauna/birdlife have already had to vacate significant tranches of 
land. There remain numerous unsold blocks on The Cape estate as well 
as within the existing town and no further expansion of the town 
boundary can be justified. 

- The proposed rezoning is inconsistent with the Council’s own plans to 
“protect and enhance the unique character of our townships, open 
spaces and rural landscape” and improve “the controls within our 
townships to ensure that the character is protected”. 

- Bass Coast Council has declared a climate emergency and therefore 
should not be approve any development that relies significantly on car 
travel, as this development will do.  

- People currently drive from Melbourne to Cape Paterson because it 
differentiates itself from closer coastal locations that have succumbed to 
urban sprawl (eg Torquay). In my time discussing the issue I have only 
come across two people who favour expansion to the north of Seaward 
Drive, and scores who object. However, I am concerned that many Cape 
residents and holidaymakers, especially the elderly or those who are not 
confident in written communications, have felt excluded by the 
submission process. I would have liked to see an “exit survey” at the 
community information session where people could indicate simply 
whether they support or not. There will be many who have not lodged 
an objection because it was “too hard”.  

- I am also concerned that many Cape Residents are suffering 
“development objection fatigue”. As a community we have fought 
overdevelopment consistently for the last decade. People are 
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legitimately questioning how many times they need to give the same 
message. 

- The town boundary should be returned to its earlier size before 
Matthew Guy’s controversial approval. The State Government has made 
clear its position on overdevelopment of the Bass Coast. 



7th February 2020 

Strategic Planning 
Bass Coast Shire Council 
P.O. Box 118 
Wonthaggi Vic. 3995 

We are writing with regard to Bass Coast Planning Scheme Amendment C136. 

We wish to lodge our objection to this amendment and the proposal to build on the farmland to the 
north of Seaward Drive. We are residents of  and can see no reason for new development 
in the area. There are many vacant blocks (we understand about 150) and houses for sale in Cape 
Paterson. The village does not have the infrastructure to accommodate such a huge increase in 
population. You only have to observe the lack of parking at the foreshore during a summer day to see 
the problem. 

We are also concerned that C136 is being considered well ahead of the Distinctive Areas and Landscape 
project. We believe that this project should be decided on, or be part of, consideration of C136. 

However, if council decides that further residential development is necessary we would prefer the 
decision to be only a small number of blocks along Cape Paterson Road and the rest of the land to be 
rezoned back to farmland with no opportunity for developers to come in again in a few years, and we 
have to go through the same objections and procedure. 

It appears to us that if further development is required, in the Wonthaggi/Cape Paterson, then this 
should occur more on the outskirts of Wonthaggi where there is already infrastructure to accommodate 
such development's. 

Please confirm receipt of this submission. 

itoNnoa 38IHS ISVO3 SSVE1 
2 0 e  8 3 J  1 1 I 

021',1203d 
..,...._______. 

ED20/18036
Sub 29



Objection to C136 rezoning application 

From: 

We Cape Paterson holiday home residents. 
.
We wish to lodge a formal objection to the proposed rezoning of land north of Seaward 
Drive that is dealt with by C136. 

We are residents of  and can see no reason for new development in the 
area.  There are many vacant blocks (we understand about 150) and houses for sale in 
Cape Paterson.  The village does not have the infrastructure to accommodate such a 
huge increase in population.  You only have to observe the lack of parking at the 
foreshore during a summer day to see the problem. 

Inappropriate Timing
• No development should be approved before the Distinctive Areas and Landscape process

(initiated by the Labor government) is completed.
• The Distinctive Areas and Landscape process has not yet been incorporated into the Bass

Coast Planning Scheme - the Cape Paterson community’s biggest response was to request 
a reduction of the current town boundary.

Massive overdevelopment
• A rezoning as proposed would have significant adverse impact on the small coastal village

character, amenity and infrastructure
• Cape Paterson is currently a coastal village with a cohesive community. The rezoning

proposal is lodged by a developer with plans for up to 1000 new dwellings (500 + 500). 
Even if each dwelling had only two occupants this would more than triple the town’s 
population which was below 900 at the last census.

• This is a massive over-development, both in land size and impact on population
• Despite a Planning Panel report (2010) that said expanding the town boundary to the West

and to the North would result in an oversupply of land, Mathew Guy (2011) approved both
town boundary expansions. C136 provides the first opportunity to correct this by reducing
the over-expanded town boundary.

Ignores Indigenous, Cultural and Historical Heritage
• part of the development area contains an area of cultural heritage sensitivity  and the

proposed development of the land constitutes a high impact activity (ref: Heritage Insight
report). This is inappropriate on cultural heritage grounds. Any development must strictly
heed Cultural Heritage Management requirements
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Ruins the Peaceful and Safe Character of Cape Paterson
• Cape Paterson, being small, is a safe place for families, especially children and elderly
• There are very few places like Cape Paterson and that, in itself, means it is worth

preserving the town as is
• Cape Paterson is pedestrian friendly with little or no through traffic and few footpaths but

currently safe to walk on road
• The distance from the beach of the C136 proposed rezoning will result in increased traffic

through existing township. This is envisaged by the traffic report with the C136 proposal
which envisages an additional 9140 car trips per day

• The traffic report is flawed as it is based on a survey conducted in July rather than peak in
Dec/Jan. Also they think that half the people travelling to the beach from the development
would rather make a right turn from Seaward Drive into Cape Paterson Road
(notwithstanding the increased traffic coming down that road thanks to the development),
rather than an easy left turn (a short cut) into Spear Street. I know which I would do...... 

Will Decimate the Community Feel of This Much-Loved Coastal Village
• The current community feel means people drive with respect and maintain the safety of the

town
• Will prompt population that is too rapid to be effectively integrated
• Will ruin the village feel that means children can walk to the park, shops, go for bike rides

etc. in relative safety.

Is Environmentally Undesirable
• Puts wildlife at further risk. The developer’s materials note there are 33 species of birdlife,

as well as wombats and kangaroos. Surprisingly they have not recorded other species
frequently seen including echidnas, snakes, lizards etc. The proposal will result in loss of
habitat for these animals, which in turn is a loss for Cape Paterson where they are highly
valued by residents

• The new development is car reliant and does nothing to reduce dependence on fossil fuels
• There is insufficient parking already at peak times. This is not easily addressed as

expansion of beach parking would have a detrimental impact on the environment and
amenity of the area and is undesirable

• Internal roads are unsealed (which residents overwhelmingly voted to retain because they
like this laid-back feel) - extra traffic will mean more dust and less safety but is not easily
addressed without altering the “feel” of the town

• Cape Paterson has a fragile and valuable coastal environment. The beach is already at
capacity in summer.

• Development brings greater risks to coastal strip with more dogs, cats and invasive plants
that can decimate local flora and fauna

• Threats to the adjoining Bunurong Marine and Coastal Park including contaminated
drainage run off.

• Threats to existing Significant Vegetation and Wildlife within the area to be rezoned.

Will put too much pressure on infrastructure
• Limited capacity of the Lifesaving clubs to service a large increase in beach goers without

major increased funding for paid lifesaving services.



• Extreme weather events (1 in 100 year) are becoming increasingly common requiring
infrastructure upgrades before further development occurs.

Is not the best way forward for development – more suited to Wonthaggi or Inverloch
• Bass Coast’s strategic plan is to concentrate development in high growth areas like

Wonthaggi. C136, if approved, will reduce demand in Wonthaggi where there is more urban
infrastructure such as schools, transport, shops.

• Wonthaggi has existing infrastructure and makes more sense as a place for additional
development

• Cape Paterson currently has a very different “feel” to Inverloch. We like it that way.

The process puts developers before community
• The reports accompanying C136 have been commissioned and paid for by the developer

and in some cases have been amended following consultation with the developer. It is
difficult to consider them independent.

• The community has previously made clear its feelings about expansion to the north of the
town

• Many residents of Cape Paterson are not confident with the objection process and have not
felt heard

Finally, if a development of any sort is to go ahead then it must involve –
• Reducing the town boundary so that the town expands by no more than 25%
• Waiting until 75% of blocks at The Cape eco-village have sold
• Include more than 50% open space of the net developable area (as per The Cape)
• Traffic provisions that do not funnel traffic through the existing township
• The developer providing far more detailed information regarding protection of heritage and

environment, details of the development proposal, subdivision pattern, design guidelines,
infrastructure requirements and development contributions.

• Significant planting of indigenous trees and appropriate green passages for wildlife
• Limited car spaces to ensure there is not additional traffic pressure on the town
• High standards regarding sustainability rating, as per the example set by the Cape
• Lower density building than currently proposed
• Retention of some green wedges of open green land.

Thanks 



From:
 admin

Subject: Submission Planning Scheme Amendment C136-OBJECTION
Date: Friday, 14 February 2020 4:41:28 PM

I oppose Amendment C136
the expansion is a major over-development, more than doubling the size of the township of
Cape Paterson; this is contrary to Bass Coast Strategic Coastal Framework
the Cape Paterson community biggest response to the Distinctive Areas process has been to
request a reduction of the current town boundary. ie; not in keeping with the communities
wishes.

Cape Paterson has a fragile and valuable coastal environment
This development brings great risk to the coastal strip including the local coastal flora and
fauna.
Threatens existing Significant Vegetation and wildlife within  the area to be rezoned
The development is car reliant and thus not a suitable area to expand for housing.

Overdevelopment on already inadequate existing infrastructure
Insufficient parking already at peak times
Lack of footpaths
Telephone and data becomes unusable at peak times
Electricity supply is often subject to black outs
Drainage  infrastructure is inadequate at peak times causing flooding
Water pressure is a major problem at certain times
Extreme weather events are becoming increasingly common requiring infrastructure
upgrades before further development occurs.

Character and amenity of Cape Paterson.
Cape Paterson is a coastal village with a cohesive community
Cape Paterson is a safe pedestrian friendly place with no through traffic and few footpaths
but currently safe to walk on the road.

History
Despite in the 2010  Planning Panel report on this matter advising expanding the Cape
Paterson town boundary to the west and north was not appropriate Mathew Guy the Leader
of the Government at the time approved the towns expansions just before being voted out of
government; inappropriate approvals for political reasons should not be allow to set the seen
for future and the current Government and Council should address this matter and prevent
C136 from destroying the Cape Paterson village.

n

Sent from Mail for Windows 10
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Subject: Amendment C136
Date: Saturday, 15 February 2020 11:46:32 AM

I am a resident and ratepayer and I wish to record my objection to the proposal known as
‘Amendment C136’ pertaining to the development of a new housing subdivision in Cape
Paterson.

My objections are many but in particular is the concern that a survey of future road traffic was
conducted at a time that is both irrelevant and misleading to the current proposal. A survey
conducted in 2013 in the middle of the year is grossly inadequate as it does not reflect the
current situation in Cape Paterson. Surely a current survey is needed to determine the true
nature of existing and future traffic flows, and it should be conducted at a time when traffic is
at peak demand – a situation that will give a very different picture to future development at
Cape Paterson.

Anecdotal and experiential evidence suggests the current peak season shows our beach side
roads and parking places are not coping with what is normal demand now. The safety of all
road and footpath users is already in jeopardy so the introduction of 500 homes on the
northern border of our village will only exasperate an already difficult situation.

I am particularly concerned that C136 not be considered until the Statement of Planning Policy
(required by the Distinctive Areas and Landscape designation) is finalised, including a review of
the Cape Paterson town boundary. Surely with such a significant review being undertaken it is
irresponsible for the Council to make decisions that are not informed by all of the available
thinking on such an important issue.

Cape Paterson is currently a coastal village with a cohesive community and a quite unique
atmosphere. It is a small, safe place for families, especially those with young children and it is
particularly attractive to older people who enjoy visits from grandchildren.  With very few
made footpaths and a rather random street layout, it has a special environment that deserves
preservation rather than disruption.  

The Bass Coast Strategic Coastal Framework states “… Cape Paterson … a local coastal town …
with varying but limited opportunities for additional development”.  This surely must be the
guiding principle for future development at Cape Paterson. Especially as the Distinctive Areas
and Landscape process has not yet been completed and incorporated into the Bass Coast
Planning Scheme. Since first promulgated, any future development of Cape Paterson has been
met with the Cape Paterson community’s request for a reduction of the current town
boundary. I request that the Council please take note of this consistent and important opinion
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of the Cape Paterson residents’ attitude to their home and lifestyle.
I urge the Council to reconsider the proposed amendment and take a much more realistic and
sensitive view toward the future of the wonderfully special nature of Cape Paterson.

I look forward to a positive outcome to my request.



Subject: Refer Amendment C136
Date: Saturday, 15 February 2020 2:35:28 PM
Importance: High

To whom it may concern, 

Regarding the proposed amendment C136, please acknowledge my objection.

As a holiday maker to Cape Paterson (CP) for over 35 years, and property owner for 7 years ,I
feel the sheer size and volume of the proposed development is completely inappropriate for
this small coastal village. Such a development ,for affordable housing, would be far better
suited to a growing Wonthaggi.

As there is little opportunity for employment at CP, residents would have to drive to and from
work. Given there is only one road in/out of CP,the increased volume of traffic would
considerably accelerate the deterioration of the road surface, increase the likelyhood of
crashes, not to mention the wildlife that would be killed.

The removal of the environmental protections is purely for the profit of the developer and real
estate businesses. One of the things I love about Cape Paterson is the abundance of and
variety of wildlife you see, echidnas, koalas, wombats and a huge variety of birdlife. Their
habitats would be destroyed and they would disappear. 

***Remember the reason these protections were put in place to start with.***

The swimming beaches are already crowded to capacity during the peak seasons. To add
another 900+ vehicles on a regular basis, it would be impossible to find anywhere to park, as
the new residents live too far from the beach to walk.
There are only two stretches of beach suitable for swimmers. Safety Beach and 1st Surf beach.
With extended overcrowding, people would seek alternatives to these , ie. Undertow Bay and
2nd Surf, which are dangerous and unsuitable for most (if any) swimmers. These beaches are
not patrolled and the end result is that people would drown.

The storm water outfall is a small river already. It would become an impassable torrent with
double the volume of water , destroying the beach for everyone.

With Eco Village not even half sold, the proposed development would considerably delay the
progress of this development, that was put in place years ago. 

The demographic of permanent residents in CP is mostly retirees. Any new businesses that
opened would struggle, as they would be more costly that their in town (Wonthaggi)
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counterparts. I refer mostly to groceries- Aldi, Coles, Woolworths. Residents would still drive
to Wonthaggi for cheaper goods.

The Cape Tavern is a popular venue and it struggles to cope with the number of patrons it
already has. Try booking a table Friday/Saturday night..... It could not possibly cope with
double the volume.

My husband and I intend to retire to Cape Paterson in a few years time , and would like it to
be the quiet,friendly village we have known all these years.

Please let common sense prevail and stop this massive  development from going through.
Perhaps in a few years to come we can have another look at this on a much smaller scale, but
not at this point in time. 

Please feel free to contact me in regards to my submission.

Sincerely, 



Subject: Amendment C136
Date: Saturday, 15 February 2020 3:16:58 PM

To whom it may concern,

Please take into consideration my objection to this amendment:

My parents had a house in  Cape Paterson from 1974 to 2000 and I have owned a
house in  since 2014 and use it for holidays. I hope to retire to Cape Paterson in a few
years and strongly oppose such a large extension of Cape Paterson for the following particular
reasons:

The beach. It's all about the beach. Why else would you live there? Cape Paterson does not
have the large beach areas and parking that, for example, Inverloch has. I remember when the
sandhills at first surf beach actually went most of the length of the beach and all the way over
to second surf beach. Due to erosion and vegetation changes, now the beach is much smaller.
At peak times now and, if the beach has a lot of exposed rock (which occurs regularly), there is
little space for crowds, especially at high tide. If people are tempted to search for more open
space, they may be drawn to other beaches close by, including second surf and undertow bay.
Both beaches are treacherous and not patrolled, people will drown. There is nowhere else in
CP to go other than the safety beach, which is presently overcrowded on a good day.
Undertow bay has a hidden reef and rock outcrops, very deep water, and treacherous surf.
Second surf and beyond shares the same aspect and swells as Woolamai and Gunnamatta and
therefore equally as dangerous. It would be a grave mistake to use these beaches as a lure to
potential residents. I am sure, if a statistic existed for numbers of people vs safe beach areas,
then CP is already more than full. The extra traffic on these beaches obviously adds to the
pollution, erosion and danger to protected wildlife.

The surf. CP has really only three surf beaches for board riders. The channel, inside point and
second surf. The channel and insides are reef breaks and so have one wave for one person at
one time. Second surf basically has the same, with sometimes a second or third spot
depending on conditions. I have noticed that when these spots are surfable, they are always
busy. Localism is apparent and more often than not anyone outside the local circle can
struggle to get a wave. Once again if a statistic existed for surfable spots vs local surfers, then
CP is already full.

The ecovillage. How can a new development go ahead when another existing development
has sold less than half of the lots available in over 10 years? What chance does the ecovillage
have of being filled up when a new development starts? I understand the ecovillage is
somewhat niche, but I would have thought the Council should fully support the completion of
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the estate before introducing any alternative.

I have no doubt the Council and developer can make changes to local infrastructure, streets,
plumbing etc. to accommodate more people. But they cannot change the little coastline and
its limited beach and surf access. People will drown, surfers will clash, there will be dog poo
everywhere, the beach will be polluted. Everyone in the new estate will need to drive to the
beach, the carparks will spill over into the side streets. The new businesses in the marketplace
will struggle to survive off a population of mostly retirees, pensioners and unemployed people
who will always shop where it is cheapest.

Statistics show demand for coastal living opportunities, but Cape Paterson is small, the beach
should not be overcrowded, it will spoil it for everyone.

Please show some respect for the quality of the coast, the flora and the fauna, and the people
fortunate enough to love it the way it is.

Thank you for taking the time to consider my objection, I am always contactable. My details
are:



From:
strategic planning admin

Subject: C136 Submission
Date: Sunday, 16 February 2020 12:29:53 PM
Attachments: image001.png

Please note below my reasons for OPPOSING the proposed amendment.

We have moved to Cape Paterson to enjoy the quiet coastal living. Cape Paterson has become
extremely busy during peak times and as a permanent resident, I accept that this will always be the
case.

We have watched the Eco Village progress over the years and are excited to be able to use the
proposed facilities like bare foot bowls, amphitheatre etc. as this in not over developed.

We do not oppose development but we definitely oppose overdevelopment.

The proposed C136 amendment concerns my wife and I as we feel this will completely take the feel
away of a quiet, close knit community and put a massive strain on the limited and existing
infrastructure.

Not only will the population increase dramatically but so will the traffic, strain on infrastructure,
crime and other negative social problems.

We feel Cape will lose its identity from being a quiet and quaint little seaside village to and actual
town.

How will all the new residents be serviced?

Personally, I find it frustrating that in the letter we received it refers to ‘from time to time’, a need
arises to change or amend a planning scheme. We have previously resided in Krowera, Bass Coast
and have been told that we could not build on titled land we owned.  When were advertising this
block for sale recently we had enormous interest from prospective buyers however all who
contacted council were met with disapproval or put off by the many hoops that they would have to
go through. Basically, the councils strong stance cost us a land sale and I find it quite rich that ‘the
need arises’’, to change or amend when it suits council.

In summary, our concerns are based on Cape’s loss of identity, increased volume of people, traffic,
crime and a total lack of infrastructure to support it. We do not want to become Inverloch!

We strongly oppose the C136 proposal.

Kind Regards,
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From:
To: strategic planning admin
Subject: C136 Amendment
Date: Sunday, 16 February 2020 12:39:56 PM

16.02.2020

As a permanent resident and rate payer living in Cape Paterson, I would like to
submit an objection to the proposed C136 amendment.

Cape Paterson is a unique small coastal town which is a major asset for the Bass
Coast Shire. A major development resulting in more than a doubling of houses in
the area would lose this asset forever.
The DAL – Distinctive Area and Landscape proposal shows that the area has been
recognised for its uniqueness.  I cannot understand why this C136 amendment has
been put forward while the Government has repeatedly said it is against over
development of small towns - as per Daniel Andrews pre- election promise issued
in his press release concerning Philip Island and Bass Coast.

The coastal zone is recognised as unique which is confirmed by the development of
the Yallock-Bulluck Coastal Marine Park which specifically includes Cape
Paterson. Planning for any development needs to be complimentary to these aims,
not undermining the environmental value of this area. 

Cape Paterson has the Endangered Hooded Plover bird breeding on its beaches and
already it is a battle to try and save the eggs and chicks from the increased amount
of people and dogs on the beaches. As a volunteer with Birdlife Australia I see what
effect the already increased number of people and dogs over the summer period
does to these birds and I fear that with the increased housing and people we will
lose this endangered bird from our beaches.

I trust that the Bass Coast Shire will take into account these issues before making
any decision.

Yours sincerely,
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13.2.2020 

Re:  Bass Coast Planning Scheme Amendment C136 

To Whom it may concern, 

I would like to outline my concerns in regards further development of Cape 
Paterson.  In writing this I find myself quite able to see this through both the 
developer’s eye’s, the perceived benefits to Bass Coast and more clearly the 
devastating effects it would have on our small hamlet.  I write this knowing full well 
that the decision has already probably been made in favour of this extension of 
Cape Paterson the idea of money will see it through, but I believe that your 
prosperity dreams will indeed backfire on you all. 

1. My first and I think most relevant point is the fact that this is farm land.
• The most fertile land which is secure in rainfall between here and

Melbourne is being dug up, we see this in Berwick and Pakenham.  It is
being planted out with concrete where the most arid and hardest to
farm would be a more sensible solution

• We have high rain fall and are able most years to produce two cuts of
hay where other parts of the State are lucky if they can get one

• It is rare for bushfires to threaten and destroy our farms, in the Bass
Coast and South Gippsland

• This puts us in the enviable position of being the food bowl of Victoria
unless of course we hand over even the lower quality of land

• The poorer land makes good wintering land for some of the farmers
whose other farms are at times too lush

• We have a desalination plant to pull us through any hard times where
farming is concerned

2. Electricity - we haven’t the best secure power sources at Christmas and Easter
and often find the power cut over these times

3. Our water supply – the pressure drops considerably over these times
4. The impact on our eco-systems from increased traffic - this is a National Park

along the coast and how long do you think our fragile and soft cliffs will take the
extra pressure.  Not to mention the fauna and flora

5. Money - I think the belief we should cash in whilst we can, is incredibly short
sighted.  The belief it will bring more business to the town a fallacy.  In these days
of internet buying the only ones who will benefit are the couriers.  Working for a
local business I know that hoping for this is truly pie in the sky.  Had it ever

occurred to you that what brings money is exclusivity.  You gain residents who

truly can afford to live local and bring their personal wealth with them.  Exclusivity

brings money it does not detract
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6. If you do proceed with this amendment then it must be along the lines of the Eco
Village, I personally don’t like the idea of gated communities but it has not
impacted on the hamlet of Cape Paterson.  It has not put added pressure on the
power or water it has however given back to the community and (I never
thought I’d say this) is truly an asset and a guide in how further development
should proceed within the Bass Coast Shire.  The only addition I could see that
would benefit this further is wildlife underpasses under the roads

7. The next problem we encounter is direct access to the beach from this new
estate.  At the moment the most direct route for the Eco Village is to drive down
the Government road, which the Government must maintain turn right into Park
Parade which the Shire must maintain to get to the beach.  This goes around a
lovely park as the name of the road implies, which for all intents and purposes for
the last couple of years was lovely, safe and quiet.  However, since the increase
of traffic from more permanent residents and the Eco Village, Park Parade Road
has become a racing track.  If you proceed with the extra housing the eventual
increase of traffic down Park Parade Rd of 900 homes averaging two vehicles
twice a day going back and forth to the beach equates for 3600 trips around a
Park frequented by small children and that doesn’t include current residents or
the Eco Village.  Each summer we fear greatly that a child will be killed by one of
these racing cars and sooner or later it will happen

8. Safety – Can you afford to ignore the fact that currently there is no safety for
children playing in our Park, if you proceed one end of Park Parade must be
closed off to through traffic.

9. As I drive down the Cape Paterson-Wonthaggi Road I wonder just how long it will
be before I am driving past Industry instead of farms, the plan maybe housing in
the long term but lets get real we have all seen what has happened to
Pakenham over the last ten years and I think it’s safe to say that stretch of road
will become Industrial estate because someone had a bright idea.

10. Finally, as I see the town expand, I would like to remind you that with wealth
comes poverty, they walk hand in hand.  This Shire has never planned in its
expansion for social housing – no one wants it in their backyard, not one of you
plan for the under privileged.  In the schemes of those who want to develop
property shouldn’t there always be a small pocket of social housing?  We must
plan for the less fortunate in our communities and I for one would encourage
that if an estate was allowed that social housing must be incorporated into it.
This should never be the playground of the privileged alone any community must
have a balance of all social levels of society.

I do not support the expansion of Cape Paterson I object highly to it. 

Kind Regards 



From:
strategic planning admin

Subject: Amendment 136
Date: Sunday, 16 February 2020 5:15:22 PM

To whom it may concern in Strategic Planning re Amendment 136

I am a resident who lives in , Cape Paterson and I feel I will be impacted if
this proposal by the developer of 480 houses on the north side of Seaward Drive goes ahead.

After viewing the proposal, my wife and myself have a few issues, especially with the future
traffic that will use Park Parade Road as a thoroughfare to the beaches, tavern and shops.

We already have dust with the tradesmen and the building supply trucks from the Eco-village,
who are using Park Parade Road as an access road.  

Also the eco-village residents who want to drive to the beach use Park Parade Road, especially
over the December - January period when they have family staying.  This combined with the
influx of holiday makers to often empty places in the estate, just makes things a lot worse for
us.  Not everyone follows the lowered speed limit in the local streets!!

Having an access into and from Seaward Drive for the development will mean through traffic
in our street, as well as Spear Street, when those residents are going to the beach!!

Why not have the entrances and exits to the development just on the Wonthaggi-Cape
Paterson Road? Maybe as roundabouts?

This may even stop the multiple trade vehicles that will be working on the development from
coming into the existing Cape estate, especially when they want to go to the shops to buy their
lunch and snacks. If the current access to the new development remains in Seaward Drive,
then there will be a lot more traffic coming back and forward in Park Parade Road

I personally have observed drivers, delivering construction materials, illegally doing a right
hand turn at the Seaward Tarooh street corner. They have to swerve to the wrong side of the
road to get around and this has already led to the sealed surface being damaged.  Imagine what
will be happening to the road surface when the number of trucks etc. needing to deliver
materials for this development increases.

We feel that closing Park Parade Road at Seaward Drive or the developer sealing Park Parade
Road and installing raised, narrow traffic control points would be advantageous.

Over the summer holiday period, there has been a notable increase of foot traffic around the
park in our road, and it is only a matter of time before a child is hurt. As we are grandparents,
we are concerned that our grandchildren could be hit. This has been a small coastal village for
a long time and a safe one at that!

Another problem is going to be where are the cars, from the new subdivision residents, going
to park at the boat ramp beach car park and the 1st surf beach car park.  There is not enough
adequate parking now when the holiday makers are here let alone when the subdivision is
completed.
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From:
To: strategic planning admin
Subject: Bass Coast Planning Scheme Amendment C136
Date: Monday, 17 February 2020 10:14:23 AM
Attachments: image003.png
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To whom it may concern,

Re: Bass Coast Planning Scheme Amendment C136

I am writing to vehemently oppose Amendment C136 and ask Council NOT to approve it.

As a resident and a rate payer I consider the proposal to  rezone 53 acres from Farming Zone to
General Residential Zone GREEDY OVER DEVELOPMENT of this charming coastal town.
I believe the change to town boundaries and the future development will radically transform the
character of Cape Paterson. It will be of NO benefit to the existing community and environs.
I am extremely disturbed by the underhanded attempt by Bass Coast Council to put forward the
rezoning application BEFORE the Andrew’s Government’s “Distinctive Area and Landscape” project
has been finalised.
Greed. Greed. Greed.
As a resident of Cape Paterson I believe it is vital to preserve and protect this unique, natural coastal
environment.
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From:
strategic planning admin

Subject: Cape Paterson development
Date: Monday, 17 February 2020 1:31:40 PM

Good afternoon,
I an a full time resident of Cape Paterson 
Thankyou for taking the time to address hopefully for me and the local are Paterson residents
the looming prospect of the  boundary extension to  our small town.
I am TOTALLY against the expansion of our small town.
There are many points against this development which have been brought up through our local
rate payers association.
I am sure that you  will receive a detailed address from them , which I fully support.
But from my pint of view there are a number of vital points that need to be stoped if our town
is not to be  swamped by extra people.
1. We are extremely overcrowded already during our busy holiday periods throughout the
year, with not enough car parking at present,
resulting in the narrow side streets being filled with out of town  cars. This is dangerous
already. Wonthaggi residents use our beaches as well and Wonthaggi is expanding rapidly as
well.
We have only two safe  beaches to use and these are full over Christmas/ Australia Day and 
Easter. I worry that more people will use the other unpatrolled beaches on either side of the
ones patrolled by the  Surf Lifesaving Clubs.
I see people using these dangerous beaches already, they just don’t read the warning sign
posts. These beaches are unpatrolled.
If the resulting development with an extra 750 (estimated) residents occurs how is the  lack of
car parking going to alleviate this.
No more carparks can be built on our foreshore because it is National Park.!!! I am also very
concerned about the environmental damage the new development will have on the wild life
and the  water run off which is already a problem for the houses in the east end of town.

If the expansion is allowed we have no infrastructure to cope with the extra number of houses
and people.
If the new house lots are allowed to be  dual occupancy that means double the amount of
people!!!!!!
We need assurances that the new  development accounts for all these environmental 
requirements, not just mass housing.
I have been to a couple of Rate Payers meetings and your planning representative lady was
most generous with her time and input, but you need to sit on the fence with this I know.
Hopefully you can read their report and follow their concerns.
I have attached the letter from Ms. Cragnale and want her to stop this development.
Thanks for your time and I really hope that you can  assist. It is  not just a NIMBY concern as
our small beach and national park environment will be severely affected.
We have a great community down  here and I m proud of what our small close knit town
achieves.
regards
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Strategic Planning, 
Bass Coast Shire Council 
PO Box 118 
Wonthaggi, 3995 

Re: Bass Coast Planning Scheme Amendment C136 

Thank you for your correspondence dated 13th January, 2020 outlining the 
proposed amendment Bass Coast Shire has prepared for the: 

1. Rezoning approximately 53 hectares of land from Farming Zone to
General Residential Zone 

2. Application of the Development Plan Overlay (DPO) (Schedule 26) to the
entire Cape Paterson north area, and 

3. Removal of the Environmental Significance Overlay (ESO) and Significant
Land Overlay (SLO), insertion of a new Schedule 26 to Clause 43.03 DPO 
to cover all of Cape Paterson north, insertion of new Schedule to Clause 
53.01 Public Open Space Contribution subdivision and amendment of 
Schedule to Clause 72.03 What does this Planning Scheme consist of. 

After reviewing these prepared documents, we wish to lodge an objection to this 
Amendment C136. While the documentation provided comprehensive plans for 
the parcel of land detailed in the amendment, there has been little to no 
consideration of the impact of this amendment on the existing Cape Paterson 
infrastructure and amenity. 

This planned amendment will double the size of Cape Paterson. Such a proposal 
is unthinkable in the light of the condition of the current Cape Paterson 
community. 

The existing Cape Paterson community has: 
• Numerous roads with no curb and channelling and many roads unsealed.
• A open drainage system that is not only antiquated but unhygienic in

allowing pools of water to sit unprotected in the current open drains.
• Lack of public parking that significantly impacts on the life of residents

throughout the year but particularly from October to April when beaches
are more often accessed. This will only become more fraught with not
only the proposed increase of housing, but also with the restriction on
parking in foreshore campgrounds, which has already significantly
impacted upon the limited parking available. This parking premium will
also put at significant risk to the public as pedestrian traffic and
vehicular traffic compete for the same space
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• A fragile coastal environment that is already stretched to cope with
current demands. The damage to this foreshore environment has been
constant over our 30years as homeowners in Cape Paterson. The recent
event in May 2019, again highlighted how fragile this environment truly
is unless there is significant investment in its maintenance. This has
certainly not been the case over the last 30 years.

We have listed here only the most obvious impacts on the existing Cape Paterson 
community.  While we acknowledge that progress is necessary, what has been 
disappointing in this amendment proposal is the lack of investigation on the 
impacts of this proposal to the existing Cape Paterson community. Some 
argument has been made that more housing/residents will increase the 
commercial opportunities at Cape Paterson. This in itself is not a reasonable 
investigation of the impact. Totally ignored has been the capacity of both the 
natural and community infrastructure environment to cope with an effective 
doubling in population. 

We therefore request that this amendment be rejected based on the fact that 
there is has been no adequate attempt to detail the impact of the proposal on the 
existing Cape Paterson environment, nor any provision to address such impacts. 

Yours sincerely, 



17 February 2020

To: Strategic Planning Department
Bass Coast Shire Council

Fq:,,F[annin8 Schene Amqqdmq$t-C135-

We are strongly opposed to Planning Scheme Amendment CL36.

We would like to see the C135 be rejected and the town boundary be reduced. Cape
Patersoh is a beautiful small village on the coast that retains a village feel and supports a

strong and cohesive cornmunity of 891 people. We do not believe that C136 Amendment
documentation looks at the negative impacts that such a huge expansion will have on our
village. The unique character of our village will be forever lost, our amenities and utilities
currently struggle during holiday seasons, including beach parking traffic, electricity supply
and wifi. We have minimal infrastructure and the C136 amendment overdevelopment adds
nothing to support an additional 500 - 1000 houses.

We have a pristine coastline at Cape Paterson and this willalso be negatively impacted by
the proposed drainage plan from the C136 Amendment. During the severe storm that we
experienced in May 2019, the water from the proposed area made its way from the North,
through the town and ending at the coast. Significant damage resulted through the town
and caused destruction at the Wonthaggi Life Saving Club and the beach. The drainage plan
to discharge the water from the proposed C136 will be diverted to the small creek to the
East, which will destroy habitat for the hsoded plover and flora and fauna.

Please do not allow this planning scheme amendment to proceed.
We look forward to hearing any updates.
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From:
To: strategic planning admin
Subject: Submission regarding Cape Paterson Amendment Plans
Date: Monday, 17 February 2020 8:55:59 PM

Hello,

I am a long-term, permanent resident of Cape Paterson and would like to voice my opposition
to  Amendment C136, i.e. the proposal to rezone land in Cape Paterson from the Farming
Zone to the General Residential Zone.

I came to live in Cape Paterson in 1992 because it was a quiet, green, tidy seaside town that
was not crowded, not overdeveloped, had very little traffic and in which I found a friendly,
respectful community. 

The proposal to allow further development on my doorstep concerns me. When the Eco
Village at the end of the road was built, the residents of Seaward Drive were told they would
need to pay thousands of dollars per household to have the road sealed. We did not ask to have
the road sealed and had managed without for many years. Ultimately the cost was put back on
those who had requested it, not the residents. 

I anticipate we existing residents will be again asked or made to foot the bill for other such
developments should the Amendment be approved. We should not have to incur such
expenses. Cape Paterson has little infrastructure, a bus that runs infrequently, a milk bar and a
pub. No petrol station, no supermarket, no fast food joint - and we don't need these! We are
not equipped for a larger population. When it flooded last May, our drainage systems were not
equipped to handle the flood. 

A development would mean the clearning of green spaces, trees and the destruction of wildlife
habitats. At night, I can hear frogs, see small marsupials along Seaward Drive. They would
lose their homes and we would lose our unique little ecosystem. 

We have a peaceful, tight-knit community set across a small area. Cape Paterson is not suited
to becoming another urban sprawl and further development would surely lead to this.

I oppose Amendment C136.

Respectfully,
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To: Strategic Planning Department Bass Coast Shire. 

PO Box 118 Wonthaggi 

Amendment C136.3 

To: Strategic Planning Department B 

RECEIVED 

1 7 FEB 2020 
BASS COAST sHir,7 COUNCIL 

My name is     health care professional that lives permanently in Cape 
Paterson. My wife and I own the house; we live there with our two children aged four and two. 

I am writing this letter to oppose Amendment C136 for a number of reasons. 

Firstly, the size of the development is completely inappropriate. The development appears to nearly 
double the size of Cape Paterson. The Eco village is not yet complete, many, more homes are going 
to be built there and hundreds of new residents need to move in. We have not seen the effects of 
this coming population growth on Cape Paterson. The impacts will be traffic, parking, pedestrian 
traffic, dogs on beaches to name just a few. The Eco village needs to settle before the shire 

approves another residential development, particularly of this size. 

I'm also opposed to the Amendment C136 due to a lack of details surrounding how it will fit into the 
environment and decrease its carbon foot print? The Cape Paterson community is environmentally 
friendly, the ECO villige has been a success so far because it is environmentally conscientious, and it 
runs off green energy, stores it and puts back into the grid. Any new development in Cape Patterson 
should be similar in my opinion. Any new development should be something that Cape Paterson and 
south Gippsland residents can be proud of for its environmental efficiency. 

I'm opposed to increasing the town boundary. I feel that one of the attractive parts of Cape Paterson 
is it is surrounded by farm land and beaches. Extending the town boundary concerns me, it will make 
Cape Paterson more suburban. My other concern is where the town boundary will eventually stop. 
Will Cape Paterson soon become part of Wonthaggi? This amendment may set a dangerous 
precedent for the area. 

I'm opposed to the Amendment for traffic reasons. The new development is a significant distance 
from the beach. For this reason most people who live in the new development will drive their cars to 
the Cape Paterson beaches rather than walk. This means significantly more traffic on our normally 
quiet streets. Many of our streets are gravel roads, these roads are not built for much use. The 
increase use will increase dust in our houses, more significantly it will not be as safe for our children 
who ride their bikes on the roads. We have no foot paths so we need to walk on these roads with 
minimal traffic. There will be a lot of through traffic, particularly in the summer. People will be 
cutting through the old part of Cape Paterson directly to get to the beach, rather than driving on surf 
beach road. This poses a danger to pedestrians. Is the developer or Bass shire council going to pay 
for our roads to be sealed? Or pay for footpaths to be made? 

These people need to park their cars at the beach, during summer parking already spills out onto 
surf beach road and onto pedestrian areas. Will the developer or shire make new car parks at the 
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beach? If so, I assume they will use vital foreshore which is home to many beautiful native species 
of plants, birds, animals to build these car parks? 

I'm also concerned about the extra risk the new development poses if a Bush fire came through 
Cape Paterson. Currently there are three road exits from Cape Paterson. Seward drive East and West 
are the first two. The other is the Cape Paterson Inverloch road. If a fire came through from West to 
East or from the North to the south the only road exit would be the Cape Paterson Inverloch road. 
One road. A lot of people from the new development would be driving down to get on that road, 
plus all the people coming from the rest of Cape Paterson coming off Surf beach road. That's a huge 
amount of traffic in an emergency. I hope the proper experts in this field have been consulted on the 
safety of the new development and if it would compromise the safety of the old part of Cape 
Paterson in relation to Bush Fires and Fire safety. Chiefly, is there adequate access and egress for 
both residents and emergency services? 

For a development of this size to go ahead significant infrastructure needs to be added to cater for 
the increase in population. This will no doubt cause a blow out in Bass Coast Shire spending. 
Upgrades need to be made to essential services, CFA, health and public transport. Cape Paterson 
CFA will need to be given adequate resources to protect the town. Buses will need to be more 
readily available than every few hours. 

Some other things that should be strongly considered if this were to go ahead would be to upgrade 
the Cape Paterson community centre. An extra tennis court should be added. So much community 
fun and engagement happens around this tennis court, but it is very busy, particularly in summer. 
Another free tennis court is necessary. 

A skate Park should be strongly considered. Many people skate, ride scooters and BMX bikes in Cape 
Paterson. Currently we have to go to Wonthaggi or Inverloch to use the parks; we have to catch a 
bus or drive. Having a skate park in Cape Paterson would be very well used and enjoyed. It would 
give us something to do when the surf is flat. With so many talented surfers and skaters in Cape 
Paterson it would be a wonderful well used community asset. Wouldn't it be great to see an Olympic 
skate boarder come out of Cape Paterson one day? Other considerations should be another off lead 
dog area and another playground for the Children. 

All of this comes at a significant cost. Why should Bass Coast Shire residents pay for these upgrades 
to Cape Paterson? More to the point, why should rate payers from Wonthaggi, Dalyston, Kilcunda, 
San Remo and Philip Island pay for this? Inevitably, Bass Coast Shire rates will increase due to cost 
blowouts for financing infrastructure due to Amendment C136.3 How is that fair? 

Ultimately I oppose the Amendment for many reasons. Adequate traffic research has not been done, 
it's not environmental friendly, and there is not enough infrastructure. The town boundary shouldn't 
be extended. There may be a significant risk to safety in the event of a Bush Fire or extreme weather 
event. The integrity of Cape Paterson will be compromised completely by this amendment. It does 
not belong here, particularly this size. The Bass Coast Shire needs to protect what we have and stand 
in the way of this inappropriate development. This is an opportunity for the Shire to stand up for 
Cape Paterson residents, holiday makers and all of people who visit and enjoy Cape Paterson for the 
beautiful little village it is today. We pay our rates and in turn we trust that the Shire will do 
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everything in its power to  keep Bass Coast beautiful and prevent it from being overdeveloped. 

Please don't  let us down. 

ED20/20701



From:
strategic planning admin

Subject: Amendment C136
Date: Tuesday, 18 February 2020 5:24:21 PM

I wish to submit an objection to the above amendment, based on the following issues.
Firstly. There seems to be considerable information disconnect between what has been
gathered and what has been extrapolated from it.
For example, the use of Croydon rainfall in the 1980s as a measure of anything to do with
climate. 
The ecological study not mentioning the presence of Lewin's Rail as it was written before the
Homan report of 2018.
The fact that the RORB model very likely underestimates the future flooding impact.
The list goes on...
Essentially I cannot comprehend that this is being considered before the DAL process is
completed. 
Or the fact that the Bay Master plan has been in existence for...is it 6 years now? And how
much has been completed? The shade over the BBQ? Great work Bass Coast Shire
Council....how about finishing something before carving up more land for development?
There is plenty of land still available in Cape Paterson at the moment...but "wait
..that's just for greeny sustainable people", I hear the developers say. So what would C136 be?
Subject to less stringent requirements? Cheaper housing? Non sustainable? Another reason to
say no.
I could go on about the character that would be destroyed...the appalling lack of resources
already...like the lack of toilets in the "place of last refuge". 
The increased cars on the barely adequate road to Wonthaggi. 
But you know all this Council, and if you let any of this go ahead then it smacks of more rates.
So how about fixing the WLSC, or finishing the Master plan, or waiting to see what the DAL
looks like, or finishing the place of last resort, or finishing the new Estate before we dig up
more farming land, or at least asking for current reliable information about drainage, flooding,
the real environmental impact of more housing?
How about any of them being done first?
Really..why would anyone in their right mind support C136 at present?
Thanks for listening, I really hope you care about our town.
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From:
strategic planning admin

Subject: Proposed Cape Paterson development.
Date: Tuesday, 18 February 2020 8:19:27 PM

I have been both a visitor and currently a property owner in cape paterson for many years, 
enjoying holidays and learning to swim as an infant in the rock pool.
The attraction to this lovely coastal town is largely due to the safe, and friendly surroundings
of Cape Paterson.
Whilst i accept change and development as a way of life i totally oppose the proposed
planning amendment from farming zone to general residential zone.
The amount of traffic, congesting even further the beach carparks alongside endangering
children riding and walking around cape paterson are strong points to object this development.
The eco village has been a great concept, blue circle estate looks stunning, the cape is perfect
the way it is presently.
People wanting more development and infrastructure would be wise to consider nearby
Inverloch.
For over 50 years my family has been holidaying and investing in Cape Paterson been heavily
involved in surf clubs , markets and events it would be a  shame to see this lovely community
changed by greedy and unnecessary development and lose the country/coastal atmosphere.
Again i cannot stress strongly enough how opposed i am to this proposed amendment to the
planning of farming to residential zones.
Kind regards
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19 February 2020

Strategic Planning Department
Bass Coast Shire Council
Email:  strategic.planningadmin@basscoast.vic.gov.au
PO Box 118
Wonthaggi  Victoria  3995

Dear Bass Coast Shire Council,

RE:  Amendment C136

I feel the proposed scale of the expansion is too great for the Cape Paterson town ship and 
community.   The town ship is overwhelmed during peak times and warm days by car, bike and 
pedestrian traffic on the roads, lack of parking and overcrowded beaches.  

The charm of our sea side town is the feeling of being in a small safe and friendly town.  Our 
infrastructure as it stands will not be in a position to cope with such a significant increase in 
population if the northern development goes ahead.  More details of the development proposal 
needs to be made available to the community, which include subdivision layout and infrastructure to 
cope with the increase in population.

Cape Paterson is a small sea side town that was identified in the Bass Coast Strategic Coastal 
Framework as a local sea side town with limited opportunities for additional development.   
Wonthaggi town ship is considered a high growth area, and has received funding, not limited to 
schools and the hospital expansions to cater for the current community and the growth of the 
Wonthaggi community, not Cape Paterson.

I feel allowing any expansion to the north of Cape Paterson will open up the push from other 
developers to apply for expansions to the east and west of Cape Paterson, which I am strongly 
opposed to.  I also believe that C136 should not be considered until the Statement of Planning Policy 
is finalised, including a review of the Cape Paterson town boundary.

mailto:strategic.planningadmin@basscoast.vic.gov.au
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Subject :  Bass Coast Planning Scheme Amendment C136 Cape Paterson  -  Submission

Introduction 

 After reading all available information and having discussions with project representatives at the 
drop in session, I wish to make comment for consideration mainly with regard to the long term 
infrastructure requirements for Cape Paterson. Given that the overall development would double 
the size of the existing township, it is particularly important to plan and have an agreed position at 
the outset, of the necessary infrastructure improvements and how these would be scheduled and 
funded.

Whilst most of the infrastructure components have been included in the provided documentation, I 
would like to raise my concerns about some of them and offer suggestions for improvement.

Whilst I am not opposed to development, we need to ensure it is achieved for the benefit of all, 
including all landholders and the environment. 

Infrastructure Comments

Stormwater – Currently, I am required to retain my own stormwater within my property. I achieve 
this using retention tanks and run-off pits under lawn areas. I do, however, have flooding occur 
during heavy rains as a result of surface water entering my property. This water originates to my 
north and runs through several properties and open swale drains ending at my property. These 
swales are from the original stormwater system to the ocean, however some have been blocked by 
developments over time. You would share my concerns if more water arrived at my property as a 
result of the planned development and no alternative water diversion arrangement had been 
introduced to the area. Whilst I understand the planned water drainage improvements as part of the 
development, I have no guarantee that above and below ground water levels will not change and 
result in an increase to property flooding levels.  

I am also concerned that the stormwater crossing our bay beaches for longer periods in the future, 
may have an adverse effect on our sand levels.
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Parking – Vehicle parking at all beach areas is very limited and the overflow on Surf Beach Road is 
unsure and dangerous during peak summer periods. Many vehicles and boat trailers are parking 
between the footpath and roadway with some encroaching onto the roadway. This is most unsafe 
and an accident waiting to happen. Future growth in Cape Paterson and Wonthaggi will require 
additional parking areas. 

I would like to suggest the following for consideration –

Improve organisation of parking at the area around the Wonthaggi lifesaving Club, particularly if the 
building area is reduced. Utilise available land on the north side of Surf Beach Rd opposite the 
roadway down to the bay beach.

Increase the size of the existing carpark opposite Tarooh St. This could be developed to the West. 
Develop wheelchair/disabled access to the Bay beach from this carpark, including disabled car 
parking.

Develop a new carpark/recreational area opposite the commercial shopping area. This would need 
to be a large area from the roadway through to the ‘Channel’ beach area for coastal observation for 
the public. A parkland and cooking/picnic facility area would also be included with general parking. It 
would provide additional parking for ‘Surf 1’ beachgoers.

The overall advantage of these larger and additional parking areas is the provision of firebreaks 
along our coastal frontage. This is an essential safety feature given the continuing increase of fuel 
load along the coast within the township.

Traffic – In addition to the proposed improvements to the access roadway at Seaward Drive, a 
roadway to/from the new estate should be established into Cape Paterson Rd. I would suggest this 
would be located to the north of Seaward Drive about halfway up the estate area. Roads within the 
estate would be designed to suit this access point. I would think this would require a roundabout at 
Cape Paterson Rd to ensure safe access.

The new development should provide visitor parking areas in various locations. This will ensure 
roads are kept clear of parked vehicles. This will enable safe and timely evacuation of the area 
should it be necessary for any reason.

Other traffic limits and changes may also be required around the township.
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Conclusion

 I trust the above concerns and suggestions for improvement for our coastal township will assist in a 
positive way toward the planning and implementation of future development. Please do not hesitate 
to contact me for any further information.

With thanks



From:
To: strategic planning admin
Subject: Amendment C136
Date: Wednesday, 19 February 2020 1:02:55 PM

Attention: Strategic Planning – Bass Coast Shire Council

I understand Amendment C136 proposes to rezone land in Cape Paterson from a Farming Zone to a
General Residential Zone.

I wish to express my opposition to the proposal and reject the proposed amendment entirely.

It is my belief that the proposal will excessively overdevelop the town and will destroy the character
and amenity of Cape Paterson as a small coastal township.

I understand Premier Andrews recognised as much by passing legislation in 2019 to permanently
restrict development in the Bass Coast  area, in recognition of the natural beauty and small-town
lifestyle of the region. I find it to be incongruous that this amendment can be considered at this time
when such legislation is still to be incorporated into local planning regulations. I would hope such
legislation and accompanying planning regulations would make Amendment C136 redundant?

The proposed scale of expansion is a major over-development, more than doubling the size of the
township.  This is contrary to the Bass Coast Strategic Coastal Framework which states “… Cape
Paterson … a local coastal town … with varying but limited opportunities for additional
development”.
Despite a Planning Panel report (2010) that said expanding the town boundary to the West and to
the North would result in an oversupply of land, Mathew Guy (2011) approved both town boundary
expansions. If the town boundaries had not been expanded at that time, any developments of the
likes of that proposed by Amendment C136 would be rejected outright as I do not believe that it
satisfies any meaningful strategic planning, environmental, infrastructure, or coastal amenity
considerations. The only reason such a proposal is even being considered is because of the ill-
conceived town boundary extensions of 10 years ago
I believe C136 provides an opportunity to correct this anomaly by reducing the over-expanded town
boundary to limit development to the south side of Seaward drive and retain the existing ‘Farming
zone’ of the area north of Seaward Drive.
In my opinion the proposal is sorely inadequate in that it  fails to address the impact on the fragile
coastal environment, the wildlife and vegetation. Nor does it address the substantial infrastructure
impact such a gross over development would have on the area.
I would be pleased to further elaborate on my concerns should you be interested

Regards

Sub 48



1 

Strategic Planning 

Bass Coast Shire Council 

PO Box 118 

Wonthaggi, 3995 

Dear Sir/Madam 

RE: Amendment C136 and the Development Plan Overlay [DPO] 

This submission argues the case for: 

i. The rejection of the C136 Planning Scheme Amendment to rezone approximately
53 hectares of land from farming Zone to General Residential Zone.

ii. The rejection of the Development Plan Overlay over the total Cape Paterson
North area of approximately 97 hectares.

iii. The reduction of the Planning Scheme Amendment and the Developmental Plan
Overlay to the provision of 100 housing blocks.

iv. The reduction in the settlement boundary in Cape Paterson North to the
provision of 100 housing blocks.

Furthermore that in the event of the Amendment C136 and the Development Plan Overlay 
are not rejected by the Bass Coast Shire Council, and are  referred to Planning Panels 
Victoria, they not be reviewed by an Independent Panel: 

• Until the Draft Statement of Strategic Planning, the third stage of the Distinctive
Area and Landscape program [The Bass Coast DAL Project] has been completed and
made available to all stakeholders; and

• The Minister for Planning has clarified how the Council, the Independent Panel and
the Minister will “have regard” for the Bass Coast DAL Project in the decision making
process

In summary the reasons underlying the submission are that: 

i. The Amendment C136 and the Development Plan Overlay represent a gross
overdevelopment of Cape Paterson  that will destroy the character of the
township and place considerable pressure on the on the already inadequate
existing infrastructure.
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ii. The provision for 100 housing lots along with the over 220 lots available at “The
Cape” and vacant lots within the existing township would provide close to 20
years supply for the future development at Cape Paterson. [ Approximately 330
housing lots at 17 houses per year]

2. Gross Overdevelopment

Cape Paterson is a small coastal township with a population of 891 people and 1077 
private dwellings, of which 36%are permanent residences and 64% holiday homes [2016 
Census] 

The Cape Paterson Strategic Plan designates Cape Paterson as a “low growth” area. 

The approval of the Amendment C136 with its 483 houses and the Development Plan 
Overlay, which would make the addition of a further 450 to 500 houses a fait accompli, 
would: 

i. Double the size of the existing township
ii. Destroy the character and amenity of the township
iii. Accentuate the problems with the inadequate existing road, footpath and

parking and drainage infrastructure

This excessive overdevelopment is in total contradiction to the Premier’s Media Release in 
November 2018, which stated: 

“A re-elected Andrews’ Government will permanently protect Phillip Island and Bass 
Coast from overdevelopment with planning protection enshrined in law” 

“People choose to make their home in the small communities along the Bass Coast to 
enjoy a laidback lifestyle – a lifestyle the Liberals tried to ruin by putting the interests 
of developers ahead of residents” 

“Former Planning Minister Matthew Guy grossly expanded Cape Paterson….. despite 
clear community and council opposition” 

This gross overexpansion was contrary to the Independent Panel Report [2010] which stated 
that expanding the town boundary to the west and to the north, would result in an over- 
supply of land for development. 

The proposed overdevelopment is also in contradiction to seventh theme in the Bass Coast 
Shire Council’s Strategic Plan – Celebrating the uniqueness of our townships. After listing 
“what it heard” in the community consultations the theme states the following strategic 
outcomes: 
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• “Partnering with our community to protect and enhance the unique character of our
townships, open spaces and rural landscapes.

• Ensure that the review of the Municipal Strategic Statement improves the controls
within our townships to ensure that the character is protected.

• Strengthen the role of Wonthaggi as our regional centre.”

Any support by the BCSC for the proposed overdevelopment, which will eventually double 
the size of Cape Paterson, is an absolute contradiction to the strategic outcomes. 

1. The Bass Coast Distinctive Areas and Landscapes Project [Bass Coast DAL Project]

The Premier’s media release in November 2018 clearly indicated that the Bass Coast DAL 
Project is to protect townships such as Cape Paterson from over development. On 27 March 
2019, the Minister for Planning announced his decision to defer the request for the 
authorization of Amendment C136 “until the Bass Coast DAL Project is significantly 
advanced and strategic planning work has been undertaken to inform whether changes 
should be made to the settlement boundary for Cape Paterson.” 

However, on 24 October 2019 on the declaration of the Bass Coast DAL Project, the Minister 
for Planning announced that the “Council had been authorized to prepare the Amendment 
C136 with regard to the Bass Coast DAL Project and in particular any impact on settlement 
planning for Cape Paterson and the environment and landscape significance of the land 
subject to the amendment.” 

The vagueness as to what is meant by the “with regard” and whether it relates to the 
Independent Panel and/or the Minister as well as the Council in the decision making process 
are causes for great concern. This concern is accentuated by: 

i. The issue of proper process with the switch from a two step by step procedure to a
parallel processes for the Bass Coast DAL Project and the decision making on
Amendment C136 and the DPO.

ii. The fact that there is no way that the Report from the First Engagement could be
considered a “significant advancement” of the Bass Coast DAL Project. The
preparation of the Amendment C136 should have been deferred until at least the
provision of the Draft Statement of Planning Policy

The Report arising from the first engagement is very general, contains little new 
information, makes no mention of the issues such as the Northern Development and does 
not contain any strategic planning. 

The summary relating to Cape Paterson: 

i. Indicates that there were 129 submissions relating to Cape Paterson
ii. Lists what the participants value
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iii. States that “…the biggest threats to values are overdevelopment, increased
population and planning response and controls.”

At a meeting of representatives of the CPRRA. BCSC, DELWP and DAL/DELWP on 24 January 
2020, the DAL/DELWP representatives refused a request to provide the details of the 129 
submissions that would certainly have addressed the Northern Development. This is 
information that should be considered in relation to the exhibition and invitation for 
submissions on the Amendment C136 and the DPO and every other step in the decision 
making process.  

Proper process and good decision making is based on consideration of the maximum 
relevant information. 

3. The Proposed Overdevelopment and its Impact on the Character of Cape
Paterson

The residents of Cape Paterson wish to retain it as a coastal township or village, the size of 
which ensures: 

• A cohesive community
• A relaxed and quiet atmosphere
• A safe place for children, families and people living alone
• Pedestrian and bicycle riding safety despite the lack of foot and bike pathways, due

to the lack of traffic.

The proposed overdevelopment would destroy these characteristics of Cape Paterson as a 
small community coastal/rural township or village and lead to it becoming an urbanized and 
incorporated community.  

The Frequently Asked Questions information sheet provide by the developer at the 
community consultation days, include the question- “Will the town lose the “village” feel? 

The spurious “answer” is that the size of the housing blocks and open spaces as the factors 
that will retain the “village” feel.  It is the number of houses and the increased population 
inherent in the overdevelopment proposal that will destroy the village feel and values 
characteristics of Cape Paterson. 

4. The Proposed Overdevelopment and its Impact on Infrastructure –Roads, Paths
and Car Parking

The Town planning Report “Cape Paterson North” and the Traffic Engineering Assessment 
consistently deny and/or understate the impact that the proposed overdevelopment would 
have on this existing infrastructure. 

The Traffic Engineering Assessment is deficient in that: 
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• It is out of date – it was prepared in August 2013 and submitted and reviewed by the
Council.

• The traffic studies were done outside daily peak periods
• It does not take into account other holiday periods than December/January such as

long weekends, Easter and School vacations.
• Totally underestimates the traffic that would go through the existing unmade roads

in Cape Paterson such as Park Parade Road.
• Recognizes only one safety issue to be addressed [the Tarooh Street and Seaward

Drive T intersection] with no mention of Council designated safety risks such as the
Park Parade Road, Anchor Street and Scenic Drive intersection or the risks to
pedestrians and cyclists.

• Fails to mention the problem of parking provision during the holiday periods

Both the Traffic Engineering Assessment and the FAQ how is the increase in traffic going to 
be managed? make the extraordinary claim that “The future road network will be designed 
to direct the majority of the traffic through the proposed development to a single outlet to 
Cape Paterson Road and not through the existing township.” 

There is also the claim that 67% of the traffic from overdevelopment would go north to 
Wonthaggi and only 33% south to the beaches and shops. 

The validity of these statements is totally negated by the fact that the DPO shows five access 
roads from the development south into Seaward Drive [two of which are in the Amendment 
C136] 

There will be a significant increase in the traffic using the existing Seaward Drive and other 
roads such as Park Parade Road, which will be far greater than the estimates and assurances 
from the developer. 

At the same time as the planning documentation minimizing the impact on the existing 
infrastructure, the Information Brochure 2020 “Bass Coast Planning Scheme Amendment 
C136 states that “the following are benefits that maybe implemented through 
developmental contributions subject to future developments and agreements.” 

• Providing footpath links through the existing town
• Upgrading the road network within the exiting township- sealing and  kerbing of

existing roadways
• Improvements to community infrastructure including the Bay Beach area
• Improvements to public car parks around Cape Paterson

This information is repeated in the FAQs 

• How will development impact on the current infrastructure within the town?
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• There are already parking issues at the foreshore. How will the development
improve this issue?

This is a clear admission that the Amendment C136 and the DPO overdevelopment will have 
a deleterious impact on the existing roads, footpaths and car parking within Cape Paterson. 
However, the reference to development contributions does not provide any guarantee that 
the problems will be addressed. 

5. The Proposed Overdevelopment and its Impact on the Drainage Infrastructure

The existing storm water drains and pits infrastructure is inadequate to severe rainfall 
and/or hail events.  This was manifest on 10 May Hailstorm when the drainage system was 
overwhelmed by hail and then rain and overland flows from rural land, roads and 
surrounding hard stand surfaces. This resulted in flash flooding in the Bay Beach area and 
through many streets and homes in the township. 

The deluge of water ran down the side of the Wonthaggi Life Saving Club, cut a 7.5 metre 
deep trench, washed away the foundations of the observation building and the front ramp 
and flooded the BBQ and playgrounds and clubhouse. 

In commenting on an evaluation of the drainage at the 17 July Ordinary Meeting of the 
Council the briefing stated that: 

“Victorian practice is to design to a 1 in 5 years Average Recurrence Interval [ARI] in 
residential areas. Engineering practice throughout Australia does not cater for storm events 
over 1 in 100 years ARI event. It is generally accepted that events of this magnitude are 
infrequent enough not to warrant the significant additional expense required to install the 
corresponding scale of infrastructure. 

Upgrade of the drainage network into larger pipes at Bay Beach would be a significant 
expense due to the very large pipe and pit sizing required and it would not guarantee that 
flooding would not occur again in the unlikely event of another storm consistent with what 
was experienced on 10 May 2019” 

The report did not mention that this was the third time in recent years that the drainage 
system had failed and flooding had occurred. 

These precedents and the impact of climate change clearly indicate the need to review the 
exiting practice based on 1 in 100 years ARI planning. At the same time this remains the 
standard for the drainage planning for the Northern Development. 

The situation is accentuated by the use of rainfall data from 1980 to 1988 for the modelling. 
This data from 40 years ago does not represent the climate changes whereby incidents such 
as the 10 May hailstorm will be more frequent and severe. 
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The answer to the FAQ, “What benefit will the rezoning have on the existing Cape Paterson 
community” states: 

“The proposed rezoning will also enable directing overland surface water flows from the 
north around the Cape Paterson township to reduce flooding.” 

The proposal is to send all flows [up to 1 in 100years] through a new pipeline along Seaward 
Drive to an existing culvert at Cape Paterson Road and then into Pea Creek. This means that 
proposed overdevelopment would be utilizing and increasing the demand on the existing 
drainage system, which has already proved to be inadequate.  

The run off from the rural area of the northern development was a significant contributor to 
the 10 May 2019 flooding. With the hard stand surface of the development, the run-off will 
be greater. If as is expected, the 1 in 100 years based drainage model of the pipeline along 
Seaward Drive and the wetlands and retarding basins within the housing development 
proposed by the developer is inadequate: 

i. Excess flood water will flow down the natural drainage line to the Bay Beach area
[and the Wonthaggi Life Saving Club]

ii. The flood water will increase the amount of litter and rubbish that the proposed
system will deposit in Pea Creek

In addition, the increased flows down the Pea Creek are likely to escalate the amount of 
times that the mouth is open to the sea. If this occurs in the Hooded Plover breeding system 
it will wash away their habitat.  

This presents an unacceptable environmental risk of pollution to Pea Creek, which only 
flows into Undertow Bay on an intermittent basis, but also to the waters of Undertow Bay, 
Bunurong Marine Park and Bunurong Marine National Park. 

The Amendment C136 and the DPO represent a gross overdevelopment of Cape Paterson, 
which is the result of former Minister for Planning Mathew Guy, rejecting the decision of the 
Independent Panel. 

The Council should reject the Amendment and the DPO. 

Yours Faithfully 



From:
strategic planning admin

Subject: Amendment 136
Date: Wednesday, 19 February 2020 5:00:26 PM

Dear Sir/Madam, I object to the proposed development for the following reasons..

My main objection is that the proposed development will totally change the 
character of Cape Paterson.I have had a property at C.P. for over 50 yrs and 
the coastal village atmosphere is what has always appealed .

I’m also concerned that the C136 development will have a dramatic effect on
traffic moving through existing streets making it less safe for families and in
particular children.
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Angela Gleeson 
Senior Strategic Planner 
Bass Coast Shire Council 
PO Box 118,  
Wonthaggi, Vic, 3995 

Dear Angela Gleeson: 

I am a lifetime resident of Cape Paterson, I grew up here with my parents and 3 younger brothers, I 
moved to Wonthaggi for a few years and now live in Cape Paterson with my wife and 2 children. I 
am writing to express my strong objection to the proposed planning amendment C136. I have 
examined the plans and I know the site well. I wish to oppose amendment C136 and ask the council 
not to proceed with the development in this location. 

Cape Paterson is a beautiful coastal township where development proposals should be considered 
very carefully: any changes to the town may ruin the character and will harm the balance between 
residential area and the coastal, rural environment. Estate development would overwhelm it and 
place strain on the limited infrastructure of the town. The protection of Cape Paterson as a coastal 
township should not be treated lightly. 

Furthermore I would like to express my disappointment that the proposal of town boundary 
extensions has been allowed to take place after being specifically mentioned by both political 
parties at election time that “we will not be extending any existing town boundaries that are not in 
designated places of growth” 
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Attention: 
Strategic Planning 
Bass Coast Shire Council 
PO Box 118 
Wonthaggi 
2020-02-20 

To whom it may concern, 

I am writing in regards to the Bass Cost Council Planning Scheme proposal – Amendment 
C316.  

My family have been homeowners in the sleepy coastal town of Cape Paterson for the last 3 
years. We were initially attracted to the town because of its beautiful beaches, native wildlife, 
and quiet streets with little through traffic and rural community atmosphere.  

I do not support the The Bass Coast Planning proposal to rezone 53 hectares of land from a 
Farming Zone to a General Residential Zone. 

It is well documented that the construction of general infrastructure such as roads, homes, 
shops, factories, airports, and ports completely replaces natural habitats. Added to this are 
impacts such as increased erosion due to coastal development, increased pollution, and 
increased boat traffic - all of which lead to further habitat loss and put increased pressure on 
marine species. 

Cape Paterson is commonly described as a charming coastal village. Allowing hundreds of 
new homes to be built on existing farmland will completely change the atmosphere of the 
town. The friendly local tavern is already bursting at the seams in summer and it is almost 
impossible to get a table reservation unless you book weeks in advance. How are these small 
businesses supposed to manage an even larger summer population increase? 

When we first purchased a home in Cape Paterson, “The Cape” development was in its 
foundation stages and a few homes had been built. Since then there has been extensive 
development to “The Cape” site and many more homes have been built. The sheer size of 
this development is already quite large for a town that has few services. Whilst we used to be 
able to walk and see kangaroos and wombats on this site, their grazing grounds have been 
reduced by the housing development and the animals have all but disappeared.  

While people have lived in coastal areas for thousands of years, overpopulation destroys 
natural marine and coastal habitats. Over the past few years, as Cape Paterson has slowly 
attracted more and more tourists, I have noticed significant degradation to the sand dunes 
(both at Bay beach and First Surf beach). There is a brazen disregard for the natural 
vegetation surrounding the beach and people are constantly trampling and sliding down the 
dunes, which has cause major areas of erosion. This is both dangerous are irreversible once 
the sand bank collapses.  
By allowing more homes to be built in the town, there are even more people who will be using 
the public beaches, which in high summer is already quite crowded.  

Small coastal communities like Sorrento on the Mornington Peninsula have been completely 
changed by overdevelopment of housing. This article written by Deakin University highlights 
this.  
https://this.deakin.edu.au/society/why-demand-for-beach-houses-is-ruining-coastal-towns 

I would be devastated if Cape Paterson ended up the same way as a lot of towns on the 
Mornington Peninsula.  
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SUBMISSION - NORTHERN DEVELOPMENT & C136 

I am a resident at Cape Paterson dating from 2003 and have owned a residence here since 
1986. In that time I have seen ongoing development and incremental loss of amenity and 
environmental value in a popular seaside area with recognised environmental values 
associated with the important Bunarong Marine & Coastal Park.  

• Cape Paterson is a special destination for many people (including tourists &
weekenders) along a narrow stretch of the coast. Already under pressure it cannot
adequately cope with more high density housing development that should rightly be
located at Wonthaggi where there are services.

• I am concerned about the incremental loss of character and environmental amenity
of the area, native species habitat and biodiversity. As a trained and experienced
ecologist I have seen the progressive clearing of remnant heathland over the years.
Of over 8o species of birds I have observed around Cape Paterson, some half of
these are not seen locally now and population levels even of the more common
species have plunged in the last 5 – 10 years due to habitat loss and discontinuity I
suspect.

• I contend that the C136 development is not justifiable on basic planning principles.
It works against Victoria’s Coastal Strategy that seeks to avoid further coastal
development. Proceeding would double the number of residential areas, lead to
further overcrowding which already occurs in summer and peak periods, with safety
issues for the diversity of users of the existing roads. Road kills of our terrestrial
mammals, including koala, echidna, wombat, kangaroo and wallaby are already an
issue here, which we cannot afford.

• The justification for this development seems to be based on pressure from real
estate developers rather than considered planning. The documented support for it is
based on a cursory environmental field survey and an incomplete Desktop
assessment.

• Support provided for the development of C136 to protect environmental values lacks
detail of actions and relies largely on broad statements such as:

Clause 12 Environmental and Landscape Values, will ensure that a Development Plan for 
the subject land identifies areas of high environmental value to be protected, maintained and 
enhanced to minimise further decline of the site’s indigenous vegetation and biodiversity. 

Technical assessments undertaken to inform the amendment confirm that the 
quantity and quality of native vegetation as well as the occurrence of fauna species 
on the site and habitat can be appropriately managed through appropriate 
subdivision and development design. 
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Should the Development be approved 

• It is crucial that it is scaled down and block sizes are enlarged to enable better
landscaping. Even though the remnant vegetation in the area is sparse and highly
modified it is valuable habitat for that is all that remains of original communities.

• All remnant vegetation must be retained, protected by buffer areas, and assisted to
regenerate. That will attract birds back into the area and certain of the terrestrial
animals, particularly if linkages with native vegetation to the south and to the coast
along the Casssia St. gully can be maintained. I have personally recorded native small
mammals such as Antechinus minimus and Rattus fuscipes in the coastal shrubland
of Cape Paterson. The nearest better quality heathlands are at the Wonthaggi
Heathland Reserve, which harbour a larger number of small mammals (see attached 
Table), indicating the habitat’s potential.

• I totally reject the following concluding statement provided in the environmental
statement about the worth of remnant vegetation as pure conjecture.
As the site is not considered to make a significant contribution to Victoria’s 
biodiversity (see above), minimal effort to retain native vegetation can be considered 
reasonable in this instance. In addition, given the fragmented nature of the remnant 
vegetation with regards to connectivity (or lack thereof) to higher quality remnants 
located elsewhere in the local area, and poor condition of the vegetation proposed to 
be removed, it is likely that the condition of native vegetation within the study are 
will continue to degrade further regardless of the future use of the site. 

In summary: 

• I reject the proposed amendment on the grounds outlined above
• At a minimum the expanded town boundary must be reduced
• C136 documentation inadequately addresses impacts of expansion
• The proposal brings additional threats to an already fragile coastal environment.

I am available to amplify my case and discuss issues with you. 
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Strategic Planning 

Bass Coast Shire Council 

PO Box 118 

Wonthaggi VIC 3995 

Submission for the Opposition to the Proposed Bass Coast 

Planning Scheme Amendment C136 

Date: 19/02/2020 

To the Strategic Planning Dept., 

The following is a submission strictly opposing the proposed Bass Coast Planning Scheme 

Amendment C136. Our opposition to this Amendment is in summary as follows; 

1. Distinctive Area and Landscape Project

• Our understanding is that the Distinctive Area and Landscape (DAL) Project is still in

development yet Amendment C136 has been proposed which may be found to be

inconsistent with the content and/or intent of the future DAL.

• It would appear that C136 is being proposed ‘under stealth’ and should not be

proposed until DAL is complete and capable of providing the appropriate

framework/guidelines for any future development, if any.

• This is supported by a statement by the State Member of Bass, Mr. Jordan Crugnale in a

recent media release dated Nov., 2019. In this, it was stated “that in the authorisation,

the Minister stated very clearly that it has to have regard for the Distinctive Area and

Landscape (DAL) project and in particular any impact on settlement planning, and the

environmental and landscape significance of the land subject to this amendment.”
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It is unclear how an Amendment can be proposed which adheres to the principles of the 

DAL when the latter is incomplete.   

• The premier Daniel Andrews is on the record as claiming "Only Labor will protect the

lifestyle that locals on Phillip Island and the Bass Coast enjoy with permanent

planning protection, enshrined in law.”  We expect the Government to uphold

this and the Bass Council to acknowledge, respect and act to protect this

lifestyle which has significant environmental significance.

We are not experts in planning matters but we are residents and we expect that due 

process is followed. It would appear Amendment C136 is premature and must be 

postponed until DAL is complete and introduced into the Bass Coast Planning Scheme.   

2. Removal of Environmental Significance and Significant Landscape Overlays

• Amendment C136 proposes the removal of the Environmental Significance Overlay

and the Significant Landscape Overlay only to be replaced with a Development Plan

Overlay.

• We cannot seem to obtain details on the proposed replacement Development Plan

Overlay in terms of how it will protect the existing environment.

• Once again, the proposal to remove existing overlays and replace them with an

undefined overlay lacking details is premature.

3. Existing Housing in Cape Paterson and the Population Impact of the Proposed

Amendment

• Our understanding is that Cape Paterson currently has approximately 400 houses

excluding the Cape Development (Ecovillage).

• The expansion/re-zoning of land of approx. 53 hectares is estimated to accommodate

an additional 900-1000 housing sites. In other words, Amendment C136 seeks to triple

the existing housing stock in Cape Paterson. This proposition is ludicrous.

• This proposal is an example of gross overdevelopment, short-sighted and irrational.

The Amendment will expand the population of Cape Paterson by multiples greater

than threefold assuming more than 1 person will inhabit a residence. So, this

Amendment is promoting the expansion of Cape Patersons population by at least 3x

and more likely at least 6x (assuming 2 persons per household).
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• The Cape Development has recently opened additional land for housing, much of

which is still unsold. There is also unsold land remaining in the initial parcel of land

that was offered for housing. These in the Cape Development, when sold, will provide

significant additional housing opportunities in the Cape Paterson area excluding

unsold/undeveloped land in the main township area.

• The suggestion by the Bass Coast Council that Amendment C136 will “provide for

future residential development that will cater for the needs of the existing and future

community through the provision of …………landscaping” is clearly an assumption not

a fact. This will be expanded upon in subsequent sections of this submission objecting

to Amendment C136.

• The existing Bass Coast strategic plan promotes development in regional hubs such as

Wonthaggi. The proposed amendment C136 contradicts this by diverting housing

away from these areas and allowing a concentration of housing in the proposed

rezoned site which has inadequate infrastructure.

4. Town Boundary

• A Planning Panel report in 2010 concluded that expanding Cape Paterson’s

boundary to the West and North would result in an oversupply of land. C136 is

clearly contrary to this conclusion.

• The existing town boundary which was increased by the previous Liberal Sate

Government should be reinstated and preferably reduced.

• Amendment C136, if allowed to proceed, will create an opportunity for the further

expansion to the west of Cape Paterson. This will compromise the existing

Bunurong Marine Park through effluent runoff and other development pressures.

• The Amendment proposes a rezoned land footprint almost double that which

currently exists at Cape Paterson, inclusive of the ecovillage. However, the

Amendment also proposes to triple the housing stock which currently exists. This

suggests a greater density of housing which is consistent with a typical suburban

setting as opposed to a village environment.

• In summary, the existing town boundary should be reduced which in turn will

directly impact on the proposed Amendment.
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5. Housing Standards on Rezoned Land

• The example of a recent development of low cost/quality housing on the Cape

Paterson road opposite the caravan park leading into Cape Paterson should not be

replicated in any rezoned land under the proposed Amendment.

• The highest housing (i.e. energy saving) standards should be imposed on any

development within the proposed Amendment overlay.  In other words, the standards

which apply to the Cape Development (ecovillage) should be replicated for housing in

any future rezoned land in the Cape Paterson area.

• The highest fire protection standards (i.e. similar to those applied to housing in

bushfire prone areas) should be imposed for housing in any rezoned land. This will

provide some fire protection to existing Cape Paterson properties and any new

housing in any rezoned land.

• New housing in any rezoned land should be subject to a provision prohibiting the

possession of cats. This is to protect the abundance of native fauna in the proposed

area (refer to next Section).

• There is a lack of detail regarding housing design guidelines in C136 as it stands.

6. Impacts on Existing Wildlife

• There is a clear concentration of native wildlife in the proposed area for rezoning. Bass

Council will be able to confirm this from the number of wildlife fatalities on the Cape

Paterson Rd. adjacent to the proposed land for rezoning. This can be done by

reviewing data on the roadkill attendances by Council staff and comparing this to the

number of other deaths in other sections of Cape Paterson Rd. (i.e. between

Wonthaggi and Cape Paterson).

• Amendment C136 will clearly impact on the population of native fauna as it is directly

envelopes the area where significant fauna exists.

• There is an argument that this alone is ample justification for the rejection of C136 in

its current form.

7. Impacts on Existing Amenity

• It is critical that the Bass Council understands and acknowledges that Cape Paterson

is a small village which has been previously immune from overdevelopment. It is this
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village environment which residents have endeavoured to foster and retain. Approval 

of Amendment C136 will convert Cape Paterson from a village to a quasi-suburban 

development. The village environment is what has attracted many if not most 

residents to Cape Paterson in the past.  

• The Bass Coast Amendment C136 circular that was sent to residents suggests that “If

approved, the amendment will provide for future residential development that will

cater for the needs of the existing and future community through the provision of key

infrastructure being roadworks, community facilities (parks and open space), service

infrastructure, drainage and landscaping.”

• It is clear that Bass Coast council does not understand that the Cape Paterson

community, in general, does not want these so-called improvements. It is the lack of

these that creates the village atmosphere/living that existing residents wish to retain.

• The proposed Amendment appears to have been initiated by and is underpinned by

developers whose sole motive is to make a return on investment.

• The proposed Amendment will undoubtedly lead to a significant and gross over

population of Cape Paterson. This has been discussed in a previous Section.

• Existing NBN internet services to Cape Paterson are plagued by frequent transmission

interruptions. The Amendment does not describe/clarify what improvement of

internet infrastructure/services will follow the approval of the same. Presumably, the

responsibility of necessary internet infrastructure upgrades will not be the

responsibility of Bass Council (or developers) so it is anticipated that the gross increase

in population will have detrimental effect on internet services.

• The location of future suburban housing under the proposed Amendment is distant

from the beach which will lead to significant traffic and parking issues. Existing parking

is often unavailable at beaches and shops, particularly during holiday periods. This was

further exacerbated this year when caravan park visitors were instructed to park off-

site creating significantly more congestion in beach parking areas.

• The anticipated population increase resulting from Amendment C136 will require

more land to be made available to accommodate parking. This will require the removal

or reduction of native vegetation along our foreshores which is contrary to

environmental preservation and/or protection.  Basically, the residents which would

populate the area under C136 would have to commute by car to beaches and/or the

town centre due to the distance from the same.

• The Cape Paterson beaches which are relatively safe for swimmers/families are small

(in footprint) in comparison to those in neighbouring beachside towns. Hence, there
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is often inadequate space for people on the beach during holiday periods particularly 

when there is a high tide or when underlying rock/reef is exposed due to natural beach 

sand movement during storms. Therefore, there would be inadequate safe beach 

space to accommodate a larger population under C136. Certainly, there would still be 

beach space at Undertow and Seconds beaches but Bass Council can expect fatalities 

as these beaches are unpatrolled, not safe for swimming and definitely not family-

friendly.      

• The anticipated significant increase in population would also require an upgrade of

services provided by the Cape Paterson and Wonthaggi Life Saving Clubs. The latter

has a condemned building resulting from hailstorm damage in 2019 and is still not fully

functional. How will the Bass Council ensure the safety of the public and will they fund

the requisite upgrades??

• Cape Paterson currently lacks public transport infrastructure which would require

significant expansion to accommodate a sharp rise in population.

• The proposed Amendment lacks detail in regards to the contribution to amenity by

prospective developers. History will show that often the actual outcomes of purported

contributions fall short for a variety of reasons inclusive of maintaining returns on

investment.

Conclusions 

The proposed Amendment C136 will lead to a gross overdevelopment of Cape Paterson as it 
exists today. Over-population, loss of amenity, negative impacts on native fauna and 
conversion of land to suburbia will undoubtedly follow.  

The said Amendment should not be considered until such time that the DAL is complete so 
that consistency and/or compliance can follow. 

We are not anti-development but we are anti-overdevelopment. To that end, if any 
amendment were to follow a finalised DAL, this should propose significantly reduced town 
boundaries with allocation of no more than 100 housing sites. This housing stock should be 
subject to conditions outlined in this submission and be phased in over a number of years.    
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We assume that common sense will prevail and that Bass Council will seek to reject this 

Amendment as it has been proposed. 



Strategic Planning Department 
Bass Coast Shire Council,  
PO Box 118 Wonthaggi,  

Dear Sir / Madam: 

I would like to register my objection to the Amendment C136 which seeks to expand the housing 
development and thus substantially increase the population of Cape Paterson. 

At present Cape Paterson is a small, quiet, settled, peaceful coastal community. 

I believe the proposals contained within C136 will result in development that is completely out of 
character for the type of community that exists here. Such communities should be treasured and 
encouraged for their uniqueness and not be subject to the excesses of property development that are 
unnecessary, inappropriate and potentially damaging. 

This development is unnecessary as: 
• There is significant vacant land both within the township and in the ongoing ‘Cape’ development

(Eco-village) at the western boundary of the town. 
• The town of Wonthaggi is and should continue to be the main centre for this region’s

development, with all its existing social and physical infrastructure. 

It is inappropriate as: 
• It will impose a huge strain on the already inadequate facilities of Cape Paterson. This includes

poor water supply, power and communications that are at times unreliable, and parking for 
beach visitors that is overflowing already in the summer, etc. 

• A small community should not be forced to accept another large increase in size and population
whilst it is still digesting the disruption and ongoing effects of the creation of the ‘Cape’ 
development. This was imposed on the township by politicians with their own agendas and 
another such decision which is not made in the interests of the resident population would be 
completely unacceptable to the majority of people living in the township. 

It is damaging as: 
• It encourages additional motor vehicle use with resulting carbon emissions by placing population

away from the employment centre of Wonthaggi. 
• At least one person from every household will have to drive to Wonthaggi every day and the

road from Cape to Wonthaggi already deteriorating regularly, will get worse more frequently and 
require more repairs. 

• Environmentally the coastal area is under continuing threat from over-use with ‘man made’ dune
erosion compounding tidal erosion. Increased population will increase this damage. 

• Native vegetation and wildlife need continuing protection and encouragement. Local over-
development has great potential to damage the fragile balance that exists between conservation 
and social activities. 

For all the above reasons I strongly oppose Amendment C136 and I believe that it should be disallowed. 
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From:
strategic planning admin

Subject: Development of Land to North of Cape Paterson
Date: Friday, 21 February 2020 11:57:44 AM

To whom it may concern,

I am a ratepayer in the Shire of Bass, and I fully support this proposal.

I am involved in the Building Industry and from an economic point of view this will be great
for the area in the future with the creation of jobs to the local trade and construction industry.

I believe improvements that are being proposed will benefit Cape Paterson particularly with
drainage upgrade and new recreational facilities.

Yours sincerely
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From:
To: strategic planning admin
Subject: Cape Paterson rezoning objection
Date: Friday, 21 February 2020 12:16:30 PM

I am writing to object to the plan to rezone the block north of Seaward from rural to residential in order to put in a
housing development there. We have bought a house in Cape Paterson especially because of the small size of the
town and the quiet relaxed atmosphere there. There are precious few such places now along the coast in Victoria as
towns have been allowed to spread out and increase in size whenever a developer sees an opportunity to make some
money. There are already plenty of houses for sale in Cape Paterson if people wish to live there, and still plenty of
blocks available at the ecodeveopment The Cape.
It is important that the Shire considers having variety within the coastal towns so residents have a choice about the
sort of place where they would like to live.  Inverloch is already a huge town, so it is important that Cape Paterson is
left as a small town to suit those people who like to live in a small, relaxed community.
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From:
To: strategic planning admin
Subject: Amendment C136
Date: Friday, 21 February 2020 12:44:19 PM

To Whom It May Concern

I grew up spending holidays in the house my parents built at Rye on the Mornington Peninsula.  I rode my horse on
the beach most days and could ride all the way to the back beach, the only obstacles being a few farm fences.

When Rye became like an extension of Melbourne my parents sold.  I had three young children by then and
searched for a place that was family friendly, had unspoilt beaches, was unpretentious and had a strong sense of
community.  I found Cape Paterson.

This was thirty-seven years ago.

During this time I have seen substantial changes however the strong sense of community and security continue to
make Cape a haven for families.  I now bring my grandchildren who love exploring the natural environment and the
sense of freedom they do not have in the city.

As well as housing development, a significant change in recent years is the level of the sand at First Surf.  Thirty
years ago the lower landing at the bottom of the path to the beach was covered with sand and we used to step easily
over the ‘top rail’ onto the beach.  The beach is now several metres lower and steps have been added in order to
reach the beach.  As a consequence during high tide there is very little area to sit.

Where will all the people from the proposed new development fit?  Where will they park? 

Cape Paterson does not have the space nor the infrastructure to accommodate the additional population the proposed
development would bring.

Sincerely,

Sent from my iPad
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From:
strategic planning admin

Subject: Development of Land to North of Cape Paterson
Date: Friday, 21 February 2020 12:48:16 PM

To whom it may concern,

I am a ratepayer in the Shire of Bass, and I fully support this proposal.

I am involved in the Building Industry and from an economic point of view this will be great
for the area in the future with the creation of jobs to the local trade and construction industry.

I believe improvements that are being proposed will benefit Cape Paterson particularly with
drainage upgrade and new recreational facilities.

Yours sincerely
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From:
To: strategic planning admin
Subject: C136
Date: Friday, 21 February 2020 1:13:07 PM

We have a holiday house in Cape Paterson and love to get away from the city atmosphere over weekends and
holidays.
The country environment is enjoyed by the whole family and the quiet surroundings makes it so much more
worthwhile.
This new development will spoil this tranquil beach resort and change it into just another urban sprawl.
Leave the Cape as the Cape and do not allow this new township to become reality.
Regards, 
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21 February 2020 

Strategic Planning - Bass Coast Shire Council 
PO Box 118, Wonthaggi VIC 3995

RE: Amendment C136 

To whom it may concern, 

I would like to submit my disapproval for the proposed rezoning of farming to residential land in 
Cape Paterson.  

I am a current resident and ratepayer that is concerned that this proposal will destroy this 
unique coastal village by unnecessarily doubling the size of the town and adding no additional 
benefits to the current population residing here.  

The concerns that I believe justify the disapproval of this rezoning are listed below: 

The environment - clearing land for parking, housing and roads goes against Dan Andrews 
statement of protecting the Bass Coast from overdevelopment. 1000 homes more than doubles 
the size of the town, which in my eyes is the definition of overdevelopment.  

"Only Labor will protect the lifestyle that locals on Phillip Island and the Bass Coast enjoy with 
permanent planning protection, enshrined in law.” 

The people - It’s well known that Cape Paterson is full with second houses or holiday homes. 
Why create more empty homes? Prove there is demand for 2000+ people wanting to live here 
to fill those 1000 homes. There has only been an increase of 173 people in the town from the 
2011 census to 2016 so that might be a challenge!  

The infrastructure - This residential development will add more cars and people but no shops, 
schools, supermarkets. There is already not enough parking on a hot summer’s day so to create 
more parking for potentially 2000+ more people would require the removal of untouched 
vegetation at the foreshore which is part of what makes this town so unique.  

The roads - I live on Anglers Road, this development would drive more and more traffic onto my 
street unless proper consideration is given to improving the access to this development via 
Seaward. 

The wildlife - Living on Anglers Rd I’ve had koalas, echnidnas, wombats, black cockatoos and 
other amazing wildlife on my property. This development will destroy the habitats of 1000s of 
animals.  
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In justification for the  approval of this amendment, I like many other residents, would like the 
Bass Coast Shire Council to communicate where the demand is coming from for this 
development and outweigh the position, of many residents here, that this is just a ‘cash grab 
where money talks’.  

Please consider what this development will do to the aesthetics of this uniquely beautiful town. 
Please consider the people that actually live in the town. Don’t let it become like Inverloch or 
Phillip Island.  

Kind regards, 



From:
To: strategic planning admin
Subject: Objection to re-development and re-zoning of Cape Paterson
Date: Friday, 21 February 2020 2:20:57 PM

To whom it may concern,

I own a holiday home in Cape Paterson and have been a regular at the area for over 30 years.

I have some serious concerns about the re-zoning and development planning that is currently happening - 
and am wishing to submit my objections to the quantity of homes and land that will be used for the 
development.

My concerns specifically are:

1. That the small seaside village atmosphere will be ruined and the area becomes a suburb or town.
2. That there is currently very little car parking at the beach and this will need to be expanded
3. That those like me that bought in a home in the area did so because of the small  village environment
4. That there is protected wildlife on and around the beach which will be impacted
5. That the infrastructure cannot support this amount of people
6. That there is only one road in and out and could pose a risk in care of the need for evacuation

I do understand the need for development  and would be happy for a smaller amount of homes and land to 
be approved - such as 100 or under.

I look forward to your response.
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From:

Subject: My objection
Date: Friday, 21 February 2020 2:43:49 PM

To the Strategic Planning department, 

I am writing to object to the proposed rezoning of farming to residential land in Cape Paterson and would
like to reduce the over-expanded town boundary. 

I have been holidaying in Cape Paterson for a number of years and have seen more and more people in
the town each summer period. I believe that this excessive development plan will overcrowd the
resources and facilities of the town. 

I believe Council should substantially reduce the size of the Development Plan overlay to ensure that the
town grows at a rate relative to the current population growth. I believe that 1000 homes in 10-15 years is
ridiculous when you consider there are only approximately 900 homes now . 

Please consider this letter as part of your process. 

Yours faithfully, 
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21 February, 2020 

Strategic Planning – Bass Coast Shire Council 

PO Box 118, Wonthaggi VIC 3995 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

We live in Cape Paterson and am very disheartened at the proposed changes to the zoning of land 
(C136) off Seaward Drive. We wish to raise a strong objection to this. 

At present in our garden we have been the very happy hosts to koalas, echidnas, kangaroos and any 
number of native birds and wildlife. Further development and land encroachment on the habitat for 
our already endangered native fauna and flora will reduce the natural environment available to 
them and this is sad, given the recent ravages of bushfires in our area. 

In your documents you say that it only affects certain properties in Seaward Drive but I strongly beg 
to differ about this. The proposed changes will forever change the nature and vibe of the entire 
village of Cape Paterson. 

In effect you are allowing the village township of Cape Paterson to essentially more than double in 
size. This will change the dynamic of the sleepy village feel that everyone in Cape Paterson loves and 
relishes and strongly object to the change.  

We note that the Minister for Planning just recently declared the entire Bass Coast Shire as a 
‘Distinctive Area and Landscape’ that I believe was intended to protect our environment, landscape 
and lifestyle. In approving this amendment, you risk changing the very thing that the Minister 
thought laudable. Once the developers move in, no longer will this sleepy little coastal village have 
that wonderful ‘feel’ we all enjoy so much. It risks becoming like our ‘suburban’ neighbour Inverloch 
has become – a mecca for land developer – large houses on tiny blocks of land unsuitable to the 
environment they are in.  

First come the developers. Next come the houses. Next come the crowds. Next comes the 
infrastructure. Next come the big stores. Next our beaches become crowded and polluted. Next, we 
no longer have a sleepy little village but another suburb just like Inverloch. If we wanted to live in a 
place like Inverloch we would have bought there. 

The development we know, will not end there. Others will follow suit and slowly but surely council in 
their grab for the holy dollar, will sell away our idyllic lifestyle in order to fill the council coffers.  

We cannot more strongly voice my objection to this proposal. You cannot ever go back once you’ve 
changed this zoning. Think about it, NEVER. That’s not a good place to be. 

Sincerely, 

Sub 64
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21 February 2020 

Strategic Planning Department 
Bass Coast Shire Council  

Ref:  “The Bass Coast Planning Scheme - Amendment C136” 

I am opposed to any further development of land north of Seaward Drive. 

My reasons are three-fold but are based predominately on our limited infrastructure. The second, 
the detrimental effect on our existing Australian wildlife i.e. Koalas, kangaroos and wombats and 
third, the inevitable change that the amendment will bring to our unique ‘hamlet’ community style 
of living. Third, there is simply no need for the extra Northern Development and why such a 
development could not have been planned nearer to or in Wonthaggi where schools, medical 
facilities retail outlets, transport and recreational facilities are abundant and all more readily 
available. There is no need to expand Cape Paterson - there is ample land still available in the latter 
stages of the Eco Village. The town boundary needs to be put back to Seaward Drive as the furthest 
point north. Our village has already sustained a massive overdevelopment with the Eco-Village and 
there should be no further expansion to the financial benefit of developers. 

It disappoints me to think the existing Cape Paterson resident’s united views against this proposal 
are not being heard by all stakeholders i.e. the Developers, the Council and of course our elected 
Politicians. It is a travesty that the wishes of the Cape Paterson residents do not appear to be heard 
over those people or parties seeking financial gain from this new proposed development. Residents 
will be forced to accept an overcrowded environment and, irreversibly lose their ‘hamlet’ character 
lifestyle, never to be reclaimed or shared with the younger generations to come. In this respect, the 
integrity of Daniel Andrew’s 04 November 2018 press release “Stopping Developers ruining Phillip 
Island and the Bass Coast” begs legitimacy.1 

To fine-tune my personal opposition against the Northern Development north of Seaward Drive I 
detail below how this will impact me directly; 

1. Cape Paterson Infrastructure - The direct impact to myself.

My house is situated on the corner of 
. Until two years ago I 

favoured leaving the road unsealed and voted against the sealing electing to keep the 
unique beautiful and rural character of Cape Paterson. My short 80 metres of unsealed road 

 is a significant stretch of road as it forms a ‘thoroughfare’ of most traffic 
stemming from the new Eco Village wishing to gain access through to the beach or village 
centre or elsewhere in Cape Paterson. Indeed traffic has quadrupled in the past two years 
since the Eco Village and I have had various stone chips and gravel sprayed up against my 

1

https://static1.squarespace.com/static/5b46af5a55b02cea2a648e93/t/5bde398f562fa7a3ca8bd02f/1541290389567/1811

04+-+Stopping+Developers+Ruining+Phillip+Island+And+The+Bass+Coast.pdf 
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house windows as cars speed between Seaward and Anglers on Park Parade. I note here that 
at least the Eco Village Developers paid for the sealing of Seaward Drive but my section 
remained untouched. If we were to have the option of sealing my 80 meters of road at this 
very point in time I would agree however the Northern Development Stakeholders’ should 
carry the full cost of this to a similar standard to that of e.g. Seaward Drive (without 
pavements) or in keeping with the same character as e.g. Anglers Rd. 

Given that the traffic has already become unbearable due to the Eco Village development 
with still another two stages yet to be completed, I fear the proposed Northern 
development; a massive over-development on the other side of Seaward Drive (if successful) 
will render my property ‘unliveable’. It raises the question therefore, why originally the Eco 
village did not plan a through road of their own from their development through to Beach 
Road rather than have their traffic rerouted back via Seaward and through Park Parade (my 
street) and the rest of the village. Given the chance for this has already passed, careful 
consideration to future traffic routing needs to be given priority should unfortunately the 
Northern Development ever proceed. 

Also given that the Northern Cape Paterson Development proposes to double the size of 
Cape Paterson with two entry/exit points into the development, the main one on the Cape 
Paterson – Wonthaggi Road and the other at Seaward Drive very close to Park Parade, it is 
inevitable that most if not all of the traffic from the Development heading to the beaches or 
to the village centre will use my 80 metres of ‘thoroughfare’ unsealed road (Park Parade). If 
this development were unfortunately to ever be approved - I would urge Council to maintain 
just the one entry/exit point to the Development being the Cape Paterson – Wonthaggi 
Road, the other proposal for an in/out road at Seaward Drive should be discarded due to 
excessive traffic and pedestrian safety fears. All the above issues would not be a 
consideration should this overdevelopment be quite rightly rejected.  

My other infrastructure issues include concerns about drainage run off and contamination of 
our now famous and environmentally beautiful coastal Bunurong Marine Park where I and 
many other Cape Paterson residents visit on a daily basis. I’m concerned about car parking at 
the two beaches where, in summer months, vehicles park all along Beach Road, some with 
trailers because of inadequate parking facilities. Should the Northern Development proceed, 
this will be further exacerbated. Street lighting is poor, certainly not to the standard of a 
typical suburban street and whenever walking at night a flashlight is required. Should the 
development go ahead such poor lighting will have an obvious safety concern as more 
people use the streets at night also raising additional security concerns.  

2. Cape Paterson Wildlife - The direct impact to myself.

Over the last 20 years of being a Cape Paterson resident, my back yard has also been the 
home to koalas and wombats and the occasional kangaroo although the latter does not stay 
for longer durations. This is unique to this area and helps provide Cape Paterson with its 
special charm. As this massive overdevelopment will undoubtedly destroy some of these 
animal habitats, I will lose the enjoyment of our native wildlife at my home.  

Currently, there are usually 20 – 30 kangaroos daily clearly visible directly where the 
development is planned (approximately 100 metres away from my home). It has already 
been noticed that the kangaroos that used to graze around the Eco Village water hole have 
already been moved away and the area fenced off – I hasten to suggest, the same fate 
awaits those animals in the paddocks opposite my home where the development is 
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proposed. Whilst wildlife impact may or may not factor legislatively into town planning 
criteria consideration, it can nevertheless have a considerable significance on the ambience 
and character of such a hamlet like ours and therefore equally impact residents. Enough is 
enough… 

3. Cape Paterson Overdevelopment – How it will impact me.

The overview of C136 Planning Scheme Amendment as proposed needs to be rejected in 
entirety. Our village of Cape Paterson does not need to double its size. If this development  
goes ahead, it will ruin and negatively change our magnificent coastline for ever. It will 
become a sprawling mass of houses similar to Melbourne suburbs to which many of us 
sought to escape. I wish to maintain the community based ambiance which will inevitably be 
jeopardized if our village expands per the proposed amendment. 

Cape Paterson does not need this over development and one cannot help but feel that it has been 
forced upon us whether we want it or not. Our community voice should be heard and simply put – 
We do not want further housing developments at this point in time. In this respect, I would urge 
politicians and duly elected councillors to listen to your constituents. 



Strategic {Planning Department 
Bass Coast Shire Council 
PO Box 118  
Wonthaggi 3995 
strategic.planningadmin@basscoast.vic.gov.au 

Re: Bass Coast Planning Scheme Amendment C136 

The propose development of an estimated 900 housing blocks north of Seaward Drive, Cape Paterson is large 
scale development and would appear to run counter to the Bass Coast Distinctive Area & Landscape Project. 
This development would have a significant impact of the existing township.  

In 2018 it was recognised by the state government that inappropriate planning approvals in areas such as Bass 
Coast, Mornington Peninsula were in danger of destroying the very things that made these attractive areas to 
live. After an initial consultation period, Bass Coast Shire developed the Statement of Planning Policy 
(https://s3.ap-southeast-2.amazonaws.com/hdp.au.prod.app.vic-
engage.files/4515/6213/6536/G001026_DAL_Bass_Coast_Brochure_V4_WEB.pdf) that included the following:  

“The Statement will consider development controls and identify protected settlement boundaries to ensure 
development does not inappropriately encroach into valued natural and rural landscapes. These will be subject 
to the same strong protections in place for Melbourne’s permanent Urban Growth Boundary, ……………….. 

Some changes to local planning controls may be required in order to implement the Statement. These controls 
will ensure that the region’s environmental values – attributes loved by locals and Victorians – are protected. 
This will build on, and be informed by, the strategic planning work Council has already undertaken. The Bass 
Coast Distinctive Area and Landscapes Project will coincide with the creation of the Bass Coast Marine and 
Coastal Park.” 

The land subject to rezoning in Amendment C136, some 53 hectares should remain with its current zoning of 
Farming Zone and not changed to General Residential Zone in line with the aims of Bass Coast Distinctive Area 
& Landscape Project. The Development Plan Overlay for the area north of Seaward Drive, with its amended 
changes to other planning controls would also appear to sit outside the environmental values expressed Bass 
Coast Distinctive Area & Landscape Project. 

Development of this scale would be better suited to the Wonthaggi township where relevant services already 
exist such as schools, shops and could be developed further to develop a greater depth of services offered.  

Overland surface water from the hard surfaces, created by any new housing estate, could cause significant 
changes to the existing drainage system into the Pea Creek system and down to the foreshore. This increased 
flow into this creek will have a significant impact on erosion on the foreshore where it enters the sea and the 
tidal dune lake that forms during the summer. 

Many of us living in Cape Paterson chose to live here because of its underdeveloped nature.  Intense 
development of this scale will challenge this lifestyle. Smaller blocks and increased housing density will mean 
that home owners will have little space to plant indigenous and native gardens that are popular throughout the 
existing township and attract bird and animal life such as our resident echidna and occasional visiting koala. As 
residents in this new development are further from the beach more will drive and park at the beach raising a 
whole other series of issues. 
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Many of the community benefits listed in the developers Information Brochure that MAY implemented reflect 
the developers lack appreciation of the sense of underdevelopment that residents’ value, such as unsealed roads 
minus channel & kerbing that was soundly rejected recently by residents. An absence of shops is seen to be a 
plus as we are more than well served by Wonthaggi. 

 I am rather cynical about the donations to various groups in Cape Paterson which to me seem to have been 
added as sweeteners to the proposal as though these groups can be bought off. Improvement to other 
community infrastructure is at the discretion of council and not ones the developer should claim as part of this 
project. None of these proposals are guaranteed and a number are out of touch with what the community values 
such as more car parks. Is this to cater for the increased number of people who will now drive to the beach 
rather than walk? Recent housing developments, including The Cape, have shown how much developments can 
change from this initial stage to final development with significant impact on the local environment.  

Local member Jordan Crugnale released this media statement in relation to C136. 

BASS MP STATEMENT REGARDING CAPE PATERSON C136 AMENDMENT 

In part it reads: 

“In authorising Council to prepare Amendment C136, the Minister for Planning has resolved that Council must 
have regard to the Bass Coast distinctive area and landscape project and, in particular, any impacts on settlement 
planning for Cape Paterson and the environmental and landscape significance of the land subject to the 
amendment. 

Granting authorisation is not an indication of whether or not the amendment will be approved. The 
amendment process requires council to undertake public exhibition, which will enable the community to have 
a say on the amendment. Any submissions made to the amendment will need to be considered by Council and 
may be referred to an independent planning panel.” 

We will be watching to see how carefully you listen to the Cape Paterson community and how strongly you 
support their position.  

Bass Coast DAHLS FAQs  
(https://s3.ap-southeast-2.amazonaws.com/hdp.au.prod.app.vic-
engage.files/1215/7681/9948/Bass_Coast_DALs_FAQs_Dec19.pdf) 

“People choose to make their home in the small communities along the Bass Coast to enjoy a laid-back lifestyle 
– a lifestyle the Liberals tried to ruin by putting the interests of developers ahead of local residents. Former
Planning Minister Matthew Guy grossly expanded Cape Paterson’s town boundary and rezoned 24 hectares of 
pristine coastal farmland overnight for a housing estate at Ventnor, on Phillip Island, despite clear community 
and council opposition.” 

The above says it all “grossly expanded Cape Paterson’s town boundary”. Now is the opportunity to review this 
expansion and wind back the clock. 

Yours sincerely 

https://s3.ap-southeast-2.amazonaws.com/hdp.au.prod.app.vic-engage.files/1215/7681/9948/Bass_Coast_DALs_FAQs_Dec19.pdf
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From:
To: strategic planning admin
Subject: Objection to amendment C136
Date: Saturday, 22 February 2020 9:21:41 AM

Strategic Planning Department

Bass Coast Shire Council

PO Box 118 Wonthaggi

Strategic.planningadmin@basscoast.vic.gov.au

Re: Amendment 136

To the Bass Coast Shire Planning Department

I am making a submission to the Planning Scheme Amendment C136.

I strongly object to this amendment. I have viewed the documentation available on the council
website and I believe this proposal is overdevelopment at its worst.

The main grounds for my objection is that the rezoning, and subsequent proposed
development is not aligned with the neighbourhood character of Cape Paterson and will
negatively impact on the sense of amenity, openness, peacefulness and serenity currently
enjoyed within this area.

The removal of the SLO and SEO is also incredibly short sighted and will not result in
creating any sort of amalgamation with the existing township. It will create a separation of the
two areas – a distinct divide between the sections of the town.

The location is not close enough to the beach as to create easy access and will result in
increased traffic through Cape Paterson, destroying the character of the neighbourhood, and
impacting on the infrastructure which currently does not support excessive car traffic and
parking. How these things will be managed have not adequately been addressed in the current
proposal.

Sub 67

mailto:Strategic.planningadmin@basscoast.vic.gov.au


I do not believe the development of this land as residential is sustainable into the future, as
there is little in the way of infrastructure to support such an expansion of residential housing in
the area.

Kind regards,



From:
strategic planning admin

Subject: Fwd: Objection to amendment C136
Date: Thursday, 27 February 2020 2:41:39 PM

Strategic Planning Department, Bass Coast Shire Council,

I refer to my email below and would like to add an addendum. 

I also object on the grounds that the actual application is insufficient in detail. There is
insufficient details regarding the increased traffic flows and how this will be accommodated
into the future, as well as the increase in parking. 

Secondly, I also add to my objection that the planning application lacks sufficient detail
regarding compliance with victorian planning provision requirements of open space. 

I think until a more detailed plan has been submitted to council, that this planning application
should be rejected on its current merits. 

Kind regards,

Pt2
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I am making a submission to the Planning Scheme Amendment C136.

I strongly object to this amendment. I have viewed the documentation available
on the council website and I believe this proposal is overdevelopment at its worst.

The main grounds for my objection is that the rezoning, and subsequent proposed
development is not aligned with the neighbourhood character of Cape Paterson
and will negatively impact on the sense of amenity, openness, peacefulness and
serenity currently enjoyed within this area.

The removal of the SLO and SEO is also incredibly short sighted and will not
result in creating any sort of amalgamation with the existing township. It will
create a separation of the two areas – a distinct divide between the sections of the
town.

The location is not close enough to the beach as to create easy access and will
result in increased traffic through Cape Paterson, destroying the character of the
neighbourhood, and impacting on the infrastructure which currently does not
support excessive car traffic and parking. How these things will be managed have
not adequately been addressed in the current proposal.

I do not believe the development of this land as residential is sustainable into the
future, as there is little in the way of infrastructure to support such an expansion
of residential housing in the area.

Kind regards,



From:
strategic planning admin

Subject: Submission for Amendment C136 Cape Paterson
Date: Saturday, 22 February 2020 9:49:24 AM

Dear Staff, 

I am writing to oppose the Amendment C136 for Cape Paterson.

The proposal of over 500 houses will ruin what Cape Paterson is renown for;  a quiet coastal
Village, which provides a safe haven for native flora and fauna.

In the first instance, the traffic data collected for the planning is outdated and completed in
winter so thus is not a true and current representation of traffic flow. As a resident for the past
5 years I have seen an influx of  people and cars, particularly in the warmer months. 

Parking is already over capacity in  Summer at the beach beach (near boat ramp) and often
flow over onto Surf Beach Road. This would get much worse with the proposed development
because many would have to drive to the beach. What would be done to address this if the
development goes ahead?

This would have a flow on effect and would have an increased traffic on Cape's streets.
Currently most streets have no paths and some, very poor drainage forcing bikes, prams and
families to walk on the road. The current infrastructure of no paths on most streets would be
potentially dangerous for many residents and visits. 

The current drainage in town is not adequate. The end of Anchor Street always pools and over
flows during heavy downpours. The beach front also severely impact during heavy rain falls
due to the town drainage. Everything flows towards the beach front. 

The amendment mentions one car per property. How was this collated?  Most houses have two
or more, particularly if this is an average!  Cars (or some sort of vehicle) are essential in Cape
Paterson due to the limited public transport available.More cars equates to more traffic on our
local streets. 

The new development is in a high fire danger zone. Will houses have build to high fire
ratings? If there happens to be a big fire in Cape Paterson and the need for a mass evacuation,
the hugely increased population in the new housing  (of 500 plus and possibly many more in
summer)  will cause bottlenecks on our roads. Very much like Mallacoota recently. 

Cape Paterson is still quite a haven for our local flora and fauna. With increased traffic and the
loss of native bushland, the habitats for our wildlife will be pushed further and further out and
potentially killed on our roads (with more cars on the roads). This is already happening in the
EcoVillage.  If this continues to happen, what makes Cape Paterson so special will be ruined.
It will just be another over developed coastal town full of houses. 

The EcoVillage in Cape still has housing available. Is there a need to 500 more?500 seems
excessive and as mentioned will totally change the village's feel. The EcoVillage at least has
considered the natural environment and given back with vast public community spaces. 
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The outskirts of Wonthaggi (NOT Cape Paterson)  would be more suited to a large 500 +
housing development. It has the supporting infrastructure including roads,public transport, 
paths, medical centres, child care, kinders, school etc. Cape Paterson does not.  Has council
considered this if this development is approved?

For these reasons, I oppose the Amendment C136 in Cape Paterson and ask that the council do
not proceed.

Kind regards,



From:
To: strategic planning admin
Subject: Amendment C136 Objection
Date: Saturday, 22 February 2020 10:13:38 AM

Dear Strategic Planning Department,

Re: Amendment C136

As a homeowner at Cape Paterson
I wish to lodge a strenuous objection to the proposed development north of Seaward drive. I’m not opposed to a
smaller development that meets high environmental standards and is a leader in sustainable development.

This new development has no such aims.  It is low cost suburbia and totally unsuitable and unnecessary for our area.

Any additional housing should be made to meet the highest possible standards including fire standards.

A development of this style and size is totally inappropriate and given the lack of infrastructure and parking at the
Cape today I can’t see it being anything but a disaster, environmentally and socially.

The wildlife is a wonderful feature of the Cape and is clearly visible in the area, echidnas and koalas in particular,
and needs protection from this rampant exploitation. Given the recent decimation of a billion or so animals in the
wildfires around Australia, protection of our unique and beautiful native species has never been more important.

I also believe there is very strong local objection among the Cape Paterson community and respectfully request that
C136 not be considered until the Statement of Planning Policy (required by the Distinctive Areas and Landscape
designation) is finalised, which includes a review of the Cape Paterson town boundary.

Yours faithfully
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From:
To: strategic planning admin
Subject: Amendment C136.
Date: Saturday, 22 February 2020 11:58:31 AM

Hi I Am  owner of  Cape Paterson AND would Like to
object to this planning amendment 

I request  that C136 not be considered until the Statement of Planning Policy is finalised,
including a review of the Cape Paterson town boundary 
I feel there is little  detail provided,on details of the development proposal, subdivision
pattern, design guidelines, infrastructure requirements and development contributions.
Cape Paterson is currently a coastal village with a cohesive community 
The distance from the beach of the C136 proposed rezoning will result in increased traffic past
my place where now its safe to walk on the roadway through to existing township. 
We already have plenty of land available at the ECO village 
Over development as proposed will mean Cape will loose its unique seaside appeal 
thanks 
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From:
strategic planning admin

Subject: Amendment C136
Date: Saturday, 22 February 2020 12:06:13 PM

February 22nd 2020.

AMENDMENT C136

Dear Sir/Madam,

I am writing a submission to you to oppose Amendment C136 on the following grounds:

-The Development is too large.

I have been to community consultation meetings and seen plans for the development and 
notice that the plans would instantly double the size of the existing Cape Paterson township. I 
think this is unacceptable with any development, especially a small coastal village. I believe it 
is necessary to reduce the Development Plan Overlay to avoid this over development.

- Coastal community impact.

Because of the size of the proposed development there will no doubt be a massive increase in 
car and pedestrian traffic through the existing C.P. township. I could see little or no allowance 
for that outcome in the proposed plans. The existing coastal village atmosphere will be put at 
risk by such a large development.

-Strain on existing Infrastructure.

The massive size and location of the proposal would put unbearable strain on the existing 
township of Cape Paterson. It runs the risk of becoming like a suburb of Wonthaggi rather 
than a small town in it’s own right. I don’t think anyone would want that.
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-Environmental Impact.

I don’t think any development of any sort in a coastal area should even be considered before a 
full and comprehensive environmental impact study has been done. This cannot be allowed to 
happen after the fact. I am particularly concerned with the small hills and ridges in the 
proposed development site. I fear they could be leveled for the convenience of real estate. 
Also I personally have seen a koala in a tree on the side of the road near the proposed site, and 
the loss of that habitat would be a true tragedy.

Thankyou for considering my submission,

.



Strategic Planning Department  22/02/20 

Bass Coast Shire Council,  

PO Box 118 Wonthaggi,  

Email; strategic.planningadmin@basscoast.vic.gov.au 

RE: Amendment C136.

We oppose amendment C136 for the following reasons; 

We have had our holiday home at  Cape Paterson for nearly thirty years and believe 

that Cape Patterson is at its optimum size and should not be increased further. 

There is already increased traffic going to the Eco village along Anglers Rd due to Seaward Dr 

not being a through road. Any further development will only increase this traffic and traffic in 

general.  

Cape Paterson is currently a coastal village with a cohesive community and this proposed large-

scale development will have an adverse impact on our small coastal village character, amenity 

and infrastructure 

Cape Paterson, being small, is a safe place for families, especially children and elderly. 

Cape Paterson is pedestrian friendly with little or no through traffic at present and few footpaths 

but currently safe to walk on road. 

The distance from the beach of the C136 proposed rezoning will result in increased traffic 

through the existing township streets.  

There is already insufficient parking at peak times with environmental constraints on increasing 

parking capacity. 

The current drainage infrastructure is inadequate at peak rainfall already with localised 

flooding in some areas which will only increase with further development. 

A recent community survey of the Cape Paterson residents highlighted that it is inadequately 

serviced by public transport.  

Cape Paterson has a fragile and valuable coastal environment and further development will 

bring greater environmental risks to coastal strip and threats to the adjoining Bunurong Marine 

and Coastal Park including contaminated drainage run off. The extension of the George Bass 

Walk will place further pressure on endangered flora and fauna and increase vehicle and foot 

traffic through the area. 

The proposed scale of expansion is a major over-development, more than doubling the size of 

the township.  This is contrary to the Bass Coast Strategic Coastal Framework which states “… 

Cape Paterson … a local coastal town … with varying but limited opportunities for additional 

development”

The Distinctive Areas and Landscape process has not yet been completed and incorporated into 

the Bass Coast Planning Scheme - the Cape Paterson community’s biggest response was to 

request a reduction of the current town boundary.  

Despite a Planning Panel report (2010) that said expanding the town boundary to the West and 

to the North would result in an oversupply of land, Mathew Guy (2011) approved both town 

boundary expansions. C136 provides the first opportunity to correct this by reducing the over-

expanded town boundary. 
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Bass Coast’s strategic plan is to concentrate development in high growth areas like Wonthaggi. 

C136, if approved, will reduce demand in Wonthaggi where there is more urban infrastructure 

such as schools, transport, shops.   

Approving C136 this development will encourage further pressures for new development to 

the east and west of Cape Paterson 

Regards 
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Page 1 of 6
Objection to Bass Coast Planning Scheme Amendment C136

Strategic Planning Department
Bass Coast Shire Council
PO Box 118
WONTHAGGI   VIC   3995
Via email: strategic.planningadmin@basscoast.vic.gov.au

February 22, 2020

Dear Sir or Madam

Objection to Bass Coast Planning Scheme Amendment C136 

I am a resident of Cape Paterson who lives here with my husband and three children aged
9, 5 and 3 respectively.
I have a number of planning objections to this planning scheme with particular concern for
the impact on the character of Cape Paterson as a quiet village and the environmental
impacts in general.
The Bass Coast Shire Council refers to Cape Paterson as a village. It is neither a city or a
township. The proposed planning amendment aims to more than double the size of Cape
Paterson, severely affecting and potentially destroying the character of the place. We are
yet to see the impact of the development of The Cape estate on the western end of Cape
Paterson which will add 200 houses.  This new proposal will more than double the population
and housing for this village where all prior planning to the area has been for low to no growth
for Cape Paterson.
The Cape eco village development is regarded as exemplary estate design with all homes
to be built sustainably with an incredibly low carbon footprint. The development has a
community garden and amenities to create a village which aligns with the character of the
rest of Cape Paterson. All houses built there have an energy rating of eight stars or above.
There is no evidence to support that Planning Scheme Amendment C136 will be a
sustainable housing development. In fact, the development aims to have “affordable 
housing” which is likely to be cheap materials with little consideration to housing energy
ratings and its impact on future carbon emissions.
My three children regularly play on the street and ride their bikes on the road as there are
no footpaths, as is the case for most of Cape Paterson residents. I am gravely concerned
they will no longer be able to enjoy the safety of a quiet village should this development
continue. The increase in traffic and extreme population growth (doubling the size of a
village) is an extreme impact to an otherwise safe space which my children and other young
families in the area enjoy.
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Page 2 of 6
Objection to Bass Coast Planning Scheme Amendment C136

Every summer my two older children participate in the Cape Paterson Surf Life Saving Club
nippers program. Currently there are about 200 nippers in this program. Every summer in
the morning these children make their way to First Surf beach on foot or on bicycles. Their
safety would be severely compromised by the volume of traffic heading to the beach as most
of the individuals from the proposed new development would be electing to drive to the
beach during peak season.
Moreover the beach itself would be crowded with beach goers when the CPSLSC is
attempting to train up and coming surf lifesavers. With this potential overcrowding the club
would be affected in its ability to undertake its duty and operations in protecting the beach
goers.
The doubling of the village further adds severe pressure to parking facilities available near
Bay Beach and First Surf. In peak periods these car parks are already at capacity with many
individuals already flouting parking regulations by parking on verges and dangerously close
to intersections. The proposed development will effectively force the council to redevelop
and grow the parking and traffic facilities at these beaches at a cost to ratepayers and the
community.

My kids riding their bikes on Neptune Street, Cape
Paterson
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Objection to Bass Coast Planning Scheme Amendment C136

Any expansion of current parking facilities will need to be on the Cape Paterson foreshore
reserve which is home to an astounding array of native wildlife. Not only is habitat
destruction one of the main causes for the extinction of wildlife, but the character of this
environmentally pristine area is again, further compromised. The quiet track along the Cape
Paterson Clifftop walk where the chirps of the superb fairy wren is heard and occasional
echidna or brown snake can be seen crossing the path will be replaced by car parks and
over population.

My son with an Echidna found on the Clifftop Walk, Cape
Paterson 
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Objection to Bass Coast Planning Scheme Amendment C136

This planning scheme sets a dangerous precedent for Cape Paterson in that it will allow for
more development to this pristine area of the world, leading to the potential for urban sprawl
and the merging of two areas (Cape Paterson and Wonthaggi). This is a known risk which
has occurred in many other parts of Victoria where coastal development has been less
restricted despite assurances from developers whose motivation is solely to make a hefty
profit.
A farming property although currently zoned agricultural land on Wilson’s Road is currently
up for sale. It is being advertised as having potential for residential development. Already
we are seeing the impact of C136.
Currently my oldest child can walk or ride her bicycle up to the Park Parade park
unaccompanied (on a dirt road) and meet her friends who also live in the area. With the
volume of traffic and population growth to the Cape, there is no guarantee she will be able
to continue to do this nor will the younger children be able to do this as the character of this
quiet village will dramatically shift. Children who are growing up in Cape Paterson, nippers
who stay during peak season won’t be able to enjoy the safe character of this area should 
its population be more than doubled as a result of this development.

Koala found in tree corner of Coral Street and Scenic
Drive 
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Objection to Bass Coast Planning Scheme Amendment C136

The Bass Coast Shire Council recently declared a climate emergency. This very existence
of this development will undoubtedly increase the shire’s carbon emissions and degrade our
environment further, leading to more damaging effects of climate change. There is no
evidence this development will align with the goals of this climate emergency in its design.
Climate change has brought with it an increased bushfire risk and bushfires with the most
recent bushfire season in Australia resulting in an unprecedented 20 million hectares of land
being destroyed. Areas such as Cape Paterson are at increased risk of bushfires. Currently
there are three road exits from Cape Paterson. Seaward drive East and West are the first
two. The other is the Cape Paterson-Inverloch road. If a fire came through from the west to
the east or from the north to the south, the only road exit would be the Cape Paterson-
Inverloch road. This is only one road for an entire area of housing to escape should an
emergency evacuation be declared. A lot of people from the new development would be
driving down to get on that road, plus all the people coming from the rest of Cape Paterson
coming off Surf Beach road. The presence of the new development therefore compromises
the safety of the rest of the established village.
The Cape Paterson CFA facilities are already at capacity staffed by a limited number of
volunteers. There is no guarantee that the new populace will contribute to the CFA volunteer
numbers and there is no indication that the developer will contribute to funding the growth
of these facilities to cater for the bushfire risk posed to the new populace and the rest of the
community.
The Wonthaggi township already has land allocated for housing development and it is
earmarked for significant population growth. It has the amenities and services to cater for
this population growth. Cape Paterson has none of these amenities and adding them to this
village will unfortunately completely change the character of a place that has been described
as a “sleepy hollow”, “quiet”, “safe” and separate from the hustle and bustle of a regular
town.
I strenuously object to this development. It severely jars with the character of this space. It
affects the motivation for people living or visiting here.

Yours faithfully

My kids riding their bikes on Seaward Drive before it was
sealed.

Circa 2018



From:
strategic planning admin

Subject: Amendment C136
Date: Saturday, 22 February 2020 3:37:57 PM

We are permanent residents of beautiful Cape Paterson and write to strongly oppose the proposal to rezone land
north of Seaward Drive and to apply the Development Plan Overlay which would enable large scale residential
development.

Given the country’s  horror summer of  climate events and the increasingly urgent calls of Scientists and 
Environmentalists to rethink our relationship to the Natural World, why would we be attempting to place such
weighty added strain on our fragile environment here at Cape Paterson? This is madness!
The plan is sketchy and light on detail. This proposal must not be even considered without provision of detailed
information regarding design and environmental requirements, infrastructure provision and  upgrades.
We have The Cape development which has stipulated strict standards of building and environmental considerations.
There is no indication that this proposed development will require any such safeguards.
Please Council, do not give in to the loud voices of developers. Stand strongly to protect that which so many similar
areas have already lost.
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Strategic Planning Department 

Bass Coast Shire Council 

PO Box 118 Wonthaggi 3995 

February 20, 2020 

Dear Sir/Madam 

Bass Coast Planning Scheme Amendment (PSA) C136 

I am writing this submission in response to the proposed PSA which will be completing its exhibition 

shortly.  Having attended the community drop In on 27 January and read much of the 

documentation I recommend this PSA: 

• should not be approved (preferred) OR

• approved only if it is extensively modified and supplemented with additional information.

Those changes should include a significant reduction in its size to account for on the order of

100 additional lots, changes to the supporting documentation and conditioning the

amendment to ensure preservation of Cape Paterson’s amenity and sustainability.

• If possible- align the this very significant PSA process to ensure consistency with DAL policy

development and with appropriate reductions to the settlement boundary.

The reasons for these are as follows: 

Timing of the PSA process 

I was one of 179 people from Cape Paterson who submitted to the Bass Coast Distinctive Area 

Landscapes review, believing it would inform future PSA’s including this one as it was suspended. .It 

is disappointing to see this major PSA process proceeding without the DAL policy being settled.  

Ideally the Council or any panel appointed to review this amendment would not make 

recommendations until the Bass Coast DAL Policy is finalised.  Although restarting this process was 

the State Minister’s (astonishing) decision it would be appropriate for the Council and any panel 

convened to  consider the direction of the DAL policy in its recommendations to the Minister and 

that any final decision about the PSA is deferred until the DAL process is complete. 

More appropriate areas are available for additional housing 

There is ample scope for additional housing within the Wonthaggi settlement boundary. This option 

would provide lower cost housing than in the Cape Paterson area with improved “walkability” to 

shops, facilities and schools, and is consistent with NE Wonthaggi Precinct plan, as well as enhancing 

its function as a regional centre.  

Amendment 136 by contrast would create a vehicle dependent suburb where even trips to the Cape 

Paterson shops and beaches would likely be via car/SUV. Beach equipment (boards, toys, etc) and 

children would not be carried on foot for that distance. This would lead to increased traffic through 
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the neighbourhood, especially during the summer months and stress on parking near the beaches. 

Compared to a Wonthaggi development this would be less sustainable. 

Additional paving of streets and provision of paved sidewalks has been emphatically rejected by the 

community as recently as 2014- so increased dust raised by traffic would result. The alternative of 

Wonthaggi should be considered for additional housing. 

Availability of residential land within Cape Paterson currently zoned for building homes 

As stated by Beveridge Williams in the main report there are approximately 45 vacant lots within the 

established town and 190 lots within the Cape development (starting at $180,000). Cape Paterson’s 

current residential population is about.900. Using a growth rate of 2.6% and 2 people per house the 

resident growth could be accommodated until approximately 2048.  

The report does not project as to what proportion of the proposed area would be holiday properties 

but in earlier versions referred to 70%.  It would be useful to have an estimated projection of what 

proportion of housing would be discretionary holiday housing and what would be permanent 

residential. 

This information would also be relevant to stormwater management strategies put forward in the 

Drainage Strategy Report which proposes using small capacity 2000l water tanks and toilet flushing 

to help manage storm water risks as the water would only be used sporadically if the housing is for 

holidays.  

Although it is not reasonable to insist all new housing be for permanent residents. It would be 

unfortunate to reverse the trend of increasing permanent residency (with the Cape development 

reportedly roughly 50% permanent residents thus far). Designing a subdivision to accommodate 

holiday homes which are occupied for perhaps 10-12 weeks per year is wasteful in construction 

materials. The housing will likely meet the minimum standards and will likely focus on size rather 

than sustainability.  It is concerning that the Northern development is perceived as an alternative to 

“energy efficient living” of the Cape (Ecovillage) in the Explanatory Report (AT3 Planning Policy 

Framework). 

It would be instructive to review growth projections made in previous explanatory notes covering 

the area against actual growth as predictions tend to be optimistic.  For example, the 2011 Cape 

C119 amendment explanatory note projected 5-6 years of supply provided by the Cape-yet much of 

the area is as yet unsold, some 8 years later.  

If any of the proposed area is rezoned, a more prudential, staged approach is appropriate. The 

current settlement boundary is excessively large. Paris (2013) in his paper delivered at the 3rd local 

government researchers conference in Adelaide, pointed to the “ghost” towns built speculatively 

prior to the GFC in Spain and Ireland and now decaying and unoccupied.  Although this extreme 

extent of speculative construction would not be seen here, rezoning large tracts of land on the 

chance that eventually someone may want to build a house on it is wasteful sterilises it for other 

uses and runs the risk of heavy discounting simply to sell the property and free up capital. 

Cape Paterson has an early example of excessive optimism for growth with a large portion of the 

commercial zone a waste or “ghost” area since the 1960’s.  The most recent construction there is 

reportedly speculative. 

The May 2019 hailstorm and other severe weather damaged much of the housing stock currently in 

the town.  The first choice should be to renovate, rebuild or build in the existing zoned town as many 

of the 1960-70’s houses are nearing their end date.  There is adequate scope for new housing within 

the current town area from 235 vacant lots as well as rejuvenating the existing housing stock. 
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Infrastructure 

Paris (2013) argued that infrastructure funding to local government areas by state governments in 

Australia is linked to permanent resident numbers, implying that communities with lower 

proportions of residents are disadvantaged with respect to highly seasonal demands on facilities and 

services.  The council receives rates from both second and primary homes. The rates go into general 

revenue. There is a history of perceived inadequate return of rate revenue to the town dating back 

to 1960’s which led to a movement for Cape Paterson residents to separate from the Shire (Hayes 

1998 p48).  

There is a perverse incentive for councils in general to encourage second home construction for the 

rate revenue and the permanent residents pay the price with overcrowded parking and beaches, 

noise, power outage risks and higher traffic.  A new development to the north will exacerbate these 

issues.  

Public transport is extremely limited in the township, with two hourly service 5 days a week and no 

buses on weekends.  Being private land there is no bus service to the Cape (ecovillage) development, 

even along Seaward Drive.  This limited service means that public transport is not chosen as a 

sustainable and practical option but as last resort and again people will continue to opt for private 

vehicle transport despite any expansion. 

Drainage is already a major issue in Cape Paterson as severe flooding and property damage has 

occurred recently in May 2019.  The Bureau of Meteorology has predicted an increase incidence of 

severe weather events in the future (Dowdy 2016). Reducing the permeable footprint to the north 

by developing paved roads and buildings raises questions about increased risk of flooding.    

The Drainage Strategy report is very high level and based on Melbourne Metropolitan area data 

including soils and rainfall statistics. It also models up to 2810 people residing in the proposed area 

using stormwater 365days/year with low capacity 2000l tank to help ameliorate stormwater runoff.  

Construction should specify larger tanks with most, or all, of the roof runoff captured for 

environmental and flood risk reasons.  

Flooding in the spring and summer will also affect the nesting area of the endangered Hooded 

Plovers nesting near Pea Creek.  

There is an inadequate understanding of the impact of a major new development on drainage, 

wildlife, peak season traffic (not midwinter 2013) and potential for additional public transport. If this 

amendment is to be considered further there should be improved documentation of all these aspects. 

Amenity “Walkability” and Social Cohesion 

Cape Paterson is currently a size that facilitates a village atmosphere: you can walk from one end to 

the other, meet people you know on the beach, be on a first name basis with the publican and the 

shop and café managers, nod good morning as you pass.  

The Cape Paterson Residents and Ratepayers Association (previously the Progress Association) has 

been improving the vegetation and responding to proposals and other community needs since 1963.  

The community mobilises when its amenity is a concern as it did overwhelmingly in 2014 to defeat 

the Special Charge Scheme and previous town boundary expansions. It also had the greatest number 

of submissions of any community for the DAL process (more than all of Philip Island).  

As an example, although there are many positive aspects to the Cape (Ecovillage) development, it 

had a difficult birth and there is still resentment and cynicism in some of broader community relating 
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to the process.  Following an EES the Panel rejected it in part due to the tireless and unpaid work of 

active community members. Minister Matthew Guy then intervened.  Had a more collaborative 

approach on the location of the Ecovillage, with more integration with the township much of that 

bad feeling might have been dissipated. We are still 9 years later-patching things up. We can’t repeat 

that schism. 

I was assured at the C136 27 January drop-in session by the Senior Beveridge Williams 

representative that this development would not become “Pakenham by the Sea.” When I asked 

what the houses would look like -he said he didn’t know. So, unless there are some understanding of 

what the built environment will look like how is the seaside village sensibility preserved?  How do we 

capitalise on the sustainability gains, reputation and example from the new Cape (Ecovillage) 

development? How do we as current residents and ratepayers understand what the impact on our 

amenity and lifestyle? Simply- if not Pakenham by the Sea -what then?  

My husband and I purchased in Cape Paterson in 2009 after becoming disillusioned with the rapid 

development of Inverloch where we had holidayed for many years. We came here and now live here 

because of the village feel and the commitment of the other residents to the environment and the 

social cohesion experienced in the pub, the store and along the beaches and paths. 

Cape Paterson has been designated as a low growth area with the anomalous exception of the 2014 

Gippsland Strategy. It is part of the Small-Town Coastal Alliance supported by Bass Coast Council. 

Cape Paterson would be exposed to losing its small-town character and cohesion and suffer yet 

another schism for no real benefit to the town. 

Given the experience of overestimated growth projections it is prudent to stage smaller scale growth 

to the north, if it occurs at all.  Land is available in the areas currently zoned for housing and it not 

forbiddingly expensive. It is also available at lower cost in Wonthaggi which is far better serviced and 

a more logical place for expansion.   

A large expansion in the Northern Development will likely increased risks of flooding.  If it is a low-

cost alternative to the Cape that should not come by sacrificing standards in sustainability.  

In the absence of any projection by the proponent the anticipated cheaply built housing which 

barely meets building and environmental standards and is targeting investment in seasonal 

renting/occupation, as well as being dependent on motor vehicle transport, would not serve the 

community of Cape Paterson. 

Yours faithfully 

References (aside from planning documents) 

Dowdy A (2016) Climate Research Bureau of Meteorology Climate hazards and extreme weather 

projections for Australia Powerpoint presentation to AFAC  Meeting. 

Hayes W R 1998. The Golden Coast History of the Buynurong  Bunurong Environment Centre 

Paris C 2013.  Is anybody listening? The impact of second home ownership on local governments in 

Australia and elsewhere Proceedings of the 3rd National Local Government Researchers’ Forum 5-6 

June 2013, Adelaide, South Australia. 



Strategic Planning Department	 21/2/2020

Bass Coast Shire Council

PO Box 118

Wonthaggi 


Re Amendment C136


I oppose strongly the amendment C136.


When the town boundary was changed in May 2011 there were two options being considered, 
one to the north and one to the west of the town. Following expert panel recommendations and 
local consultation the council approved expansion to the North. When the then planning minister 
unilaterally approved the expansion to the west, against recommendations of the expert panel 
and council, both areas were incorporated into the town plan There was never the intention to 
expand the town to this degree. When expanded to the west the northern expansion should have 
been removed. I believe that this should now be corrected by taking the northern expansion out 
of the town boundary. 


The local strategic planning framework designates Wonthaggi as a growth centre, Inverloch as 
the district and tourism centre and Cape Paterson as a local coastal town for limited additional 
residential development. There remain many vacant blocks within the town of Cape Paterson and 
particularly in The Cape development, allowing for future development and population growth 
and demonstrating that there is not the current need for expansion.


Township character has been found to be one of the most highly valued attributes of the Bass 
Coast, and urban expansion, increasing population and overdevelopment its major threats. 
(Distinctive Area and Landscapes Project)


Cape Paterson is currently a small, safe town with little through traffic, making  it pedestrian and 
bike friendly. It has a village feel. Allowing the northern expansion to stand more than doubles the 
town size, significantly altering its character. 


Increasing town size puts significant stress on the existing infrastructure, particularly roads and 
drainage. 


Provision of open space within the development does nothing to address overcrowding on the 
beaches, particularly when there is very limited beach space during peak summer usage, and 
particularly at high tide. Safety in the water also becomes an issue at these times due to 
crowding. 


Similarly, additional population puts stress on the local environment, the dunes and the hooded 
plover habitat.


Please maintain the character of Cape Paterson, as highlighted in the Distinctive Areas and 
Landscape Project by rejecting the rezoning of land to the north of Cape Paterson from farming 
to residential.


Yours sincerely,
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Strategic Planning Department 21/2/2020 
Bass Coast Shire Council 
PO Box 118 
Wonthaggi  

Re Amendment C136 

I wish to register my strong opposition to the Cape Paterson amendment C136. 

Cape Paterson, as defined by the Bass Coast Distinctive Areas and Landscapes Community 
Engagement Key Findings Report October 2019 is characterised by its village feel, easy access to 
open space and amenity.  Its major threats include overdevelopment, overcrowding of natural space 
and loss of farmland.  

The Bass Coast Strategic Coastal Planning Framework, June 2011 recommends increasing housing 
in urban areas, defined as Wonthaggi; retaining rural holdings, and limiting additional residential 
development in coastal towns including Cape Paterson. Further it notes that there is “little evidence 
of community support for large scale urban developments in areas not currently developed”  and 
that “the existing low density ‘seaside” character of towns has been somewhat altered by examples 
of recent new “suburban” development and this is not appropriate”.  

Meanwhile the Bass Coast Planning Scheme recommends council “reinforce Wonthaggi’s role as 
the major service centre for Bass Coast Shire and the township where major development should 
occur” and “encourage residential growth to the north and east of Wonthaggi”. Amendment C136 
both over develops Cape Paterson and takes development away from Wonthaggi. 

Cape Patersons town boundaries were increased in May 2011 after two options were considered, 
one to the west and one to the north of the town. The planning minister unilaterally approved the 
expansion to the west, against recommendations of both an expert panel and council who 
recommended the northern expansion over the western, and that to expand in both directions would 
be an overdevelopment.  When expanded to the west the northern expansion option should have 
been removed. I believe that taking the northern expansion out of the town boundary now would 
correct this over development of the town.  

Currently, there is a influx of tourists to the town each summer, with both camping areas adding 
large numbers to the permanent residents and holiday home/rentals. The town maintains its 
ambience and village feel as there is a lot of pedestrian and bike “traffic” as people access the 
beaches. Development to the north of the town will introduce significant traffic through local streets 
due to its distance to the beach. This compromises the current pedestrian/bike use of roads and 
introduces safety, noise and dust issues. Parking demand is likely to affect the vegetated area 
between the town and the beach and thus have a negative environmental impact. 

Provision of open space in the proposed development does nothing to address the issue of an 
increasing number of people accessing the finite area of foreshore and beach available. Crowding of 
the Cape Paterson beaches currently occurs during peak season. On the sand, particularly at high 
tide people are increasingly walking/sitting on the  dunes, creating erosion problems. There is also 
over crowding and consequent dangerous conditions in the water at peak times, including collisions 
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within the patrolled area and the spread of swimmers along the beach  making patrol by life savers 
difficult and resulting in visitors retreating to un-patrolled beaches. 

Increased domestic cats, dogs and plants decimate native flora and fauna, and in particular the effect 
of increased foot traffic and dogs on its habitat and breeding areas will further threaten the Hooded 
Plover. Increased development also increases stormwater outflows onto the beaches, compromising 
the health of both people and the Marine National Park.  

Also a safety concern, I believe that the flow-on effects of increased traffic and parking along the 
coastal Cape Paterson-Inverloch road has also not been considered.  

Cape Paterson lacks the infrastructure of Wonthaggi, including shops, schools, medical facilities, 
and services. At peak times there are not infrequent electricity blackouts, decreased water quality 
and pressure and poor phone connection. An increase in population will only increase these 
problems.  

The distinctive nature of Cape Paterson is it’s friendly village atmosphere which encourages 
community and social cohesion. Amendment C136 if approved, will cause the permanent loss of 
productive farm land and permanently change the ambience of Cape Paterson. We will lose the very 
things that make Cape Paterson what it is, and succumb to the urban sprawl which has overtaken so 
many costal towns.  

Apart from a financial windfall for the developers C136 does not demonstrate the need for, or 
benefits of, rezoning of land from farming to residential. 

I ask that you reject amendment C136 and revise the town boundary for Cape Paterson. 

Yours sincerely, 



From:
To: strategic planning admin
Subject: Amendment C136
Date: Saturday, 22 February 2020 10:26:59 PM

I am writing to oppose amendment C136.

The proposed scale of expansion is a major over-development, more than doubling the size of the township.  This is
contrary to the Bass Coast Strategic Coastal Framework which states “… Cape Paterson … a local coastal town …
with varying but limited opportunities for additional development”. 

The distance from the beach to the C136 proposed rezoning will result in increased traffic through the existing
township.

The increased traffic is also a threat to the areas native animals, such as koalas and echidnas.

I believe this development will be detrimental to the character and charm of this small, coastal village.

For these reasons I object to Amendment C136.
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From:
To: strategic planning admin
Subject: C136 Amendment.
Date: Sunday, 23 February 2020 8:26:14 AM

I am a long term Cape Paterson ratepayer of 20 years and full time resident of over 3 years.
While it seems more appropriate that Amendment C136 should only be considered once the
DAL process has been finalised, the closing date for submissions re. C136 preclude that. 
I am lodging my opposition to Amendment C136 for the following reasons:
1. The proposed scale of expansion has been overwhelmingly rejected in community forums
by the Cape Paterson Community who favour a reduction rather than an increase in the town
boundary. I wholeheartedly endorse residential expansion in Wonthaggi, which already has
the existing infrastructure. Cape Paterson, being designated a low development zone, could
continue to retain its village feel, which is what we all overwhelmingly want. 
2. There is still sufficient available residential land at The Cape, contrary to the developers
claims. If any appropriate development were to be condoned then it should start with 100 -
150 blocks and not the preposterous ambit bid for 500+ blocks.
3. Any overdevelopment would place greater strain on the already inadequate, existing
infrastructure.
a. Parking in the car parks and shoulder of Surf Beach Rd are already inadequate. Realistically
any new residents in the proposed new Northern Development are unlikely to walk the more
than 1 km to the Bay Beach and 2 km to the Surf Beach, thus adding to parking problems.
Furthermore increased traffic through the existing township will have safety implications due
to the lack of footpaths and the current predilection for pedestrians to walk on back streets.
b. Any development north of Seaward Dve. could pose serious and adverse drainage
consequences for the proposed outlet along Pea Ck. 
Given the appalling track record by Bass Coast in the past, this is of real concern to me. One
has only to witness the death of all the indigenous Boobialla vegetation on Surf Beach Rd.,
west of Marine St., which has occurred since the adjacent development. They have died off as
a result of inadequate drainage. Additionally the devastating erosion which demolished the
steps at the CPSLSC and the whole WLSC complex was a result of poor drainage planning
and implementation. It is generally agreed that these extreme 200 year events are going to
happen a lot more frequently. 
The dramatic flooding along the edges of the Wonthaggi Rd near the entrance to Cape
Paterson and the subsequent torrential outfall along Pea Ck will only be exasperated with
increased run off as a result of more residential development. 
4. Finally, despite attempts by the developers to portray the Pea Ck as a glorified drain, any
excessive outflow from the proposed development will also have deleterious environmental
impacts on the Pea Ck catchment. As a member of the Wonthaggi Seed Bank I was involved
in the floral survey of the Pea Ck catchment. While the area is undoubtedly compromised by
woody weeds, there are still exist flora (eg. Cyathea and Gleichenia sp., - Tree and Coral
ferns) of regional significance. Similarly fauna surveys found both Lewins Rail and Pink
Robin present at Pea Ck., both rare birds in Victoria.  Hooded Plovers also nest precariously at
the mouth of Pea Ck. 

In summary, I would prefer Council deem inappropriate the extension of Cape Patterson's
boundary to the north. If indeed greed does prevail, then at at least any development should be
limited and appropriate development and not the cheek to jowl "Cranbourne type" suburbia
that the local residents so fear. 

Sub 79



Yours sincerely. 



From:
To: strategic planning admin
Subject: Amendment C136
Date: Sunday, 23 February 2020 10:54:47 AM

Hello, I’d like to comment on the proposed planning amendments.

My main concern that this is progressing too fast without full consideration of increasing community
needs with population growth.
These are:

1. Facilities for children – maternal health centre, kindergarten, primary school. There is no
consideration of where this might be located – already significant numbers of children are
attending these in Wonthaggi and Inverloch. Surely we can bring these facilities to Cape
Paterson?

2. Fire escape plan ? I am fearful that the roads will not support speedy evacuations from Cape
should this be required. Too many cars, and limited capacity on the road to Wonthaggi.

3. Bike pathways should be considered, all the way from the development to the beach.
4. Parking at the beach, during summer. Need the bike pathway to assist, see point 3, together

with more organised safer parking along Surf beach Road.
5. Shared park lands, not clear how useful these areas are given “swamp scrub”. Can kids kick

the footy, etc in these areas?
6. Personally I’d prefer the bike pathways, ahead of sealing the roads around Cape, if I had to

choose, but sealing roads, with a path for pedestrians would be great (not formal footpath,
but clear walkway). Think nippers in the summer riding bikes and walking to the beaches.

I’m not at all against development, it’s inevitable. I support it as long as the community wins, and
gets facilities that support the people who will live there (new and existing).

Thanks you for reading.

Regards
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Cape Paterson 2030- A sprawling suburb of Wonthaggi?

I write to object to the proposed creation of a new housing development to the north of Cape
Paterson (CP), and to argue that the planning amendment C136 should be rejected.

The grounds on which my objection is based are:

1. The disintegration of Cape Paterson as a small coastal village
Our community voted enthusiastically for inclusion in the state govemment's Distinctive
Areas and Landscape (DAL) project, aimed at protecting the very essence of small coastal
villages like ours. Yet by an unfathomable decision of the state Planning Minister, we are

now faced with the prospect of another gross overdevelopment which will destroy the very
things that make CP such a perfect fit for the DAL.

CP has been a well integrated township, geographically and physically, with existing houses
close to all facilities, and a socially cohesive population with a high level of community
engagement. It defined the word "liveability" for those who enjoyed a quiet village
atmosphere and little commercial development.

CP's boundaries were inappropriately extended a decade ago to allow for the establishment of
"The Cape eco-village", and now we face a similar boundary manipulation which converts
pasture land to residential land. The advent of the eco-village set off a slow and painful
process of integration with the existing community (many of who had voted against its
development), which continues to this day. Naysayers have undermined this integration
(there is still no central pathway between the two townships) and it is a stop/start affair,
despite the best efforts of some householders from both areas.

Now a new development is proposed and, once again the cohesion of CP is threatened by
unthinking and profit driven plans that do nothing to address the issues of township
integration, so vital for remote coastal villages like ours. Again, a new suburban estate will be

dropped into spare paddocks to the north of the village with no obvious connection to the
existing area other than two connecting roads. Its proposed 950 new houses will replicate the
size of the original village, but with little to ease the downstream infrastructure problems
outside the estate itself.

CP will cease to be a model coastal village for the DAL. Instead it will be three separate but
adjacent developments, each containing householders who thought they were buying into a
lovely coastal existence but instead are left to wonder why they never speak to the "others".

2. Dodgy Developer Growth Forecasts
The developer is being evasive and disingenuous by quoting that the development will supply
enough new housing for the whole shire for just one year. This is totally irrelevant to what the
community will be asked to cope with. In fact, it will double the size of CP in peak season,
placing enornous pressure on the built and natural environments. There is no evidence that
the development will be progressively rolled out and so we assume it will come "shrink
wrapped" in one very large hit. Perfect for Cranbourne but not for a small village.
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Where are the demand forecasts? Certainly not in the proposal. If the developer wants to "let
the market decide" in terms of take up, we could easily end up with an unintegrated sprawl of
houses sitting out in the paddock with no chance of integrating into the greater community.

3.. The Cape Eco Village and land supply
The developer asks that we disregard the 200+ sites currently available in this estate because
it is a "niche" market and too expensive. Despite the inconvenience of this available land to
the developer, it is clearly able to supply the demand needs for Cape for the next 15 years at
least. Regardless of its "niche" status, those blocks will eventually be sold and thus will
expand CP by that amount. Perhaps the developer sees an opportunity to plumb the depths of
cheap housing in order to create demand?

4. Traffic Flows
It is clear the proposal greatly underestimates the number of new car trips per day within CP.
In peak season we usually see 3-4 cars per house, not the one used in the proposal. That will
increase daily trips at least three fold and Cape's road system will not sustain this.

Another feature the community identifred for inclusion of CP in the DAL were low traffic
flows. When my wife's family first built their house in 7962, their children were able to learn
how to ride bicycles on the dirt roads around Cape, without fear of vehicles. We did the same

with our children growing up in the 80s and now my daughter and her husband are doing the
same with their children, albeit with more concern. Traffic from the new estate will make this
increasingly dangerous as car owners try to find quicker ways from the estate to the beaches
and other facilities.

It is envisaged that some streets, such as Spear Street, will become through ways from the
estate to areas south, and will need widening and sealing. In 2014 the community defeated a
Council proposal to "modernise" our road by sealing it, and then charging us for it. Will this
be forced on us, despite our preference for unmade roads? Will we be made to pay for this?

Many road intersections in Cape are potentially dangerous, being designed at a time when
unmade roads were envisaged. These intersections now have housing on all corners and,
despite requests to the Shire for safety improvements, have remained the same for decades.
They were not built for handling the number of cars that will be leaving the proposed estate
to find their way to facilities in peak season.

5.. Car Parking
One of Cape's greatest advantages is to be built within walking distance of the beaches. This
new estate will not be. In peak season now we have cars parked all along Surf Beach Road
and on footpaths and nature strips, in addition to the existing car parks. How can another
3,000-4,000 vehicles, of modern size, be fitted into this dilemma? It is said that bushlands
currently abutting the surf life saving club will be removed to make way for more parking
space. If true, the destruction of coastal habitat in order to provide overflow car parking for
perhaps 20 days a year is unconscionable.

6. Foot traffic on our beaches
The addition of substantially increased foot traffic on our beaches, which already show strain
during peak holiday periods, will contribute to their diminishment as a natural asset.
Crowding will force beach goers to seek new areas, at either Undertow Bay or the Second



Surf beach and beyond. The two life saving clubs are already stretched during the peak
season and do not monitor these dangerous swimming areas. Will we see an increase in
drownings?

At the bay beach, the fragile population of the endangered hooded plover is already exposed
to unthinking holiday makers and their dogs, and cannot just be moved to make way for
additional people.

The proposed addition of the George Bass Walk, which is planned to traverse directly
through valuable and r,.ulnerable coastal flora and fauna and which will add further vehicle
and foot traffic through the area.

7. Climate Change
As an exposed coastal village, CP is at the forefront of climate change. Having experienced

the change in climate over the past decade or so, I am stunned that the Council cannot see the

inherent danger in putting another 2,500 people in harm's way. The extreme severe weather

event of 10 May,2019 showed exactly what such events can do to coastal infrastructure.

These are no longer I in 100 year events. They are to be expected at any time. Whether it be

rain or fire, CP has only three roads out- one along the coast to Inverloch likely to experience

the same event, and two to Wonthaggi. In the case of an emergency, CP is extremely

vulnerable.
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Strategic Planning Department
Bass Coast Shire Council, 

PO Box 118 Wonthaggi, 
strategic.planningadmin@basscoast.vic.gov.au

February 22, 2020

Dear Strategic Planning Department,

I wish to object to Amendment C136 in relation to the proposed development North of Cape 
Paterson.

I object on a number of interrelated grounds. These include: 
1. Overdevelopment of Cape Paterson will mean it no longer has a village feel.

Moreover, since I have been a resident of Cape Paterson (16 years), I have seen two
residential developments: the development off Marine parade and the Eco village.
Once the Eco Village was approved by Minister Guy against the recommendations of
his own Expert Planning Panel, Council should have moved the town boundary back
to where it was in 2010.

2. The council is not listening to residents. Cape Paterson residents opposed the
sealing of the roads in 2014, overwhelmingly because they wanted the village
character maintained. This was a clear message from the residents to the council.
The proposed development Amendment C136, will have a huge impact on not only
the village feel, but the additional traffic in the village which will make the much-
valued unsealed roads unsustainable. Who will pay for this infrastructure if such a
development goes ahead?

3. Currently everything is in walking distance in Cape. As such it is safe for the elderly
to take a leisurely stroll, for dog owners to walk their dogs, and for children to ride
their bikes etc. The proposed development would increase traffic enormously. The
proposed development is several additional kilometres from the beach and other
facilities. As such residents in the proposed area would need to drive to the beach,
shop and the tavern. Again, the village aspect of Cape would be reduced. In addition,
carparking proposed on surf beach road, needed during peak times, will reduce the
flora and unique vegetation to be replaced with ugly car parking.

4. There is very little infrastructure in Cape. No schools, health facilities and very little
public transport. This will again result in increased traffic on Cape Paterson road
traffic.

5. I believe growth is good for the region. However, this should take place in Wonthaggi
which has the infrastructure and facilities to accommodate future housing
development. In fact, it will give added momentum to the revitalisation of
Wonthaggi that has occurred over the last 10 years, courtesy of the new café culture
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that is now evident, as well as the arrival of new and better restaurants and shops. 
This is the regional centre of Bass Coast and increased growth should occur there.  

6. It seems deeply suspicious that Council should continue to promote development in
Cape Paterson when there is ample room in Wonthaggi to accommodate growth,
barely a 5-minute drive from north Cape Paterson. It is noticeable that around the
Cape the only people speaking in favour of the development are the local real estate
agents and the land owners (it is speculated that some of the land is in fact owned
by one of the local real estate agents). In fact, there has been some discussion that
in light of these factors, something seems a miss. Questions have been raised about
possible corrupt behaviour. At a time when public trust in local government and the
planning system is at an all-time low thanks to the shameful behaviour of Casey
Council, it is essential that all planning decisions at the local level pass a gold
standard of decision-making. The proposal to rezone falls well below this threshold.
Should the proposed rezoning proceed, public trust in local democracy and the
planning system will be dealt another serious blow.

I purchased a property in Cape Paterson because of the Cape character. Residents have 
repeatedly told Council through its own consultation processes over a very long time that 
they do not want any further development of the town because they want to retain its 
village character. In the lead up to the last state election, the Premier gave what seemed to 
be an unqualified promise to prevent the sort of development in Cape Paterson that we are 
now being asked to comment on.  In light of this, were Amendment C136 to proceed it will be 
yet another sad case of elected officials making decisions against the wishes of the people they are 
meant to represent. 



From:
strategic planning admin

Subject: Amendment C136
Date: Sunday, 23 February 2020 2:17:32 PM

Attn.:Strategic Planning Department

I have been a full-time resident of Cape Paterson since I moved here permanently in 2015. But my
heart has been here ever since I accidently discovered it whilst passing through Wonthaggi in 2010.

I saw the sign to Cape Paterson and followed it to share a picnic lunch on the Bay beach beside the
Wonthaggi Life Saving Club. I was immediately struck by the quiet vibe of the place, the friendliness
of the passers-by and the unspoilt beauty of the undeveloped beachfront.

I am writing to you to express my opposition to Amendment C136. My objection centres around the
four following issues.

Disruption to the basic character of Cape Paterson.

What struck me most as I sat on the beach that day was that this seaside village provided a safe
environment to which to retire. That premise has been borne out in the time I’ve lived here. Unlike
the suburbs of Melbourne where I had lived previously, I felt I could walk the streets and shoreline
alone without fear. As a mature woman this is a key consideration. Unchecked overdevelopment will
certainly threaten this!

Threat to the fragile infrastructure of Cape Paterson

Over the four years I have lived here I have seen the infrastructure stretched to its limits. I am
referring to not only extended telecommunication failure and regular power outages, but more
crucially the complete absence of adequate parking along the streets adjacent to the beachfront.
Every summer when families from outside Cape Paterson flock to the water our quiet streets are
jammed with cars. Adding the 900 properties to the north of our existing residential area will
comprehensively expose this problem.

Impact on the environment

Related to the previous issue, the proposed development will prove to be highly reliant on motor
vehicles. Access to shops, beach and in fact any facilities will need an easy means of transport. New
households taking up the 900 lots on offer will require on average at least two cars per property. The
impact of the production of pollution resulting from these vehicles will damage a coastal
environment already under threat. Flora and fauna will be compromised.

Flawed planning

Lastly the C136 Development proposal flies in the face of Bass Coast Shire’s overall plan to
concentrate future growth in high growth areas like Wonthaggi (where in fact adequate
infrastructure already exists!). This development north of Seaward Drive will reduce demand for
Wonthaggi’s growth.

Therefore I am hoping that in considering any further expansion the Bass Coast Shire Planning
Department will carefully examine the amount of land under consideration and the already over-
extended town boundaries and act to impose sensible controlling conditions upon any further
development.
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From:
To:

Subject: Objections to Amendment C136 - Cape Paterson
Date: Sunday, 23 February 2020 5:44:23 PM

Strategic Planning
Bass Coast Shire Council
PO Box 118
Wonthaggi VIC 3995

Dear Sir/Madam

I refer to the letter dated 13 January 2020 entitled “Bass Coast Planning Scheme Amendment C136” and the
proposal for Amendment C136 and relevant supporting documentation (Amendment C136) as set out on the
Bass Coast Shire Council website.  I am writing to object to the proposals set out in Amendment C136.  

As an owner of , Cape Paterson, I object to the proposals set out in Amendment C136.  Set out
below are my objections to Amendment C136 (please consider each ground listed as a separate objection, as well as
considering the objection in its entirety):

1. Cape Paterson does not have the required infrastructure to justify the expanded development as would be
enabled by the proposed amendment.   The Cape Paterson township is small in nature, has no schools,
hospitals, medical centres or shopping centres, and has only one shop, tavern and cafe.    It is not designed to
support a significant increase in population to that already proposed for the area (including The Cape
development).  Any proposed expansion should be instead focused in the Wonthaggi area (in areas already
rezoned for redevelopment), where there is already the required infrastructure and services (and room for
expansion of the township).

2. As an immediate neighbour to the proposed development, I object to the proposal on the basis it would
significantly reduce the amenity and quiet enjoyment of my premises, which currently overlooks farmland.
The proposal set out in Amendment C136 would result in significant disruption by way of construction
activity, and would significantly change the outlook of my property.  It would also likely reduce the amount
of wildlife including birds currently inhabiting the Cape Paterson area.

3. Increase in traffic and speed of cars:  If it were to proceed, Amendment C136 would materially increase the
amount of traffic using Seaward Drive, materially changing the nature of the road from being very quiet in
terms of traffic to being a busy thoroughfare.  Cape Paterson is a family friendly place where most of the
roads are not paved, and therefore car speeds are currently quite low, making it safe for children to play and
families to enjoy the area.  Amendment C136 would change this, and the nature of Cape Paterson as a quite
seaside area.

4. The Environmental Significance Overlay (ESO) and Significant Landscape Overall (SLO) should not be
removed as set out in Amendment C136.  The proposed amendment will affect native vegetation and
protected flora, and moreover  the relevant area could be used as an area for native regeneration, and
potentially an expansion to the existing protected areas.  Expanding the area for native vegetation would
support regeneration of native flora and fauna, and would provide a habitat for local wildlife.  This would be
preferable to ever expanding development.

5. Environmental.  An increase in the population would place further stress on the surrounding delicate coastal
environment and should not be supported by the Bass Coast Shire Council.

6. Cape Paterson has for a very long time been a coastal holiday destination, with limited commercial
infrastructure with the community focus being around the beach (including the life saving clubs) and the
significant Coastal nature reserves and wildlife.  It should not be subject to inappropriate expansion and
development that will benefit developers and not the residents and visitors to Cape Paterson.

Sub 84



7. As with previous proposals from the Bass Coast Shire Council, Amendment C136 is not in line with the
wishes of owners and residents, nor does it align with the views expressed by the Cape Paterson Residents
and Rate Payers Association.  This proposed amendment will benefit developers,  and the Bass Coast Shire
should instead of focusing on the interests of developers, focus on the interests of Cape Paterson rate payers
and residents.

8. Should any proposal be permitted under Amendment C136, it should only be on the
basis that more than 70% of the affected land is designated to be a nature reserve or
park, and any development should adhere to the requirements relating to size of
dwellings and environmental impact as  for development for The Cape precinct.

Please ensure any reply is copied to the email addresses copied to this email.

Kind regards



23 Feb 2020

Attention:  strategic.planningadmin@basscoast.vic.gov.au

Re:  Bass Coast Planning Scheme Amendment C136 

Thank you for the opportunity to view details of the planned amendment at the Cape
Paterson Community Hall.

We would like to submit an objection to the proposal based on the following:

- The 2014 Gippsland Regional Growth Plan indicates Cape Paterson to “support
growth” – consistent with local plans.
However, the proposal doubles the number of houses at Cape Paterson without
suitable community spaces and amenities.

- The proposal does not provide detail on the type of housing proposed.
It would be preferable for the housing to be sustainable in keeping with the
development at “The Cape”.

- The proposal does not indicate the impact or countermeasures to the beach areas,
local parking, community facilities, paths or roadways.

We look forward to being kept informed of the amendment proposed.

Kind regards,
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From:
To: strategic planning admin
Subject: Amendment C136
Date: Sunday, 23 February 2020 10:18:27 PM

Strategic Planning Department
Bass Coast Shire Council, 
PO Box 118 Wonthaggi, 
strategic.planningadmin@basscoast.vic.gov.au

Amendment C136 Objections.

I write to you as a Cape Paterson resident living just to the north of the proposed extended
boundary.
I am NOT opposed to some modest development at Cape Paterson.
However I am concerned about the scale and resultant issues relating to this proposed
development.

1. Size of the town boundary
The decision to expand the theoretical town boundary to almost double the size of the
old boundary by the previous State Government was not a popular decision.
There was no consultation.
It went against the recommendations of experts.
It did not reflect the wishes of the residents.
It will change the character of CP from a sleepy seaside hamlet to a bustling town.

Rejecting the C136 proposal gives us the chance to reverse the original unpopular,
illogical and incorrect decision to extend the theoretical boundary.    

2. Demand for property
This massive development proposal makes little sense.
The Cape Eco village is having trouble selling blocks and there are usually many
properties up for sale in the “old” township, so it is not clear where the demand to
almost double the size of the town will come from.

The logical place for growth in our region is Wonthaggi which is only 10km away and is
extremely well resourced.

3. C136 timing conflicts with the DAL
It seems illogical to make a decision on C136 until the DAL is completed later this year.
As I understand it the Planning Minister has indicated he will be guided by the
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recommendations of the DAL. 
Thus if the DAL recommends that any development at CP should be modest and
subject to a range of restrictions, then surely that would override any decision Council
recommends on C136?
So why aren’t we waiting till the DAL process is finished, and then inviting the
developer to submit a proposal that complies with the DAL?

4. C136 contradicts with the State Government’s commitments
I am sure you are aware that both the Premier (4/11/18) and the Planning Minister
(24/10/19) have issued statements that the Government will strongly oppose
“overdevelopment” on the Bunurong Coast and via the DAL process will ensure it is
protected by requiring parliamentary approval for any amendments.
The C136 proposal surely epitomises “overdevelopment”.
Assuming the DAL process reflects that philosophy and the Government holds to their
policy commitment, then it seems certain that C136 will not comply with the DAL so as
per point 2 why are we considering it before the DAL is completed?  

5. CP Infrastructure
CP infrastructure is already pushed to capacity.
The proposed C136 development will push it way beyond current capabilities.
For example
- Access Road :  The main road to Wonthaggi is already quite busy and is in poor
condition with patches on patches.
- Parking: It is not uncommon in summer to find all three beach carparks full with
overflow cars parked all along Surf Beach Road.
If we double the town with new residents living too far away from the beaches to walk,
where will the extra cars park? 
- Drainage: we saw last year that the town struggles with runoff. If a significant parcel
of land is changed from grass/vegetation to bitumen/concrete/tin roofs then instead
of rainwater soaking into the soil a huge additional volume of runoff will be created.
Where will that go?
And who will pay for the massive infrastructure improvements to prevent flooding
issues?
Water: we are on “water by agreement”, so if many hundreds of new residents move
in where do we stand if supplies become limited?
How will the pressure be impacted?
Local Roads: currently they are mostly quiet and many are unsealed. An influx of
residents would see a lot more traffic on Seaward Drive and other roads used as a
shortcut to the foreshore/shops.



The current roads are not equipped to handle that.
Footpaths: Many roads here do not have footpaths as it is safe to walk on the road.
With increased traffic does that mean concrete footpaths and gutters will be installed?
Who pays for this?  

6. Developer clout
Under the C136 process local residents are at a severe disadvantage to cashed up
developers.
The developers will engage “experts” (for fees) to stun the panel with elaborate
presentation packs, graphs, tables, technical details, legal arguments and elaborate
data analyses.
[Though we have already heard about “before” traffic data collected mid-week in
winter which illustrates the danger of accepting conclusions without fully
understanding the assumptions behind them].
We do not have the resources, time, and most significantly the money to match them.
The concern is that “firepower” wins if their arguments can’t all be convincingly
refuted.   

7. Another Inverloch
Our eastern neighbour Inverloch is a well appointed bustling coastal town with a whole
range of facilities.
It is basically suburbia set in a beautiful location with sealed roads, footpaths, shops,
cafes, a school, police station, sporting clubs and numerous other community facilities.
There is certainly a place for towns like Inverlochs and it’s rapid growth affirms how
popular and in demand it is.

But the Inverloch lifestyle doesn’t appeal to everyone.
The distinguishing attraction of places like CP and Harmers Haven is that they are small
somewhat sleepy little coastal communities WITHOUT all those suburbia features that
Inverloch has.

The proposed development will destroy this unique character and will simply turn CP
into another Inverloch.

What Bass Coast should be doing is preserving the things that make each part of our
wonderful area and coastline unique.

Let’s have diversity instead of homogeneity.



Let’s ensure that any future development at CP preserves that uniqueness and meets the
guidelines of the pending DAL.

I therefore urge you to reject the C136 over development.   

I ask you to please consider my objections. 
Regards,



From:
To: strategic planning admin
Subject: c136 rezoning north of Seaward Drive Cape Paterson
Date: Sunday, 23 February 2020 10:42:40 PM

To Whom it May Concern,

We area writing to express our concern and objection to Amendment c136 proposing 53 hectares of
land rezoning in Cape Paterson.

We love our quiet, beachside town. In our opinion, there isn’t another like it and it is council’s
obligation to protect it, not exploit it. Cape Paterson is all things that many beachside towns in
Victoria are no longer.

Going ahead with the proposal to increase the population will create a need for infrastructure that
will come at a significant cost. The changes that would be required to adequately provide for this
number of residents would quickly make the town unrecognisable.

The Eco Village at Cape Paterson is currently underway. Cape Paterson is a leader in the area of
sustainable living and this proposal will jeopardise this project substantially. It would also be
irresponsible, at this stage, when the impact the Eco Village will have on the community is still
unknown.

We also have major concerns on the impact this proposal going ahead would have on the wildlife
and vegetation in the area. Not to mention the potential, and inevitable rubbish and crime. The
impact on the environment would be devastating. You only need to look at what has happened to
Inverloch’s beaches and surrounds.

The residents need Council to uphold its responsibility of protect the uniqueness of Cape Paterson.
We strongly believe that allowing a proposal like this to go ahead will destroy the town we all love so
much.

Thank you for your consideration.

Regards,

Sub 88



From:
To: strategic planning admin
Subject: Amendment C136
Date: Sunday, 23 February 2020 11:48:55 PM

Strategic Planning Department
Bass Coast Shire Council, 
PO Box 118 Wonthaggi, 
strategic.planningadmin@basscoast.vic.gov.au

Amendment C136 Objections.

There are many things to dislike about the proposed amendment and it’s impact on Cape
Paterson including the impact on the roads, the drainage, the character of the town,
preserving wildlife, etc.
As climate control becomes a bigger issue we should actually be depopulating our coastlines.

I am struggling to work out what sort of demographic the developers are hoping to attract?

Wonthaggi has the jobs, schools, shops, sporting clubs, medical facilities, movies, cafes and
the transport.

Cape Paterson has almost none of these and is extremely poorly serviced by public transport.
Cape P has little to offer young families in terms of facilities or job opportunities.
Similarly Cape P has few facilities or entertainment options for teenagers apart from the
beaches.
This means multiple daily trips to Wonthaggi and hence an ever greater reliance on polluting
cars.

The proposed 50 hectare development site with a thousand houses simply equates to
suburban sprawl.
It is not in keeping with a small seaside community.

I see no benefit to CP with this development and it would make much more sense to locate in
a designated growth area like Wonthaggi.

Thanks,
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From:
To: strategic planning admin
Subject: Proposed Cape Paterson subdivision
Date: Monday, 24 February 2020 8:38:32 AM

To whom it may concern,

Re: Development of land to North of Cape Paterson – Amendment C136

I am a ratepayer in the shire of Bass, and I fully support this proposal.

I am involved in the building industry and from an economic point of view this will be great for the
area in the future with the creation of jobs to the local trade and construction industry.

I believe the improvements that are being proposed will benefit Cape Paterson particularly with
drainage upgrade and new recreational facilities.

Regards,
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From:
strategic planning admin

Subject: Proposed development of Land at Cape Paterson Amendment C136
Date: Monday, 24 February 2020 9:34:19 AM
Attachments: image002.png
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From:
strategic planning admin

Cc:
Subject: Cape Paterson expansion
Date: Monday, 24 February 2020 9:53:55 AM
Attachments: 19 11 08 Statement Regarding Cape Paterson C136 Development .pdf

181104+-+Stopping+Developers+Ruining+Phillip+Island+And+The+Bass+Coast.pdf

Good morning,
I am a full time resident of Cape Paterson, I live with my partner and am using his email
address. He has already sent his submission( objection)
I want to voice my concern about the over expansion of our small community town and the
possible likelihood of the town doubling in size.
I am totally against this proposal.
I have been to meetings with the Rate Payers Assoc. and I agree with their points ( I am sure
that you have read their objection).
My few points to add to theirs:
We already have another development with is only half way through its’ total house lot
allowance, we do not need another development bigger than theirs to occur.
We have a distinct lack of infrastructure to handle this extra housing estate. The beaches will
be overcrowded during the peak season and people will be using the other dangerous beaches
on either side (they don’t seem to read the warning signs).
Where are the extra carparks going to be installed to cope with the extra people? Cannot
bulldoze a national park!!!!
Are the new house blocks allowed to be dual occupancy? If so that doubles the housing!!!
The Distinctive Area and Landscape process is a real concern too!!
The Echo Village needs to be completed first, they are at least doing a good job with
infrastructure and environmental issues. What environmental issues will the greedy developers
adhere to when the crunch all the lots into this space?
I follow the rate Payers Assoc concerns and urge you to add my concerns luted in their
submission.
I really worry about are lifestyle if this development goes ahead.
Tanks for your time
Regards

.
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MEDIA RELEASE 


P 03 5672 4755  E Jordan.Crugnale@parliament.vic.gov.au 
OFFICE 9 McBride Avenue, Wonthaggi VIC 3995 


FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 


 


BASS MP STATEMENT REGARDING CAPE PATERSON C136 AMENDMENT 


8 November 2019 


 


The Planning Minister’s decision to grant the authorisation for the Cape Paterson C136 
amendment is not an indication of whether it will be approved or not.  


In the authorisation, the Minister stated very clearly that it has to have regard for the 
Distinctive Area and Landscape (DAL) project and in particular any impact on settlement 
planning, and the environmental and landscape significance of the land subject to this 
amendment. 
 


 It importantly allows Bass Coast Shire Council to publically exhibit the amendment.  


 This is an integral and significant step in the formal process as it gives everyone much 
more detail on how the land is proposed to be developed.  


 The community can then make an in depth assessment of the impacts the rezoning 
might have on Cape Paterson and express this through their submissions. 


 All aspects including the town boundary will be considered in this process. 


 Submissions made will need to be considered by council and may be referred to an 
independent planning panel. If the amendment is considered by a panel, the panel will 
provide a report to council making recommendations. Council considers this before 
they make any decision. 


 The Minister will then consider all the information, submissions, reports and 
recommendations that have come through this process prior to making a final decision. 
 
 


I want to assure the community that this amendment process is overarched by the Bass 
Coast DAL project and any decisions will be made through this lens. 
 


 
For more information and to also view the  DAL Bass Coast Phase 1 engagement 
report:: https://engage.vic.gov.au/distinctive-areas-and-landscapes-program/bass-
coast 








 


Media contact: Georgia Brumby 0428 698 185| georgia.brumby@vic.alp.org.au 


Sunday, 4 November 2018 


STOPPING DEVELOPERS RUINING PHILLIP ISLAND AND THE BASS COAST  


A re-elected Andrews Labor Government will permanently protect Phillip Island and the Bass Coast from over 
development, with planning protection enshrined in law. 


People choose to make their home in the small communities along the Bass Coast to enjoy a laid-back  
lifestyle – a lifestyle the Liberals tried to ruin by putting the interests of developers ahead of local residents. 


Former Planning Minister Matthew Guy grossly expanded Cape Paterson’s town boundary and rezoned 24 hectares 
of pristine coastal farmland overnight for a housing estate at Ventnor, on Phillip Island, despite clear community 
and council opposition. 


A re-elected Labor Government will make sure this can never happen again by declaring the Bass Coast a Distinctive 
Area and Landscape under the Planning and Environment Act 1987. 


The declaration triggers a requirement for a Statement of Planning Policy, which will set strict height controls and 
tighten town boundaries to protect the environment, landscape and local lifestyle. 


Under the Liberals, the town boundaries of Cowes and Cape Paterson were changed against the advice of 
independent planning panels. Under Labor, any attempt to expand town boundaries in the declared areas must be 
agreed to by the Parliament, protecting locals from the Liberals and their sneaky secret deals at kitchen tables. 


The Statement will be developed within the first year of Government in consultation with the local council and 
residents who know their community best. The Bass Coast Council has asked for their area to be declared. 


A re-elected Labor Government will also develop a new town plan to consolidate Cowes within its existing 
boundaries to stop over development and make sure the whole island is managed as a low growth area. 


It has been revealed Mr Guy used $3.5 million of taxpayers’ money to avoid facing a judge to explain his role in the 
Ventnor scandal, admitting he would lose his job if he did. 


Phillip Island and the Bass Coast have outstanding natural beauty and small-town lifestyle that Matthew Guy and 
the Liberals tried to destroy – only Labor will make sure it is permanently protected. 


Quotes attributable to Premier Daniel Andrews 


“The Liberals put the interests of developers first and tried to turn Phillip Island and the Bass Coast into the Gold 
Coast – given the chance they’ll do it again.” 


"Only Labor will protect the lifestyle that locals on Phillip Island and the Bass Coast enjoy with permanent planning 
protection, enshrined in law.” 


Quote attributable to Minister for Planning Richard Wynne 


“History will judge Matthew Guy’s intervention in Ventnor as one of the darkest days in the history of planning in 
this state.” 
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P 03 5672 4755  E Jordan.Crugnale@parliament.vic.gov.au 
OFFICE 9 McBride Avenue, Wonthaggi VIC 3995

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 

BASS MP STATEMENT REGARDING CAPE PATERSON C136 AMENDMENT 
8 November 2019 

The Planning Minister’s decision to grant the authorisation for the Cape Paterson C136 
amendment is not an indication of whether it will be approved or not.  

In the authorisation, the Minister stated very clearly that it has to have regard for the 
Distinctive Area and Landscape (DAL) project and in particular any impact on settlement 
planning, and the environmental and landscape significance of the land subject to this 
amendment. 

 It importantly allows Bass Coast Shire Council to publically exhibit the amendment.

 This is an integral and significant step in the formal process as it gives everyone much
more detail on how the land is proposed to be developed.

 The community can then make an in depth assessment of the impacts the rezoning
might have on Cape Paterson and express this through their submissions.

 All aspects including the town boundary will be considered in this process.

 Submissions made will need to be considered by council and may be referred to an
independent planning panel. If the amendment is considered by a panel, the panel will
provide a report to council making recommendations. Council considers this before
they make any decision.

 The Minister will then consider all the information, submissions, reports and
recommendations that have come through this process prior to making a final decision.

I want to assure the community that this amendment process is overarched by the Bass 
Coast DAL project and any decisions will be made through this lens. 

For more information and to also view the  DAL Bass Coast Phase 1 engagement 
report:: https://engage.vic.gov.au/distinctive-areas-and-landscapes-program/bass-
coast 



From:
strategic planning admin

Cc:
Subject: Cape Paterson expansion
Date: Monday, 24 February 2020 10:05:14 AM
Attachments: 19 11 08 Statement Regarding Cape Paterson C136 Development .pdf

Good morning,
I am a full time resident of Cape Paterson. I live with my son and am using his email address.
I don’t have an email address so am using his.
Due to my age, I am going to keep this brief.
I have been to the Cape Paterson Rate Payers meetings and listened to their concerns and the
developers spoil about how goo this project is going to be.
I am against this expansion…very much against it!!
The Rate Payers have sent you an objection to this project , which I hope you have read, as I
agree totally with their concerns about over development of housing and residents due to this
expansion.
The effect on wildlife and environment DAL process as I understand is a concern.
What will the developers do besides just wanting to make money at the expense of ruining our
small community town.
he Eco Village has still a way to go before completion and that will increase our housing as
well.
Let them finish first before this lot has access to our town.
We have very little infrastructure to cope with this expansion, are they doing anything to
alleviate this…think not. They will just be interested in close housing and no concern of the
remainder of the town.
Money,  money , money. in my mind.
I love this place and I see this overdevelopment  turning our small community  town into a
larger one as is Inverloch.
I worry about our beaches and landscape if this goes ahead.
Thanks for accepting my opinion.
Regards 

Sub 93
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 


 


BASS MP STATEMENT REGARDING CAPE PATERSON C136 AMENDMENT 


8 November 2019 


 


The Planning Minister’s decision to grant the authorisation for the Cape Paterson C136 
amendment is not an indication of whether it will be approved or not.  


In the authorisation, the Minister stated very clearly that it has to have regard for the 
Distinctive Area and Landscape (DAL) project and in particular any impact on settlement 
planning, and the environmental and landscape significance of the land subject to this 
amendment. 
 


 It importantly allows Bass Coast Shire Council to publically exhibit the amendment.  


 This is an integral and significant step in the formal process as it gives everyone much 
more detail on how the land is proposed to be developed.  


 The community can then make an in depth assessment of the impacts the rezoning 
might have on Cape Paterson and express this through their submissions. 


 All aspects including the town boundary will be considered in this process. 


 Submissions made will need to be considered by council and may be referred to an 
independent planning panel. If the amendment is considered by a panel, the panel will 
provide a report to council making recommendations. Council considers this before 
they make any decision. 


 The Minister will then consider all the information, submissions, reports and 
recommendations that have come through this process prior to making a final decision. 
 
 


I want to assure the community that this amendment process is overarched by the Bass 
Coast DAL project and any decisions will be made through this lens. 
 


 
For more information and to also view the  DAL Bass Coast Phase 1 engagement 
report:: https://engage.vic.gov.au/distinctive-areas-and-landscapes-program/bass-
coast 
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amendment is not an indication of whether it will be approved or not.  

In the authorisation, the Minister stated very clearly that it has to have regard for the 
Distinctive Area and Landscape (DAL) project and in particular any impact on settlement 
planning, and the environmental and landscape significance of the land subject to this 
amendment. 

 It importantly allows Bass Coast Shire Council to publically exhibit the amendment.

 This is an integral and significant step in the formal process as it gives everyone much
more detail on how the land is proposed to be developed.

 The community can then make an in depth assessment of the impacts the rezoning
might have on Cape Paterson and express this through their submissions.

 All aspects including the town boundary will be considered in this process.

 Submissions made will need to be considered by council and may be referred to an
independent planning panel. If the amendment is considered by a panel, the panel will
provide a report to council making recommendations. Council considers this before
they make any decision.

 The Minister will then consider all the information, submissions, reports and
recommendations that have come through this process prior to making a final decision.

I want to assure the community that this amendment process is overarched by the Bass 
Coast DAL project and any decisions will be made through this lens. 

For more information and to also view the  DAL Bass Coast Phase 1 engagement 
report:: https://engage.vic.gov.au/distinctive-areas-and-landscapes-program/bass-
coast 



From:
To: strategic planning admin
Subject: Amendment C136
Date: Monday, 24 February 2020 10:26:16 AM

I Oppose Amendment C136.

For a number of reasons and for it to go ahead is to be conflicting with the merits of The Cape
Ecovillage.
The C136 Amendment is overdevelopment as it's doubling the size of the township and this is
contary to the Bass Coast Strategic Framework.

Why I Love/Value about Cape Paterson is:-
1. It's NOT suburbia
2. It's character is small,peaceful,calm
3. It's not built up like other towns i.e:

Torquay, Morningron Peninsula
4. It's pedestrian friendly as vehicle use

is minimal.

Why I OBJECT :-

1. The development is to double the size
of the town which will bring with it
 all the things found in suburbia that 

       will impact & destroy the small  coastal village Character of Cape 
 Paterson with:-

 -  overpopulation
 -  more traffic that will create busier 

 local roads & dangers to
     pedestrians 
 -  more cats & dogs & invasive plants

 that can decimate local flora & 
    fauna
 -  threaten Bunurong Marine Coastal 

 Park with contaminated drainage 
 run off

 -  severly change the Character of  Cape Paterson that current 
 residents and visitors enjoy.

Regards

Sub 94
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Objection to C136 rezoning application 

I am objecting to the proposed rezoning C136. 

What I love about cape is that it’s basically untouched, a place for wildlife and 
a place that you can bring a family up. There’s basically no crime and people 
feel safe here. 

I’m objecting to the rezoning that will allow residential development. I believe if 
this goes ahead it will disturb the natural environment around us in Cape. It 
won’t be the same as it is now. 

Myself personally am definitely against developing Cape Paterson! 
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Objection to C136

au

I wish to object to the proposal C136. 

Rezoning the land north of Seaward Drive would bring radical and 
irreversible change to a small coastal village with unique character. It 
would also have detrimental effects on what is currently a cohesive  
community where residents work to support one another. 

As a local resident and ratepayer, I would be deeply disappointed if 
council made the short-sighted decision to allow this rezoning. We love 
our small coastal town and believe that development is better suited to 
Wonthaggi with its existing infrastructure and less fragile environment. 

The proposed planning amendment overlooks many aspects relevant to 
Cape Paterson. Residents of Cape Paterson value its pedestrian-
friendly, quiet streets where children can explore safely and the elderly 
are not at risk of speeding traffic. There is little through traffic, and 
although there are few footpaths it is generally safe to walk on the road. 
The proposed rezoning would bring significant change to this – it is 
inevitable there would be more car traffic through the town given the 
greater distance new residents would travel to the beach or shops. We 
would lose the safety of our streets and their peaceful ambience, while it 
is likely other undesirable changes would come with that (speed humps, 
footpaths etc that result in loss of vegetation and greenery). 

Cape Paterson is currently a coastal village with a cohesive community. 
We do not want it to become another Inverloch or Wonthaggi. We value 
it for what it is now. 
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Objection to C136 

I wish to object to the proposal C136. 

As a local resident and ratepayer our family (2 children) would be greatly affected if 
this rezoning occurs, allowing large-scale development. Please don't change our 
small coastal town. Develop Wonthaggi further where the greater infrastructure is 
already in place to support further housing developments thus creating more jobs 
and revenue to council and community. 

C136 documentation does not adequately address the significant adverse impact 
such a large-scale expansion will have on the small coastal village character, 
amenity and infrastructure: 

*Cape Paterson is currently a coastal village with a cohesive community

* Cape Paterson, being small, is a safe place for families, especially children and
elderly. 

* Cape Paterson is pedestrian friendly with little or no through traffic and few
footpaths but currently safe to walk on road 

* The distance from the beach of the C136 proposed rezoning will result in
increased traffic through existing township. 
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Objection to C136

As New rate payers and residents to Cape Paterson we purchased in this small 
seaside town especially because it’s a small seaside town to bring up our young 
family.

We fell in love with this area...Cape Paterson. If we wanted a sprawling over-
developed area we would have purchased in Pakenham or Berwick. Please don't 
disregard our opinions.

If the rezoning is allowed then the current developer will move to implement its 
plans. The proposed scale of expansion is a major over-development, more than 
doubling the size of the township. This is contrary to the Bass Coast Strategic 
Coastal Framework which states “… Cape Paterson … a local coastal town … 
with varying but limited opportunities for additional development”. 



From:

Subject: FW: Support-Cape Paterson North Proposed Land Subdivision
Date: Monday, 24 February 2020 11:28:40 AM

To Whom it Concern.

I herewith submit my support for this proposal in its entire format.

Cape Paterson :- Has its variety of lifestyle homes and population thus generating its coastal village atmosphere, the
proposed subdivision will give a massive infrastructure boost to the town, the sensible design in the towns northern
location will NOT have a negative impact & will further benefit the townships population and coast.
The development plan displays 600 + / 800 + sq mt sized allotments with non restrictive building codes = affordable
land & future homes =comfortable living=$$$$$ to our economy forever.

Inverloch:- Has experienced and continues sensible residential growth retaining a very proud town and home to a
very respectful & interesting population of single, young happy families, retirees and tourists. The commercial
centre has maintained its village atmosphere together with its coastal beaches and parks.

Wonthaggi:- Council embracing this development will secure a massive and ongoing boost to Wonthaggi’s
economy, the building trades, commercial suppliers, retailers plus much more flowing into our local economy for
ever.

After all the Bass COAST is why we are here.

Sub 99



Strategic Planning Department 
Bass Coast Shire Council, 
PO Box 118 
Wonthaggi 3995 

Re: Amendment C136 

Dear Sir or Madam 

NED 

11 FEB 2020 

BASS COAST SHIRE COUNCIL 

 
 

We wish to express our firm opposition to Amendment C136 relating to rezoning o f  land from Farming to 
Residential in the area North o f  the existing township o f  Cape Paterson. 

We further believe that any rezoning, including Amendment C136, should not be considered at all until 
the Statement o f  Planning Policy has been finalised. 

We believe the current town boundary is adequate. as an extension o f  it could not be adequately serviced 
by the current infrastructure. An increase in the population would occur i f  the development were to go 
ahead, leading to increases in traffic flows around the township. Increased traffic would endanger bicycle 
riding and walking, two o f  the delights o f  living in Cape Paterson. 

We cannot understand why it is suggested that Cape Paterson should be expanded, when Wonthaggi is 
already designated "high development" and provides a range o f  services and employment. We have 
always understood that Bass Coast Shire's Strategic Plan was to concentrate new growth in areas such as 
Wonthaggi, and we are alarmed by the perceived change o f  direction. 

Further development could adversely affect the already stressed electricity supply, water quality and 
pressure, as well as exceeding the present capacity for car parking. 

The Bunurong Marine and Coastal Park would be compromised, with added pressures on the wildlife and 
significant vegetation within it. 

We are also concerned that if  there were further inflows o f  residents, our unspoiled beaches would 
become overcrowded and less pleasurable. 

We hope you will take into account our views and those o f  others like us, before you make a decision on 
this matter. 

Yours faithfully 

ED20/23794 Sub 100



From:
 

Date: Monday, 24 February 2020 11:45:57 AM

In summary:

the process of advertising C136 before development of the Distinctive Area and
Landscape (DAL) is flawed and the whole process should be abandoned;
the town boundaries on which the application is made are based on a decision that was
itself flawed, taking irrelevant considerations into account, failing to take relevant
considerations into account or otherwise are not sustainable at law;
the proposal is completely inappropriate given the existing character of Cape Paterson
and Bass Coast, the community expectations of the Cape  Paterson community, and the
environment and safety of the Cape Paterson community.   

Before even considering the merits or otherwise of the proposal, one has to question which
idiot came up with the process; was it Bridget McKenzie? We are invited to respond to
proposed Planning Scheme Amendment C136 by 27 February having regard to a Distinctive
Area and Landscape (DAL) overlay which has not only not been finalised, it is not even open
for submissions. How is the Minister to make a determination based on the referral? – pull a
rabbit (...or a colour coded spreadsheet) out of a hat? 

Is this the Sports Rorts process all over again? – we put in submissions and you just make up
whatever criteria may be relevant later? The process itself is fatally flawed and should be
abandoned.

Not only is the process flawed, the process by which this area came to be zoned within the
town boundary in the first place was itself flawed. This area should never have been included
within the town boundaries. It is only due to the then Minister for Planning Approvals
(Matthew Guy) ignoring relevant evidence and recommendations that the area was originally
included within the town boundaries. Any planning decision of Matthew Guy should be taken
with a high degree of cynicism – does anybody recall Rhyll? Refer to the Ombudsman’s report
into that. 

As stated in the 2010 report of the Panel appointed by the Minister for Planning to consider
submissions and advise the Bass Coast Shire Council in relation to Amendments  C53, C93
and C98 to the Bass Coast Planning Scheme, at para 4.4.4:

The Panel notes that:

the 100ha extension area to the north could accommodate more than the
highest projected demand;
the extension area to the west could not accommodate the lowest projected
demand; and
if both extension areas were included, there would be a significant
oversupply over the planning period.

Sub 101



The Panel concluded at [4.4.3] that even on the basis of a ‘high demand scenario’ demand for
an additional 570 new dwellings between 2008 and 2023:

The Panel has also considered whether extension would be more appropriately
accommodated to the north, to the west, or whether both locations can be justified
strategically.
Based on the issues discussed above, the Panel concludes that:

the 100 ha extension to the north is consistent with coastal planning policies
and the potential environmental impacts are low. This area is able to
accommodate all the projected growth;
the 40 ha extension to the west is inconsistent with coastal policies. There
are also potential adverse environmental impacts on the endangered hooded
plover and potential wildfire risks; and
given the above evaluation of the land to the west, it would be inappropriate
to adopt both extension areas, and would represent a significant oversupply
in the planning period.

Provided the extension area to the west is excluded, the Panel assesses the exhibited
settlement boundary for Cape Paterson as consistent with the principles set out in the
SPPF:

1. Provide for the protection of significant environmental and cultural
values. 
2. Undertake integrated planning and provide clear direction for the
future. 
3. Ensure the sustainable use of natural coastal resources.

When the above principles have been considered and addressed:

4. Ensure development on the coast is located within existing modified
and resilient environments where the demand for development is evident
and the impact can be managed.

Despite these conclusions, the Minister for Planning Approvals (true to form) ignored all the
evidence, ignored the local community, and rammed through a rezoning proposal which
approved both the Northern and Western developments.

Inappropriate overdevelopment

Then we come to the proposal itself. It can only be described as an attempt to overwhelm what
is currently a coastal village by dumping a HUGE slab of suburbia adjacent to the existing
settlement. The existing settlement will become a mere sliver of land crammed between
suburbia and the foreshore.  

On its own website Bass Coast describes Cape Paterson and Inverloch as:

...Picturesque seaside villages located along the spectacular Bunurong Coastal



Drive, Inverloch and Cape Paterson are the places to go for thrilling water sport
experiences, to find pristine beaches to spend long summer days at, and funky
cafes that will keep your tastebuds satisfied. 

...from regional centres to quaint, seaside hamlets, Bass Coast's towns and
villages will become your home away from home.

If the proposal proceeds, Cape Paterson will no longer be  a “seaside village” but just another
indeterminate slab of asphalt, brick and concrete suburbia. City of Casey anybody?

It is quite clear from discussions at the community consultation sessions that this is only stage
1 of what will be a development of the whole of the Northern Area – i.e. the whole 97Ha will
ultimately be developed. This is not an incremental increase, this is a massive expansion of
Cape Paterson that will more than double the size of Cape Paterson and alter its character
forever.

Not only is this an overdevelopment of a sensitive coastal area, the need for such a
development does not exist. Bass Coast has recently approved the Wonthaggi North
development  of 98Ha which is intended to meet housing supply in the region for the
foreseeable future. The Bass Coast Residential Land Assessment 2017/18 does not take into
account the Wonthaggi North development of over 5,000 dwellings, nor does the Ethos Urban
report relied upon by the Proponent.

Houses built in Cape Paterson will invariably consist of a high proportion of holiday houses
that do not add to the housing stock available to permanent residents. As noted in the Ethos
Urban Report (para 3.4)

While growth in the permanent residential population will drive demand for
residential land, demand for holiday homes will also be a key consideration for
Cape Paterson where the majority of dwellings are used by non-permanent
residents.

To the extent that there is a demand for permanent housing stock, Wonthaggi North is the
more appropriate location. Demand for housing stock should not be confused with demand for
holiday houses that will stand vacant for much of the year.

Village atmosphere

Cape Paterson does not have the infrastructure to support the proposed northern development,
and the foreshore area will be overwhelmed. 

It is well established that the residents of Cape Paterson value the ‘village’ feel and the relaxed
pace of the existing village. Parents feel safe to allow children to play on the street, roam the
village or go to the beach. Residents including children (on and off bikes) regularly stroll
down the unpaved roads  knowing that the traffic will slow and make room.

Despite assurances to the contrary in the Developer’s material, it is unavoidable  that creating
a huge development to the North will be fatal to the village feel and community. Instead we
will have 4 wheel drives roaring down our (paved) streets, with the local roads crammed with



through traffic and jet skis invading the Bay beach over summer. Congestion at the boat ramp
will result in risks to swimmers and beachgoers.  

The information provided by the developer itself refers to the need to increase car parking
along the foreshore. That is, the foreshore reserve will need to be turned into a massive car
park...“they paved paradise and put in a parking lot”. 

The residents of Cape Paterson have previously overwhelmingly rejected council’s attempts to
pave Cape Paterson.  The C136 proposal will result in yet another attempt by the Council to
impose paved roads and suburbia on the residents of Cape Paterson.

The developer information also refers to ‘Housing Design Guidelines’ to ensure that the
development retains the “village” feel. How this is to be achieved when the lots are to be sold
as freehold title is not articulated. In practice, it is impossible – the owner can and will build
whatever McMansion they feel like regardless of any ‘Guidelines’. Unlike ‘the Cape’ estate,
there will be no body corporate to enforce any standards. The Council is unable to dictate what
anybody wants to build provided they meet the building standards. Restrictive covenants are
not worth the paper they are written on – they cannot be enforced and are easily removed.
There is no evidence, although there is evidence to the contrary, that the development will just
be more suburbia similar to Cranbourne, Corinella etc...

Interesting that a search of the shire of Bass Coast website for  ‘cape paterson planning’
 (without reference to ‘C136’) only reveals the following:
https://www.basscoast.vic.gov.au/about-council/news-listing/planning-minister-hits-pause-on-
cape-paterson. What are you trying to hide?

Nor is there any information on the Proponents (McKinnon Wallace? ...John Woodman? –
who knows who is behind this??), however Beveridge Williams seems to be involved in a
number of projects such as: https://beveridgewilliams.com.au/portfolio/tailors-walk-
botany/...look out, coming your way!

Coastal areas

Unlike other urban areas along the coast, Cape Paterson sits on the Bunurong Marine Park. As
noted above, the overdevelopment of Cape Paterson will result in a degradation of the
foreshore, with much of it ripped out to provide additional car parking. 

The existing hooded plover population is already under threat from human activity, in
particular unrestrained dogs on the beach areas. How will they cope with an additional 500 or
so dogs running around? Bass Coast has previously established that it is incapable of
regulating dogs on the beach at Inverloch. It doesn’t even attempt to do so at Cape Paterson.

How the additional pressure will impact the Marine Park is unknown and has not been
considered. Despite the existing protection, the area offshore Cape Paterson is already
overfished and degraded.

I have been a resident of Cape Paterson for the last 30 years (...almost a local!). In the last 10
years I have observed:

https://www.basscoast.vic.gov.au/about-council/news-listing/planning-minister-hits-pause-on-cape-paterson
https://www.basscoast.vic.gov.au/about-council/news-listing/planning-minister-hits-pause-on-cape-paterson
https://beveridgewilliams.com.au/portfolio/tailors-walk-botany/...look
https://beveridgewilliams.com.au/portfolio/tailors-walk-botany/...look


the local koala, black cockatoo, eagle and kookaburra populations have disappeared
entirely;
the kangaroo population has been forced westward so there are no kangaroos in Cape
Paterson apart from a remnant population in the “Cape’ Estate which is progressively
being forced westward;
wallabies and wombats in the foreshore reserve have disappeared entirely;
the echnidas and blue-tongues in my front yard have disappeared;
echnidas in the foreshore reserve have decreased dramatically;
copperhead and white lipped snake have disappeared from the foreshore reserve.

How many other species have been impacted: who knows? Nobody wants to find out,
especially those with an economic interest at stake.

Local Business

Despite statements made in the Proposal, the benefits to existing Cape Paterson business must
be questioned. Obviously there are great benefits to the real estate agent promoting the
development, but there are limited benefits to other existing or potential businesses. The hotel
and café are already at or close to capacity. The shop may benefit to a degree but, given that
the northern residents will already be half-way to Wonthaggi and will have to drive anyway,
they are more likely to simply go to Wonthaggi for whatever they need.  

Traffic issues / Fire Risk

The intersection of Seaward Drive and Cape Paterson Road will become chaotic. In fact, it
may necessitate traffic lights (...so much for the coastal village!). It is already a dangerous
intersection at peak times.

Quite apart from normal peak times, councillors need to consider what would happen in a
bushfire situation. A bushfire is bound to come from the North and the only road out is...to the
North. The last evacuation was chaotic enough with residents only means of exit via the Cape
Paterson - Inverloch Road. 

If an evacuation occurs in summer with another 500 northern residences all attempting to enter
a single intersection, there will be an absolute disaster. 

There are too many other issues to list but include:

Drainage – the current infrastructure is inadequate at peak rainfall already. The
intersection of Seaward Drive and Cape Paterson road regularly foods during heavy rain
and the the  damage to cape Paterson as a result of the hailstorm of May 2019 has not
been considered ;
Water quality and pressure is inadequate;
Cape Paterson is inadequately serviced by public transport;
The Bay beach precinct masterplan has not been funded and given the hailstorm damage
is unlikely to proceed in  the foreseeable future;.
the existing Lifesaving clubs have  limited capacity to service a large increase in beach
goers without major increased funding for paid lifesaving services.



extreme weather events (1 in 100 year) are becoming increasingly common requiring
infrastructure upgrades before further development occurs (see Inverloch foreshore);
Bass Coast’s strategic plan is to concentrate development in high growth areas like
Wonthaggi. C136, if approved, will reduce demand in Wonthaggi where there is more
urban infrastructure such as schools, transport, shops.  
Approving C136 will encourage further pressures for new development to the east and
west of Cape Paterson .

The response to the community consultation sessions would indicate that, like previous
development proposals, the overwhelming response of the residents of Cape Paterson is that
the proposal should NOT go ahead in any form.  

Before diving into this proposal, councillors should take careful note of the  way
developments such as this have proceeded in the City of Casey.  

 



Subject: Cape Patterson North Proposed Land Sub Division
Date: Monday, 24 February 2020 12:15:41 PM

We wish to support the proposed land subdivision at Cape Patterson.

As people who has lived in the area for the past thirty years, we see the need for continued growth.
This submission will provide much needed employment for our growing population.
With increases in housing /population, it will provide an increase in economic prosperity for
Wonthaggi and District.

Yours Sincerely
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Date: Monday, 24 February 2020 12:17:32 PM

We are residents of Cape Paterson – 

We have concerns regarding the proposed development of North Cape Paterson.

Cape Paterson was Identified as a ‘small town’ (settlement) with ‘support growth’ (growth
descriptor) within the Gippsland Regional Growth Plans (developed recently). The size of the
proposed development is completely inconsistent with this. It virtually doubles the area to be
zoned residential. It will irreversibly change Cape Paterson.
There are insufficient amenities for such a large development. Parking is already overflowing
during the summer months, so additional traffic will result in additional issues.
There is still plenty of land yet to be developed at The Cape, so to open up such a large
development will create significant surplus of land and likely result in both developments
remaining incomplete far longer than necessary.
Already we have witnessed significant flooding due to excess water from The Cape
development. Now that this has been connected to the stormwater, there has been a
significant increase in stormwater overflow onto the beach below Cape Paterson Surf Club.
This is adding to the pollution of the beach as well as potential erosion. The proposed North
Development would likely result in a far worse situation at the Bay Beach end where there has
already been significant erosion.
Such an increase in local residents will place significant pressure on our beaches, encouraging
beach goers to venture to both Undertow Bay & Seconds Beach in search of some personal
beach space. Both are unpatrolled. Both are dangerous beaches. The risk to life will increase
dramatically, and there is no plan to manage this.

It is fair to say, that we oppose such a development at Cape Paterson.
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Objection to C136 rezoning application 
 

 

I wish to lodge a formal objection to the proposed rezoning of land north of Seaward Drive 
that is dealt with by C136. 

When I reflect on what I love about Cape, it is the peaceful, laid-back atmosphere and the 
lack of too much development – and these very attributes are put at risk by the proposed 
rezoning. 

I am worried the council will not complete all areas of the project, being parking, traffic 
management, and foreshore protection. One example of this was the drainage plan 2010 for 
the lifesaving club area. and we all know how that ended with the hailstorm on May 10 2019. 

The rezoning will set the scene for a development that is just way too many blocks. Wildlife 
and habitat everywhere are already under stress and it would be great to have a council that 
was proactive with the environment. I believe the rezoning would result in significant 
increase in housing, population and traffic, and this would have a detrimental and tragic 
impact on the wildlife that can currently be seen and heard around Cape Paterson, and 
which contribute so much to what makes the town a special place. 



; strategic planning admin
Subject: Amendment C136
Date: Monday, 24 February 2020 1:31:32 PM

Hello, 

I am writing to object to the amendment C136 for Cape Paterson, changing the boundaries
of the town and the development which is planned as part of the amendment.

I have two small kids, time is short, so this will be brief (and rambling, but its how it is with
toddlers around).

The proposal for expanding Cape Paterson is out of sync with the town. It will put a massive
burden on already stretched resources AND on the existing residents. 

How do you propose to manage thousands of new residents with the current infrastructure?
Are you planning to pave all the roads? Or will it be imposed on the current residents to
wear the cost?  

It is going against the intent of the DAL and I am deeply disappointed in Council for allowing
this to get in process ahead of the DAL plan being put in place. Its disingenuous, and
smacks of corrupt practices. ESPECIALLY since the Andrews Government has made it very
clear that they do not envision this Bass Coast area as a development theme park and that
it needs to be treated as a special environment.  Matthew Guy's horrendous decision around
Ventnor development is the perfect example. 

The scale of this development is ridiculous. Doubling Cape is and epic fail on every level.
The infrastructure, the environmental impact, the atmosphere of a village, it all needs to be
addressed before any development proceeds. 

To be clear, I am not anti development, I am concerned with the scale of it.  I also have
concerns about how any incentives the developers might put forward (ie parks, roads,
donations to the surf club) will be managed.  The Kilcunda development is a good example
of promises not kept - the developers were meant to include a park and landscaping and
nothing was held to account, they failed.  

We have a very, very good village atmosphere in Cape, we bought here specifically for that
reason (rather than say, Inverloch) but a development of this size would clearly ruin that. 
It would become a town, and from there, a hell of a lot more services would be required
from Council.  We regularly lose electricity, we have unpaved roads, we have issues with car
parking and there are limited commercial spaces.  Its just not suitable for a large
development. 

Lastly, the environment. A development that big will ruin what is a peaceful seaside
community.  It will become and Air BnB getto, with all the crime and drama that it brings.  

Please Council, rethink this amendment. 
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Subject: AMENDMENT C136
Date: Monday, 24 February 2020 1:44:47 PM

I would like register my strong objection to the rezoning of 53 hectares from the appropriate RURAL to residential
and reject the proposed amendment entirely..i have been a house owner at Cape Paterson for over 15 years and have
enjoyed this lovely small costal village feel..to think the council would consider approving this  amendment and
proposal is a huge mistake..this proposal would DOUBLE THE SIZE of our village and affect the safety of families
especially children and the many elderly with so much more car traffic etc. This is totally contrary to the BASS
COAST framework which states CAPE PATERSON A LOCAL COASTAL TOWN with varying but limited
opportunities. For additional development.....At least with the eco village which still has lots of vacant lots to sell  
before even considering this proposal there is access to the beach without driving..the distance from the beach to the
C136 rezoning will dramatically increase the traffic thru our small village..At the bare minimum please do not
consider C136 until the statement of planning policy is finalized including a review of the cape paterson town
boundary.. this type of big development is much more suited to a bigger town like Wonthaggi...i am led to believe
that the traffic study supplied by the developer was done several years ago in our quietest time july...surely the
council will not accept this as a true indication of potential traffic....please keep me fully informed as i am very
concerned at this proposal yours sincerely  

Ps my road surf beach rd is already busy and could not handle the additional traffic
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From:
To: strategic planning admin
Subject: Objection to Cape Paterson Rezoning - from future cape resident.
Date: Monday, 24 February 2020 2:03:07 PM
Attachments: image001.png

Hi

I am writing as a future resident of Cape Paterson as I have purchased  in “the
cape” eco development.

I would like to provide some feedback of concern:

One of the key reasons I brought into the cape was for the progressive environmental aspects of the
project and the town as well. Myself and my wife (31 & 39 years old) were very impressed with Bass
Coast Shires ethos on environmental matters. We currently reside in the South Gippsland Shire
council and feel our morals and values do not align with their stance and lack of action on
environmental matters. We also made the decision based on the safety and lifestyle factors the
town offered and I strongly feel that this project is a direct contravention of this and honestly if it
goes ahead myself and my family will somewhat regret our decision to move there.

Therefore I would like to strongly object to the rezoning.

Sub 107




From:
To: strategic planning admin
Subject: RE: Bass Coast Planning Scheme Amendment C136
Date: Monday, 2 March 2020 9:49:47 AM

Hello.
Could we please retract the below objection.
Regards

  
Sent: 24 February, 2020 2:11 PM
To: s.planningadmin@basscoast.vic.gov.au
Subject: Bass Coast Planning Scheme Amendment C136

Re: Bass Coast Planning Scheme Amendment C136

To whom it may concern.
This development seems to be in contradiction to what the State Premier has recently promised. He
would not allow what Mathew Guy had on Phillip Island. This proposal is more of the same!
Wonthaggi is the perfect place for development. It has all of the infrastructure in place now and is
constantly being upgraded to cope.  Naturally the town will spread towards Cape Paterson over the
years but this will be a natural progression. Natural progression would mean Infrastructure is
expanded as the town expands out. I.e. Sewerage, Water etc.
Why is there any sense in expanding our town to almost twice the size without the infrastructure.
Parking along surf beach rd, boat ramp car park, surf club car parks are a nightmare now during
holiday times. More car, car/boat parking? Where?
People have come to this town to escape the suburban life.
There is not many towns like it left.
If there was no land available in  Wonthaggi, I would understand.

Yours Sincerely
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From:
 

Subject: Bass Coast Planning Scheme Amendment C136
Date: Monday, 24 February 2020 2:10:45 PM

Re: Bass Coast Planning Scheme Amendment C136

To whom it may concern.
This development seems to be in contradiction to what the State Premier has recently promised. He
would not allow what Mathew Guy had on Phillip Island. This proposal is more of the same!
Wonthaggi is the perfect place for development. It has all of the infrastructure in place now and is
constantly being upgraded to cope.  Naturally the town will spread towards Cape Paterson over the
years but this will be a natural progression. Natural progression would mean Infrastructure is
expanded as the town expands out. I.e. Sewerage, Water etc.
Why is there any sense in expanding our town to almost twice the size without the infrastructure.
Parking along surf beach rd, boat ramp car park, surf club car parks are a nightmare now during
holiday times. More car, car/boat parking? Where?
People have come to this town to escape the suburban life.
There is not many towns like it left.
If there was no land available in  Wonthaggi, I would understand.

Yours Sincerely
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Objection to C136 rezoning application 

From  

 
 

What I love about Cape: I bought at Cape because it was a quiet 
coastal town with a feeling of a close knit safe community as opposed to 
other overpopulated towns like Phillip island or Inverloch. 

Why I oppose the development: I have on numerous occasions lost 
my power which also blew up my appliances due to increased use of 
power supply over the summer period. I feel that more housing will only 
make this matter worse. 



From:
To: strategic planning admin
Subject: Proposed development of land at Cape Patterson - Amendment C136
Date: Monday, 24 February 2020 2:37:49 PM

Dear Sir

I am a resident, ratepayer and local real estate agent in Bass Coast Shire

Land shortage in coastal areas is always an issue, this proposed development is first class, it offers
Cape Paterson new recreational facilities, made roads and a good drainage system.

Compared with the Mornington Peninsula land prices will be reasonable and the subdivision will
attract people who will spend in the local area and contribute to the economy of the Bass Coast
Shire.

It will also assist many of the residents in the Shire who are involved in the construction industry.

I fully support this proposal.
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From:
To: strategic planning admin
Subject: Objection to Cape Paterson proposed rezoning.
Date: Monday, 24 February 2020 2:44:43 PM

To whom it may concern

As a future resident of The Cape Eco Estate at Cape Paterson, myself and my husband are
greatly concerned about the proposed rezoning of farmland north of Seaward Drive. We feel
this development would be in complete opposition to the reasons we and our family have
chosen to move to the Bass Coast shire, and more specifically Cape Paterson.

Cape Paterson is a quant and quiet township with a precious piece of coastline, loved and
respected by locals and visitors. Given the already existing effects of climate pressure on the
Inverloch and Cape Paterson coastline, plus the unique and treasured 'small town' attraction of
the town it would be a huge disruption in every possible way if this proposed rezoning was
allowed to go through.

We strongly object to the proposed rezoning.

Sincerely
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From:
To:
Subject: Objection to C136 Planning Scheme Ammendment
Date: Monday, 24 February 2020 3:32:10 PM

To Strategic Planning Department – Bass Coast Shire Council,
I wish to formally lodge my OBJECTION to the proposed C136 Planning Scheme Amendment for Cape
Paterson.

My objection is based on the serious negative impact that the planning amendment will have on the
character, amenity and safety of Cape Paterson in general.  This is over-development on a grand
scale of a small coastal village.

Currently Cape Paterson is small cohesive community with a village/hamlet feel that we sought out
and highly value. 

Roads are generally very pedestrian/bike friendly due to the lack of any significant cut through
traffic.  Based on the traffic management plan associated with the C136 Amendment proposal, a lot
of traffic from any new development will be cutting through established residential areas, often on
unsealed roads with no footpaths.  This style of streetscape has been the preferred choice of many
Cape residents, but it is not suitable to carry a significant increased traffic flow. The distance of the
proposed development is so far from the beach that new residents will be forced to drive in most
cases.  This means increased dust and greater risk to pedestrians and cyclists.  Beach parking is
already at a premium in summer with many incidents of unsafe parking near the various beach
access points regularly observed.

The general infrastructure in Cape Paterson is not suited to a dramatic increase in population based
in a development of small blocks with very limited open spaces.  The nearby regional centre of
Wonthaggi is much better suited to service major new developments with its city boundaries.  The
proposed development is so far from the beach and its proposed high density housing make much
more suited to Inverloch or Wonthaggi where supporting infrastructure currently exists.

The beaches themselves are quite contained and are already getting overcrowded due to the new
Eco Vilage development.  This is impacting the beach amenity and surely straining the local surf life
saving clubs ability to adequately ensure beach safety.

We have had various commitments to protect the amenity and environment of Cape Paterson, but
now we have another attempt to ‘cash in’.  The proposed scale of expansion is a major over-
development, more than doubling the size of the township.  This is contrary to the Bass Coast
Strategic Coastal Framework which states “… Cape Paterson … a local coastal town … with varying
but limited opportunities for additional development”.  To date the Distinctive Areas and Landscape
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process has not been completed, so it’s hard to understand how any proposal could even be
considered in the interim.  Mathew Guy and his Liberal buddies sold out Cape Paterson despite the
2010 Planning report that indicated any development north of Seaward Drive would result in an
oversupply of land (I guess he couldn’t get away with it at Ventnor), so this objection provides an
opportunity to reassert that position.  Bass Coast’s own strategic plan is to concentrate development
in high growth areas like Wonthaggi where there is more urban infrastructure such as schools,
transport, shops.  Cape Paterson does not have such infrastructure.
 
So overall, based on my objection, I believe the following needs to occur:
 

Reducing the town boundary so that no development can occur north of Seaward drive
Reject the proposed amendment entirely

 
If that is not possible, then:

Requesting that C136 not be considered until the Statement of Planning Policy (required by
the Distinctive Areas and Landscape designation) is finalised, including a review of the Cape
Paterson town boundary

 
 
Regards

 



From:
To: strategic planning admin
Subject: Amendment C136
Date: Monday, 24 February 2020 3:33:58 PM

Dear Sir/ Madam,

I would like to register my objection to Amendment C136. I
oppose the amendment for the reasons stated below and ask
Council to not proceed with it:

I came to live in Cape Paterson because I love the small coastal
village feel. People know each other and say hello when passing.
It is a safe place where cars slow down when children and pets
are walking with families on the streets. 

The new proposal which seeks to rezone 53 acres to the north of
Seaward Drive from farming to residential and to allow the
development of nearly 500 new houses(with a potential for 500
more in the future) is a major over-development which will
completely change the character of the place. It will double the
size of the town. 

I understand that we need to make provision for future residential
growth. However, it is my understanding that there are at least 50
vacant blocks in Cape at present and there are  over 200 blocks
(some already built on)  in The Cape eco village. This
development was objected to  in 2010. It was referred to an
independent planning panel which found against the expansion of
Cape Paterson, but in 2011 this recommendation was overruled
by the then  planning minister, Mathew Guy, and the
development went ahead. 
In 2020(nearly 9 years later) about one quarter of the eco village
has been developed. 
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As a result of the previous rezoning and the existing vacant
blocks, I feel there is ample provision for future residential
growth already in Cape Paterson and the town boundary should
be reduced, not increased.

If future housing is needed, it should be in Wonthaggi which is
better prepared to absorb extra housing because of its existing
infrastructure. Cape Paterson at present struggles with demands
on water, power, phone services, wifi and beach parking during
peak periods.The increased numbers of people and vehicles will
exacerbate these issues. In addition, Cape Paterson’s fragile and
valuable coastal environment will be put at greater risk.

I understand that the premier, Daniel Andrews when reflecting on
Mathew Guy’s decisions in 2011, declared this area to be part of
the Distinctive Areas and Landscape designation and promised to
protect the area from future over-development. 
I request that C136 not be considered until the Statement of
Planning Policy and a review of Cape Paterson town boundary is
finalised.

I hope that the Council will listen to the residents of Cape
Paterson and vote to preserve our small town character which we
all value and love and which makes it such a wonderful place to
live.

Yours sincerely, 



From:
strategic planning admin

Subject: Development of site north of Seaward Drive, Cape Paterson
Date: Monday, 24 February 2020 3:50:07 PM

Good Afternoon,

I am writing in opposition to the proposed housing development north of Seaward Drive, Cape
Paterson.  Our family owns and has owned a property in Cape Paterson for the last 38 years.

We annually holiday at The Cape, which has seen much housing development over the years,
with very little improvement or addition to the infrastructure especially at the first Surf Beach
and Bay Beach.  With limited parking at both sites despite many more people coming down to
the Cape.

I would hate to see Council decide to use the foreshore native bushland to expand the car
parking or add to the toilet blocks.  

As I see it, most people living in a large development in the Seaward Drive vicinity would need
to drive to our beaches because I would think it would be too far to walk.  Where are all these
extra cars going to park?

The other huge issue is protection of our foreshore ecology. The sand-dunes, the flora.

If this development goes ahead, what expectations does the Council have on the developers
as to the houses they will build as far as sustainability, block sizes etc.

I realize we cannot halt all development, but we are at the point of a peninsular with very
limited land along our coastline.

I would hope common sense prevails and not the mighty dollar.  Cape is something special
and we don't want it destroyed.

Sub 115



Sub 116



From:
strategic planning admin

Subject: Amendment 136
Date: Monday, 24 February 2020 4:28:39 PM

To Whom it May Concern,

I wish to formally lodge my objection to the proposed C136 Planning Scheme Amendment for
Cape Paterson.

My objection is based on a number of negative impacts that this proposed expansion to Cape
Paterson will have. At the present time Cape Paterson has the feel of a small village/ cohesive
community that is valued by all of us. The proposal of the addition of so many new homes will
adversely impact on this intimate, friendly neighborhood feeling. We don't want to become
like Inverloch with its ever expanding development.

With so many more people moving to the area, traffic flow will increase significantly. Many
of the roads at Cape lack footpaths, a feature that the residents like but with the increased
number of vehicles driving down to the beach, these roads will become more hazardous for
pedestrians. Many of them young children! Parking is already a problem at the beach during
the summer months and this will be exacerbated by the additional vehicles.

How will the Life Saving Clubs cope with the additional number of beach goers? At present,
both patrolled beaches are extremely busy during summer weekends and added people will
make conditions potentially more dangerous. Already the dunes show the adverse effects of
people, unsupervised kids in particular, clambering up and sliding down the sand, is adding to
the problems of erosion. Additional residents will only increase this problem. 

Surely the added runoff from extra roads, footpaths, driveways etc will decrease the water
quality of the beaches? More people, more pets will impact adversely on the native flora and
fauna. We have already noticed an increase in native animal road kill due to the already
ongoing growth of Cape Paterson. 

So overall, based on my objection, I believe the following needs to occur:

Reducing the town boundary so that no development can occur north of Seaward drive
Reject the proposed amendment entirely

If that is not possible, then:

Requesting that C136 not be considered until the Statement of Planning Policy (required by
the Distinctive Areas and Landscape designation) is finalised, including a review of the Cape
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Re: Amendment 136 - Cape Paterson North


To: strategic.planningadmin@basscoast.vic.gov.au







Dear Sir\Madam,


We object to the proposed amendment on the following grounds:


Our primary objection and one that we will return to is that the proposed Amendment (136), will 
change the character of Cape Paterson (Cape). We have chosen a narrative style rather than 
offering a series of dot points, as dot points do not do justice to the notion of character or what it 
represents. 


Currently our family own, two properties in the Cape. One is at  and the other a 
spare block of land at . We have recently rece permission to build 
a dwelling at cks onto the Ecovillage and we are looking forward to 
contributing t ity garden, having a gate to enjoy the Eco village, while continuing our 
engagement with the wider Cape community with our daily walks, rides and swims. Our house 
being designed to blend in with both the surrounding houses and eco-village. 


Our investment and commitment to the Cape is based on our love of the Cape’s character. Some 
may describe it as a ‘village’, although as it lacks a central core maybe ‘hamlet’ would be a better 
epithet. Cape represents one of the few remaining places along the Gippsland coast that has 
meandered into modern times, rather than being dragged there by thoughtless development. It is 
this aspect of the character of the Cape we value.  We could have invested in Inverloch, San 
Remo, Phillip Island etc, but choose the Cape for its unique characteristics.  


Let us illustrate; we have two dogs and go on a range of coastal and inland walks that involve us 
walking around town and on the beach where we meet many different people with whom we chat. 
Some permanent, some semi-permanent, others wanting to becoming permanent and then those 
who treat the Cape as their escape from their busy suburban life. We know representatives of 
each category and each go to make up the character of the place. 


The inland walks allow us to explore at leisure the nature of the town. A combination of old run 
down beach shacks, next to newer quirky beach homes, blended in with down at the heel full time 
residences, that will in time be replaced, alongside more modern and expensive homes.  All of this 
within a hundred metre along many streets, but it works. This description demonstrates one of the 
essential truths of the Cape, its nature and character has evolved in an organic way. Small 
subdivisions overtime and fill-ins of vacant blocks, has created the Cape. This amalgam creates 
the charm and character of the Cape, which we fell in love with, as indeed have many others that 
we talk to; we were not looking for a coffee culture or commercial hubs, or central core. Nor were 
we demanding a standard of service and amenity that other larger coastal towns and cities have, 
the beauty and spirit of the Cape lies in a different direction. We were seeking the character that 
only organic growth could and has brought, and will hopefully continue to bring.


In a similar way the roads and verges reflect the organic development and character of the Cape. 
The mix is fantastic, it varies from curbed and guttered road (albeit in poor condition in places), to 
formed roads with spoon drains, some formed streets have no spoon drains, some gravel roads 
have drainage others do not. Even in Blue Water Circle and Pinnacle Close, the development was 
allowed to proceed on the basis of spoon drains rather than curb and guttering.  Such roads and 
verges encourage people to walk or cycle along roads and move to the edges when cars 
approach.  Motorist typically are not in a hurry and wave allowing you to move to the verges. 
Crowds of people, youngsters on bikes heading to the beach with the cars giving way typifies the 
Cape. It is great to observe something that has been lost in many other places.  All this is the 
result of organic growth, as some holiday houses become permanent dwellings as in our case, 
but all at a pace which is digestible. Under such circumstances people, get to know one another 
and look out for each other. While the infrastructure is in many ways inadequate, slow organic 
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growth has allowed adjustments to be made and has resulted in the character that defines the 
Cape. 


The proposed Amendment 136 will bring to an abrupt halt this organic development. It is 
impossible for a development such as being proposed to continue to maintain the organic growth, 
that has been describe. The size, density, style of housing, the potentially relatively rapid increase 
in a permanent population, will all of necessity change the character of the Cape, regardless of 
any mitigating future expenditures that may provide benefit to some. In addition any argument 
that the proposed development taking 15 years is evidence of organic growth cannot be 
sustained. Fifteen years is a relatively small period of time to potentially more than double the 
permanent population of the Cape. In addition the 15 years is only a nominal figure as is much of 
the information given. The land will be developed and sold according to market forces. This 
cannot be predicted with any certainty. On the other hand a change in the character of the Cape 
is a certainty if Amendment 136 is approved. 


The developers response to the question of whether the town will ‘lose the “village” feel, 
demonstrates an inability or unwillingness to deal with aspects of the town character that can only 
be formed under conditions of organic growth. It is dismissed or not discussed. Yet this is the 
elephant in the room. Focusing on lot size neatly avoids the issue, it is a non issue, a sense of 
surburbia can never be avoided with the scale of the  proposed development, the organic Cape is 
only there due to an historical accident. The developer is proposing to break the mould, it cannot 
be otherwise, for it is an overtly commercial development. It is disingenuous to suggest otherwise. 

 One can only express disappointment and frustration that the issue of character has not been 
adequately addressed. Promises to address a host of issues has unfortunately been consigned to 
the formulaic  ‘this will be discussed and decided later’. For example while the developer has 
promised to provide funds for a range of activity the question arrises how much, over what time 
frame and how will the competing uses of potential funds be decided. These types of 
arrangements should make everyone wary of weighing up the costs and benefits of the 
development. The costs will be immediate, the loss of character and organic growth that has 
typified Cape up to this point, to be compensated with benefits that may or may not occur. Any 
argument, always benefits by potential costs, firstly being acknowledged and secondly being 
dealt with. This has not occurred in dealing with the character of the Cape, by the developer in 
arguing for Amendment 136.


One further thing that needs elaboration is to consider the development at the Western end of the 
Cape, along Surf Beach Parade and the EcoVillage. The following imagery will suffice; the 
development in Blue Water Circle and Surf Beach Parade is an example of blending into the 
organic growth of the Cape. It does not dominate, it has attracted a mix of permanents and 
holiday houses, with an interesting mix of architecture that suits the beach setting. People like us 
walk and cycle their way through this part of the Cape like other parts of the Cape. In no way 
should that be construed as a reason to embrace the development that is proposed, the point is 
no precedent has been set for large scale development. In fact it is an exemplar as to how small 
scale development could occur that would reinforce the Cape character rather than tear at its 
heart. 


The Eco-Village represents a development that has melded itself onto the Cape. It has done so, 
by the developers taking a hands-on approach, and choosing to live in the development.  With 
50% of the land devoted to open space, bogs, community gardens, playgrounds, walking and 
cycling tracks, this is an exemplary development. While it represents an emerging character at the 
Western end of the Cape, it is a development that, is sympathetic to the current character of the 
Cape, it is understated and has seen upfront investment in social infrastructure. It should not be 
seen as a precedent to develop a new style altogether, that in its present form will be bolted and 
roughly welded onto the old Cape. The current development presents as a form of the Australian 
Ugliness as described by Boyd in his classic text. One could continue, however as just one of 
many examples that distinguish the proposed development from the Eco-Village is the map 
showing the potential roads in the new development. All blocks need to run east-west to take 
advantage of the Northerly Sun, according to planning 101. This could not occur for all blocks in 
the new development, if the indicative map were to be followed. Now this may not be the final 
form the development takes, however it represents a carelessness and thoughtlessness to those 



of us, who are concerned, about the character of the Cape. If at the conception stage it cannot 
reflect best practice why are later iterations going to improve? Once again the Eco-village 
development should not be compared or conflated with what is being proposed, or used as as a 
precedent. The proposed development is of an entirely different nature. 


If council accepts Amendment 136 as proposed, they have chosen to change the character of 
Cape Paterson permanently and irrevocably. There can be no middle ground here. The only way 
that the organic growth can continue is via a much smaller development, within a more restricted 
boundary that would parallel the Blue Water and Pinnacle Close development. 


We look forward to hearing from the council as this matter progresses, would welcome the 
opportunity for further input, both via written and spoken means. Please advise if this would be 
possible. 


regards




Objection to C136 rezoning application 

We have recently purchased at The Cape. We were attracted by the 
relatively unspoilt nature of the area and the forward thinking on 
sustainable development. As a child my family had a holiday house in 
Cape Paterson and the region seems largely the same.  

I object to the rezoning proposal and would be concerned that the area 
would be fundamentally changed. The mix of beach, bush, rural and 
residential is what attracted us back to the area. 

Sub 119
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19/02/2020 

Dear Strategic Planning Department, 

RE: BASS COAST PLANNING SCHEME AMENDMENT C136 

I attended the Open Day on Monday the 27th January 2020 and Saturday the 15th February 2020 to 
discuss and understand the full impact of the proposal to the North of Cape Paterson. At this point I 
AM OPPOSED TO THE C136 AMENDENT, for specified reasons and ask Council to not proceed with 
it.  

SPECIFIED REASONS: 

One of the biggest reasons for the opposition of C136 was due to the lack of information provided by 
the developers and Bass Coast Shire Council on the impact the development will have on the existing 
Cape Paterson township. It was only concerned for the land they wanted to develop. There was no 
consideration for the existing township and the impacts it will have on the existing environment. 

At this point I am running out of time to also read and make arguments of impact from the Planning 
and Environment Act 1987. 

LIFESTYLE: 

I moved to Cape Paterson because I love the beach, and fell in love with the small coastal village 
lifestyle and community that has been untouched by development. I mean we even have our fair 
share of village idiots that we love and adore!! Anyone you speak to that’s moved to Cape Paterson 
echo the same sentiment. It’s an amazing feeling to walk along the First Surf Beach with no one else 
on it!! It helps reduce stress and keeps you fit.  With the increase in residents, I will be impacted, 
because Cape Paterson will lose its small coastal village identity and community feel. My lifestyle will 
be impacted as I will not be able to enjoy the beach as it will be over populated, polluted and no car 
parks to access the beach.  

DRAINAGE PLANS: According the new plans for the development, there has been significant drainage 
allocated to go through the Bay Beach outfall pipe. These current storm water pipes cannot handle a 
large storm or flood waters, and this was made evident on the May 10th 2019, when floods caused 
the destruction of the Wonthaggi Life Saving Club buildings and Bay Beach area. I believe that  this 
extra  new allocation of drainage from the northern development will flood and destroy the 
Wonthaggi Life Saving Club and Bay Beach area more frequently each year, but also destroy the sand 
dune environment surrounding this area, including the fauna and flora. Due to this impact I will be 
unable to use this area for swimming, bbq's with my family, or use the Wonthaggi Life Saving Club 
facilities as it will be in constant repair and closed off from public use. 
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INFRASTRUCTURE: 

The developers Wallis Watson have stated they will make improvements to car parks around Cape 
Paterson. We don’t need improvements we NEED MORE CARPARKS to accommodate the extra 2000 
cars driving around Cape Paterson. 

How is the Council going to provide more carparks at the beach, Bay, First Surf and Second Surf if 
there is a Bunnerong Marine park overlay (PUBLIC CONSERVATION RECREATION ZONE). How does 
the Council overcome this?  I will not be able to go and enjoy the beach with my family as I will not 
be able to get a carpark at the beach. 

Wonthaggi Lifesaving Club will need a new club house and upgraded facilities to accommodate the 
increase in people attending the beach; more people in the water, more people drown. And more 
people using unpatrolled beaches of Second Surf and F break, to escape the overcrowding at Bay 
Beach and First Surf, which are dangerous beaches, once again more drownings. Both the Wonthaggi 
Life Saving Club and the Cape Paterson Life Saving Club Presidents agree that there will be more 
drownings at these unpatrolled beaches. 

Cape Paterson will also need a bigger fire station and upgraded equipment to be able to protect the 
assets of the town if ever there is a bush fire. This brings up another question of how the residents 
of Cape Paterson evacuate in an emergency, as the roads will not cope with the large amount of 
traffic leaving the township. 

TRAFFIC: 

The developers state that the’ future road network will be designed to direct the majority of new 
traffic through the proposed development to Cape Paterson road and NOT through the exiting 
township.’ This is a lie, as the plans clearly show 4 access points onto Seaward Drive from the 
development. 

I will be hugely impacted by the increased traffic use of Marine Street,  
as the 4 traffic access points on Seaward Drive connecting to the new estate, will use Marine Street, 
as it is the quickest and most direct route for residents in the new estate to access the beaches, and 
shops. As it is over summer, Marine Street at the Surf Beach Road end is reduced to single lane 
traffic, as the street is not wide enough to accommodate cars parked on the side of the road. This 
makes it dangerous for say a fire truck or ambulance as they are unable to drive through. It is also 
the same for the area where Nardoo Street meets Marine Street. 

 Marine Street, from Coral Street to Anglers Road would need footpaths to keep residents safe from 
the increased traffic. Footpaths would need to be provided in most streets due to increase in traffic 
to keep residents, especially kids on bikes, safe.  

A report from the developers, based on 2013 data, needs to be updated to truly reflect traffic 
numbers on Seaward Drive, as there has been significant housing development in this area which 
will see up to 500 cars accessing this road once the Eco Village is completed. How is it going to cope 
with another 2000 to 3000 vehicles?  
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ENVIRONMENT: 

The beaches at Cape Paterson have limited space for people to use, (unlike Inverloch which has 
kilometres of accessible beach to use.) This will impact the environment. 

The endangered Hooded Plovers are already on the decline in population currently at Cape Paterson, 
mainly due to dog activity on the beaches killing these defenceless little birds. With the increase of 
housing you could easily estimate the dog population to double, which would then obliterate the 
hooded plover population into extinction. Bass Coast Shire Council is unable to manage the current 
crisis of dogs on the beach, so how can they police this when the dog population doubles and this 
does not include holiday makers over the summer period. 

More people on the beach, (2000 to 3000) will cause damage to the fauna and flora of the area as 
people will be exploring in the sand dunes, leaving rubbish on the beaches, and widening of walking 
tracks due to high foot traffic volumes, trampling on endangered species of plants and destroying 
the habitat of the endangered Southern Brown Bandicoot. 

In addition to my above impact statements, I have taken out key points of the Victorian Coastal 
Strategy, the Coastal Management Act, Bass Coast Planning Scheme, and the Marine and Coastal 
Act, and highlight how the proposed development is in violation of these strategies and Acts if it 
goes ahead, labelled RESPONSE. 

https://www.marineandcoasts.vic.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0025/405835/VCS_2014.pdf 

‘The Coastal Management Act 1995 (the Act) requires the Victorian Coastal Strategy to provide for 
the long-term planning of the Victorian coast, in order to:  

• ensure the protection of significant environmental features
• provide clear direction for the future use of the coast, including the marine environment
• identify suitable development areas and development opportunities
• ensure the sustainable use of natural coastal resources.’

‘The Victorian Coastal Strategy 2014 (the Strategy) sets a long term vision and framework for how 
we plan and manage the coast, guided by the Hierarchy of Principles, policies and actions.  
The Strategy also identifies five key issues that need to be addressed if our coast is to continue to 
provide benefits to all Victorians into the future. The five key and interrelated issues are: • Managing 
population growth • Adapting to a changing climate • Managing coastal land and infrastructure • 
Valuing the natural environment • Integrating marine planning.’ 

‘These issues require further analysis and discussion before changes are made.’ 

RESPONSE: 

We need further analysis of the environmental impacts and sustainability before the proposed 
development is considered. 

Page 8 Coastal Management Act 1995. 

The Hierarchy of Principles for decision-making on the coast is: 

1. Ensure protection of significant environmental and cultural values

https://www.marineandcoasts.vic.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0025/405835/VCS_2014.pdf
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2. Undertake integrated planning and provide clear direction for the future
3. Ensure the sustainable use of natural coastal resources. When the above principles have been
considered and addressed then… 
4. Ensure development on the coast is located within existing, modified and resilient environments

where the demand for development is evident and any impacts can be managed sustainably. 

Page 17. Growth should occur in designated areas consistent with maintaining settlement character. 
Where settlement boundaries are extended, growth should be in areas where there will be little 
impact on the coast and abutting coast-sensitive land. 

RESPONSE: 

See response answer at page 20 Bass Coast Shire Council Planning Scheme. 

Page 29 The Hierarchy of Principles gives effect to the directions in the Coastal Management Act 
1995 and is included in the State Planning Policy Framework and in planning schemes across 
Victoria. Planning and decision making on the coast needs to be guided by and consistent with the 
Hierarchy of Principles. 

Page 29 VICTORIAN COASTAL STRATEGY. 

Only when the above principles have been considered and addressed: 4 ENSURE DEVELOPMENT ON 
THE COAST IS LOCATED WITHIN EXISTING, MODIFIED AND RESILIENT ENVIRONMENTS WHERE THE 
DEMAND FOR DEVELOPMENT IS EVIDENT AND ANY IMPACTS CAN BE MANAGED SUSTAINABLY This 
aims to ensure that development on and adjacent to the coast is of high quality design, sensitively 
sited, suitable and sustainable over the longer term. Development on coastal Crown land must have 
a demonstrated need to be located on the coast and a demonstrated public benefit. 

RESPONSE: 
The development of 1000 houses and an extra  2000-3000 people living in Cape Paterson will deeply 
impact the environment, (please refer to Environment statement I made previously) as the 
environment cannot sustainably manage the population increase. . Therefore the development 
should not be able to legally go ahead, as it clearly breaches this strategy. 

Page 41 VICTORIAN COASTAL STRATEGY. 

‘The use and enjoyment of the coast can also threaten environmental values unless well planned for 
and managed. Recreational activities and visitor behaviour can disturb wildlife and damage 
vegetation. With more people wanting to use the coast there is the potential for increasing levels and 
frequency of disturbance to coastal biodiversity.’ 

RESPONSE: 

If the Victorian Coastal Strategy can recognise that an increase in frequency of people using the 
coast will disturb coastal biodiversity, this proves that the development of 2000-3000 extra people 
living in Cape Paterson will disturb the coastal biodiversity of the area. Therefore the development 
should not be able to legally go ahead, as it clearly breaches this strategy. 
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PAGE 84 Victorian Coastal Strategy PRINCIPLE 4 

Scientific input will be required to formulate relevant indicators to help understand why intended 
outcomes were either achieved or not achieved in the evaluation phase. For example, biological 
indicators could be monitored as part of assessing the health of the coast. This may include apex 
predators, such as seals, and iconic species, such as hooded plovers, that could also act as ‘coastal 
flagships’ to help the community to understand the importance of these flagship species and the 
coastal and marine ecosystems they depend upon. Indicators will need to be agreed, fit for purpose 
and where possible consistent along the coast.  

RESPONSE: 

The Northern boundary C93 in 2010 hearing, had an expert witness from Birds Australia give a 
presentation on the risks to the endangered hooded plover. The panel agreed that the hooded 
plovers are at high risk. The developers and council have not conducted or engaged any further 
investigations into the endangered hooded plover populations, which would assist in assessing the 
health of the coast line and give an indicator of how population growth in cape Paterson from 2010 
to 2020 is impacting on endangered hooded plovers.  

Scott Railton who has lived in Cape Paterson for 47 years, and visits the beach approximately every 
day, estimates that the hooded plover population has decreased by 75% from 2000 to 2020, of this 
decrease, he believes that 50% has occurred in the last ten years, due to the increase in population 
of cape Paterson from the development to the west of cape Paterson, Blue Water Circle area and 
the development of the Ecovillage abutting this area. More population has meant more dogs on the 
beach, off leads eating these hooded plovers, and destroying their eggs. 

This information needs to be used at Principle 4 for the evaluation phase of developing an area and 
has not. 

BASS COAST PLANNING SCHEME 
(PLEASE NOTE THAT THE SCHEME WAS UPDATED ON THE 11/02/2020. WHAT 
WAS CHANGED ESPECIALLY WHEN SUBMISSIONS ARE DUE BY THE 
27/02/2020. I FIND THIS SUSPICIOUS!) 

PAGE 20 
11.03-4S 31/07/2018 VC148 Coastal settlement 
Objective 
 To plan for sustainable coastal development. 
 Strategies  
Plan and manage coastal population growth and increased visitation so that impacts do not cause 
unsustainable use of coastal resources. 

RESPONSE:  
Page 41 of the Victorian Coastal Strategy ‘The use and enjoyment of the coast can also threaten 
environmental values unless well planned for and managed. Recreational activities and visitor 
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behaviour can disturb wildlife and damage vegetation. With more people wanting to use the coast 
there is the potential for increasing levels and frequency of disturbance to coastal biodiversity.’ 

If the Victorian Coastal Strategy can recognise that an increase in frequency of people using the 
coast will disturb coastal biodiversity, this proves that the development of 2000-3000 extra people 
living in Cape Paterson will disturb the coastal biodiversity of the area. Therefore the development 
should not be able to legally go ahead, as it clearly breaches this strategy. 

PAG E 21 
11.03-5S 31/07/2018 VC148 Distinctive areas and landscapes. 
 Objective: 
 To protect and enhance the valued attributes of identified distinctive areas and landscapes. 
Strategies: 
 Recognise the significant geographic and physical features of these areas. 
 Recognise the important role these areas play in the state as tourist destinations. 
Protect the identified key values and activities of these areas.  
Support use and development where it enhances the valued characteristics of these areas. 
 Avoid use and development that could undermine the long-term natural or non-urban use of land in 
these areas. 
 Protect areas that are important for food production. 

RESPONSE: 
Development will destroy the significant geographic and physical features of Cape Paterson, which 
will effect tourism due to Cape Paterson will lose its coastal village ambience. Will affect the long 
term natural land due to more housing and population. 
The proposed parcel of land for development needs to be protected for important food production. 

PAGE 25 
12.01-1S 31/07/2018 VC148 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: Cumulative impacts. Fragmentation of habitat. The 
spread of pest plants, animals and pathogens into natural ecosystems. Avoid impacts of land use and 
development on important areas of biodiversity. 

RESPONSE: 

I believe that habitats of the endangered hooded plover and the southern brown bandicoot will be 
destroyed, due to human over population, which will also impact the biodiversity of the area. The 
Northern boundary C93 in 2010 hearing, had an expert witness from Birds Australia give a 
presentation on the risks to the endangered hooded plover. The panel agreed that the hooded 
plovers are at high risk. The developers and council have not conducted or engaged any further 
investigations into the endangered hooded plover populations, which would assist in assessing the 
health of the coast line and give an indicator of how population growth in Cape Paterson from 2010 
to 2020 is impacting on endangered hooded plovers.  
Scott Railton who has lived in Cape Paterson for 47 years, and visits the beach approximately every 
day, estimates that the hooded plover population has decreased by 75% from 2000 to 2020, of this 
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decrease, he believes that 50% has occurred in the last ten years, due to the increase in population 
of Cape Paterson from the development to the west of Cape Paterson, (Blue Water Circle Drive area) 
and the development of the Ecovillage abutting this area. More population has meant more dogs on 
the beach, off leads eating these hooded plovers, and destroying their eggs.  
This information needs to be used at Principle 4 for the evaluation phase of developing an area and 
has not. 

Page 28 

12.02-1S 31/07/2018 VC148 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. 

 Strategies 

 Coordinate land use and planning with the requirements of the Coastal Management Act 1995 to: 
Provide clear direction for the future sustainable use of the coast, including the marine environment, 
for recreation, conservation, tourism, commerce and similar uses in appropriate areas. Protect and 
maintain areas of environmental significance. Identify suitable areas and opportunities for improved 
facilities.  
Apply the hierarchy of principles for coastal planning and management:  
Principle 1: Ensure the protection of significant environmental and cultural values. 
 Principle 2: Undertake integrated planning and provide clear direction for the future. 
 Principle 3: Ensure the sustainable use of natural coastal resources.  
Principle 4: Ensure development on the coast is located in existing modified and resilient 
environments where the demand for development is evident and any impacts can be managed 
sustainably. 
 Plan for marine development and infrastructure that is sensitive to marine national parks and 
environmental assets.  
Ensure development protects and seeks to enhance coastal biodiversity and ecological values. 
Ensure development is sensitively sited and designed and respects the character of coastal 
settlements.  
Encourage revegetation of cleared land abutting coastal reserves.  
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. 
 Policy guidelines Consider as relevant: Any applicable coastal action plan or management plan 
approved under the Coastal Management Act 1995 or National Parks Act 1975. Policy documents 
Consider as relevant: Victorian Coastal Strategy (Victorian Coastal Council, 2014) Coastal Spaces 
Landscape Assessment Study (Department of Sustainability and Environment, 2006) 
RESPONSE: 
I believe that the developers and council have not addressed the objective, or the strategies put in 
place by the council to protect coastal areas for this development. 
It has no regard for the value of the community, the development will not conserve the coastal area 
it will be the opposite. Approximately 1000 house equates to 2000 to 3000 more people in Cape 
Paterson which  will cause damage to the fauna and flora of the area as people will be exploring in 
the sand dunes, leaving  rubbish on the beaches, and widening of walking tracks due to high foot 
traffic volumes, trampling on endangered  species of plants and destroying the habitat of the 
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endangered Southern Brown Bandicoot and endangered Hooded Plover, which then makes the 
natural coastline unsustainable, not just for the existing fauna but also the flora 
I believe that the development will destroy the coastal biodiversity and ecological values from 
densely over populating the small area of Cape Paterson and the beaches. 
The development has not addressed the hierarchy of principles 1, 2, 3 and 4 for coastal planning and 
management for the existing township of Cape Paterson.  
And the development is in opposition to the Bass Coast Shire Council Natural Environment Strategy 
2016-2026, which is based on the Coastal Management Act 1995. 
PAGE 50 BASS COAST SHIRE COUNCIL ENVIRONMENTAL STRATEGY 2016-2026 

“Council recognises that it must protect and enhance the natural and built environments if it wants a 
sustainable, productive and liveable future.” 

Cape Paterson cannot sustain over population, as it will destroy the characteristics and environment 
that people moved to Cape Paterson for. And there is nowhere to expand the existing infrastructure 
of carparks at the beach. 

I refer to page 41 of the Victorian Coastal Strategy to support my claim: 

‘The use and enjoyment of the coast can also threaten environmental values unless well planned for 
and managed. Recreational activities and visitor behaviour can disturb wildlife and damage 
vegetation. With more people wanting to use the coast there is the potential for increasing levels and 
frequency of disturbance to coastal biodiversity.’ 

In relation to maintaining water quality, page 44 of the Victorian Coastal Strategy: 

Table 4: Impact of use and development on water quality 

‘Urbanisation and Infrastructure Stormwater runoff (input suspended solids organic pollutants, heavy 
metals and pathogens) can degrade marine habitats, cause a loss of plants and animals, or make 
swimming unpleasant and unhealthy; flooding or reduced freshwater inflows can affect natural 
biological processes (e.g. fish reproduction); circulation in harbours affects water quality.’ 

I feel that the development will impact the Bay Beach area with its storm water run-off and flooding, 
by making swimming in this area unhealthy and degrade marine habitats, causing loss of plants and 
animals in the Bay Beach ecosystem. 
Therefore the development should not be able to legally go ahead, as it clearly breaches these 
strategies in the hierarchy of principles 1, 2, 3 and 4. 

Page 62  
14.01-1S 31/07/2018 VC148 Protection of agricultural land 
 Objective: To protect the state’s agricultural base by preserving productive farmland.  
Strategies 
Avoid permanent removal of productive agricultural land from the state's agricultural base without 
consideration of the economic importance of the land for the agricultural production and processing 
sectors. 
 Protect productive farmland that is of strategic significance in the local or regional context. 
 Protect productive agricultural land from unplanned loss due to permanent changes in land use. 
Avoid the subdivision of productive agricultural land from diminishing the long-term productive 
capacity of the land. 
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RESPONSE: 

By losing this parcel of land to development, it will drastically reduce the amount of available 
farming land for the future to be used. Cape Paterson farming area is more resilient to drought, and 
has a desalination plant available to use if the area becomes drought stricken. The farmers would be 
able to access the water from the desalination plant to water crops, to produce hay and feed their 
animals. With china buying up cattle stations around Australia, it is comforting to know we have 
local grown meat to feed the population in the area and beyond. 

This also relates back to page 21 of the Bass Coast Planning Scheme: Distinctive areas and 
landscapes heading, were the strategy states: 

‘Avoid use and development that could undermine the long-term natural or non-urban use of land in 
these areas. 

 Protect areas that are important for food production.’ 

Isn’t this proposal then, in violation of the Bass Coast Planning Scheme as we need this farming land 
for future food production? 

PAGE 73 
15 31/07/2018 VC148 BUILT ENVIRONMENT AND HERITAGE 
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. 

RESPONSE: 

The development will impact detrimentally on the already existing built and natural environment, 
and violates the councils own policy. Refer page 50 of the BASS COAST SHIRE COUNCIL 
ENVIRONMENTAL STRATEGY 2016-2026 

“Council recognises that it must protect and enhance the natural and built environments if it wants a 
sustainable, productive and liveable future.” 

PAGE 77  
15.01-3S 31/07/2018 VC148 Subdivision design 
 Objective: To ensure the design of subdivisions achieves attractive, safe, accessible, diverse and 
sustainable neighbourhoods. 
Reduce car dependency by allowing for: – Convenient and safe public transport. – Safe and 
attractive spaces and networks for walking and cycling. – Subdivision layouts that allow easy 
movement within and between neighbourhoods. – A convenient and safe road network. 

RESPONSE: 
The road network will become UNSAFE due to the narrow roads already existing and the high 
volume of traffic using these narrow roads. There is no space to widen these roads. 
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PAGE 176  
Flooding and salinity 
 Objective 3 
 To restrict and control development on land prone to flooding and salinity. Ensure that the areas 
prone to flooding are planned and managed in a way which reduces the vulnerability of uses to 
flooding and prevents inappropriate works and developments.  
Strategy 3.1 Strongly discourage development on land prone to flooding and salinity and ensure that 
development does not increase the risk of an environmental hazard.  
Strategy 3.2 Promote floodplain management policies, which minimises impacts on waterways, 
maintains the function of the floodway to convey and store floodwater and protects areas of 
environmental significance.  

RESPONSE: 
For the last 20 years the Bass Coast Shire Council has been asked to improve the outfall pipe at the 
Bay Beach to stop flooding in the area.  It is yet to be done, hence the flood on 10th May 2019. And 
to this date has still not been improved. 

I feel that the proposed development is in opposition/ breach of the Bass Coast Planning Scheme, 
the Victorian Coastal Strategy and the Coastal Management Act, (which is governed by the Marine 
and Coastal Act) as I have outlined in my responses above. I also feel that the proposed development 
is not consistent with the following parts (listed below) of the Marine and Coastal Act. My arguments 
to these are similar to the responses given above that are highlighted in green. 

Version No. 002 

Marine and Coastal Act 2018 
No. 26 of 2018 
Version incorporating amendments as at 
1 October 2019 
Page 12 

PART 2—OBJECTIVES AND GUIDING PRINCIPLES FOR THE PLANNING 
AND MANAGEMENT OF THE MARINE AND COASTAL ENVIRONMENT 

7 Objectives 
The objectives for the planning and management of the marine and coastal environment are— 
to protect and enhance the marine and coastal environment; and 

 Page 14 
10 Ecologically sustainable development 
It is a guiding principle for the management of the marine and coastal environment that use and 
development that affects the marine and coastal environment should be focused on improving the 
total quality of life of Victorians, across current and future generations, in a way that maintains the 
ecological processes on which life depends. 
Page 14  
11 Evidence-based decision-making 
It is a guiding principle for the management of the marine and coastal environment that marine and 
coastal planning and management decisions should be based on best available and relevant 
environmental, social and economic understanding, recognising that information will often be 
limited. 
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PART 4—STATEWIDE MARINE AND COASTAL POLICY, STRATEGY AND 
REPORT 
Division 1—Marine and Coastal Policy 
Page 21 
24 Marine and Coastal Policy 

(1) The Minister must make a Marine and Coastal Policy on matters relating to and 
affecting the marine and coastal environment on or before 31 December 2019. 

Page 22 
(4) If a State of the Marine and Coastal Environment Report is not made before a Marine and 
Coastal Policy is made under section 24(1), the "state of the bays report" made under the 
Commissioner for Environmental Sustainability Act 2003 is taken to be a State of the Marine and 
Coastal Environment Report for the purposes of subsection (2)(a). 
Page 24 
Division 2—Marine and Coastal Strategy 

30 Marine and Coastal Strategy 
(1) The Minister must make a Marine and Coastal Strategy on matters relating to and 

affecting the marine and coastal environment. 
(2) The purpose of a Marine and Coastal Strategy is to set out the actions required to 

implement the Marine and Coastal Policy. 
Page 26 
(3) In preparing a Marine and Coastal Strategy, the Minister must consult with— 

(a) the Council; and 
(b) any of the following persons or bodies whose interests, in the opinion of the 

Minister, may be affected by the strategy— 
(i) the responsible Minister of an applicable Act; 
(ii) a municipal council; 
(iii) a specified Aboriginal party; 
(iv) a public authority. 

Page 33 

PART 6—REGIONAL MARINE AND COASTAL PLANNING 
Division 1—Regional and strategic partnerships 
Page 34 and 35 
46 Preparation of products under regional and strategic partnerships 

(1) In preparing a product under a regional and strategic partnership, the parties to the 
partnership must ensure that the product is consistent with— 

(a) the Marine and Coastal Policy; and 
(b) the Marine and Coastal Strategy; and 
(c) the objectives set out in Part 2; and 
(d) the guiding principles set out in Part 2; and 
(e) any guidelines made under section 41; and 
(f) any regional catchment strategy applying to any land affected by the product. 
(2) In addition to subsection (1), the parties to the partnership must consider the 

legislation under which the land that forms part of the marine and coastal environment is managed, 
and any other legislation applying to that land. 

In conclusion, ‘the land proposed to be rezoned is within the existing Cape Paterson settlement 
boundary ‘(information brochure 2020 Bass Coast Planning Scheme Amendment C136) and I FEEL 
THAT THE DEVELOPERS AND COUNCIL ARE IN BREACH OF THE VICTORIAN COASTAL STRATEGY, THE 
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MARINE AND COASTAL ACT/ STRATEGY/POLICY, AND THE BASS COAST PLANNING SCHEME, as they 
have not included the impact of these Acts to the existing settlement boundaries of Cape Paterson 
including the existing township?  How is this proposed parcel of land, within the existing Cape 
Paterson settlement boundary, is exempt from (including the existing township in which it is a part 
of), from the Bass Coast Planning Scheme, the Victorian Coastal Strategy, the Marine and Coastal 
Act, policy and strategy, whose aim is protect the environment from over population, protect from 
putting pressure on limited natural resources, protect sustainability and protect the loss of existing 
town character? 

Thanking you for your time to read and consider. 

Kind Regards, 

  



From:
To: strategic planning admin
Subject: Amendment 136 Cape Paterson
Date: Monday, 24 February 2020 5:18:29 PM

We would like to add our voices to the proposed development of Cape Paterson

We are against this huge development for all the reasons that have already been brought to your
Attention.

The sheer thought of that many people trying to access the beach from there is mind boggling.

Your traffic survey done in July, when it is the quietest time at the Cape made no logical sense at
all.     Why you would even think of doing such a survey in the middle of winter, when Cape is
a summer holiday destination, is beyond comprehension.

If you live at Cape, you will know that there is nowhere enough infrastructure there to cater for 1000
new development
Where will they shop, go for dinner, entertain themselves,  park their cars, boat trailers, bikes, etc.
    The  only entrances
to the beach will never cater for that many people. 

Where will more disabled car parking be provided????    How many more parks will be provided to
cater for the
Extra kids????

What extra will be done to cater for disabled people????? Elderly residents, the tenants in the 2
caravan parks 

Not to mention the amount of extra people and cars and children.    

Also the radio communications is way below standard, the water pressure is non existent, there is
only 3 roads that
exit the new estate from Seaward Drive into Anglers Road, the amount of pedestrian/car traffic will
be horrendous.

At the end of the day  this development is such a very bad idea       Let LOGIC & COMMON SENSE
PREVAIL

Cheers
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From:
 

Subject: Cape Paterson C136
Date: Wednesday, 26 February 2020 11:07:39 AM

Further to my email yesterday

WILL THERE BE ENOUGH ROOM FOR EMERGENCY VEHICLES [1 OR MANY] TO ENTER/LEAVE STREETS
WITHOUT ANY HINDURANCES????

WHAT ABOUT THE FIRE RISK???

HOW MANY ENTRANCES/EXITS WILL THERE BE FROM THE ESTATE IF A BUSHFIRE SHOULD OCCUR??

What will the sizes of the proposed blocks be??

Are blocks for single story dwellings/dual occ.???

How wide are the roads???

Is there room for cars to be parked inside property boundaries only?? & not on nature strips/roads

Are courts going to be big enough for cars garbage trucks to turn around???

Is there enough room for 4 bins per house to be on the nature strips??

How will our current convenience store & pub cope with such an influx of people???

What is your plan to increase retail outlets???/redevelopment???

Cheers
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From: m
To: strategic planning admin
Subject: Re Planning Amendment C136 and the Northern Development
Date: Monday, 24 February 2020 5:41:43 PM

>> To whom it may concern,
>>
>> I object to the Cape Paterson Northern development. C136.
>>
>> As a long time holiday resident (since 1962) and permanent resident for the past six years, I have seen major
changes in many years. There was no water, electricity or even buses to Cape in the early stages.
>>
>> My concerns relate to the doubling of the Cape region and its effect on the environment and infrastructure. This
has already been tested to its limits as we witnessed in May 2019.
>>
>> The Bass Coast region is becoming increasingly more fragile as witnessed in Inverloch and San Remo through
climate change - if you disbelieve - extreme weather conditions. I have seen the deterioration of the beach
environment through increased wind and more frequent high tides. The cliff faces have eroded significantly making
some areas visibly unsafe. The sand dunes also show signs of instability with major erosion through increased foot
traffic moving off allocated pathways.
>>
>> My concern is how is this to be addressed ....or ignored ....by an increase twice of the current housing size which
will mean a possible 400% increase of use!
>>
>> The local habitat is increasingly being impacted by urban expansion. There is little regard for the plight of the
endangered hooded plover populations and the protection of native flora.  There is not one day when I drive or ride
to Wonthaggi where there is not a kangaroo, echidna or wombat dead because of road kill.   The volume of traffic
per household for this new development can only make matters worse. We have already lost too many through the
fires throughout Australia.
>>
>> In the past year alone both the Bay Beach and the Surf Beach have been impacted by lack of allocated funds to
improve the water/drainage situation. Significant damage was coursed by this throughout the whole of the Cape
region. Will there be another bandaid fix to appease the current situation?
>>
>> Adding a significant number of houses (500-1000)   to our already expanding region through the Eco Village
seems like a developers dream. Not so the community. That the council is considering this when the North
Wonthaggi development has stalled...leaving many people stranded...and the Dalyston development on offer,
appears to look like yet again, ”develop at all costs” regardless of community concern.
>>
>> Lastly, the State Government DAL commitment was designed to protect communities like ours from over
development. This smacks of a rushed proposal to undermine the very essence of protecting our fragile coastline and
unique environment. Yet already there appears to be noticeable ‘works’ in place i.e road surveyors pegs when this is
still a proposal and not yet approved.
>>
>> I am the 3rd of 5 generations to call Cape home.  Cape has grown substationally which is understandable  and
continues to do so through the Eco development area on the beach side of Seaward Drive, but again that the town
boundary has been expanded beyond its original layout again smacks of profit not community.
>>
>> Thank-you,
>>

>>
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Dear BSCS councillors, 

I, Cape Paterson, wish to make a submission opposing the 
proposed Amendment C136 to be considered by Bass Coast Shire Council. 

My reasons are as follows: 

1 Progress or preservation: I am 70 years old. I hear politicians and others talking about zero 

emissions by 2050 and I want to shout and scream ‘That is far too late’. It is most unlikely that I will 

see my 100ths birthday, so why do I care? I have 3 children and 5 grandchildren and for their sake 

feel compelled to fight to save this planet from an almost certain death. This year, we have seen all 

over the world and, in Australia in particular, extraordinary climate events and we have seen young 

people rising to try to wake the world up from its sleepwalk through history. What has this to do 

with Amendment C136? We have still some small pockets of preserved land where the impact of 

humans is minimalised. Cape Paterson has been one such place. It is a piece of paradise in an 

otherwise frenetic world. The Bass Coast is a fragile and sensitive environment, home to endangered 

fauna and flora. Those of us who care about the future of this world need to fight locally to preserve 

as much as we can. We cannot allow the nearby Bunurong Marine Park to be threatened by the 

unnecessary and unwanted development of Cape Paterson. Some might call me anti-progressive. I 

regard myself as a preservationist who is fighting to protect nature from rampant commercialism. 

Advocates of Amendment C136 want to label development as progress but I call it destruction of a 

unique and precious resource. Hence, I oppose Amendment C136. 

2 The DAL and Amendment C136. The State Government gave an undertaking prior to the last 

election to protect Bass townships such as ours from unwanted and unnecessary development and 

the DAL has been established to ensure that the Cape Paterson region does not suffer 

environmental damage due to development. Unfortunately, the timelines of Amendment C136 and 

the DAL seem to be mismatched and, although the State government can veto a council decision to 

approve Amendment C136 if it conflicts with the DAL, it all seems back to front and has caused much 

anxiety in the local community who fear that their concerns will be overlooked and that legal 

argument from the developer will trump well founded and valid community argument. Amendment 

C136 should not even be considered until the DAL is finalised. Hence, I oppose Amendment C136. 

3 Rezoned land. The expansion of the town boundary was agreed to under dubious 

circumstances. This was despite the Planning Panel Report (2010) that said that expanding to the 

North and West would result in an oversupply of land in the Cape Paterson township. The proposed 

development is a massive overexpansion. New town boundaries have now allowed the lodgement of 

Amendment C136 to rezone the land from Farming to General Residential. Doubling the size of Cape 

Paterson is contrary to the Bass Coast Strategic Coastal Framework recommendations. Is BCSC 

willing to override its own recommendations? The idea that developers will profit by the decision 

that was opposed by the local community to increase the town boundary is repugnant. I, like others, 

wrote to Council to express my objection, but this was ignored. The way that the town boundary was 

altered should make the entire process null and void. The expanded town boundary should return to 

the pre 2011 boundary. In addition, if Amendment C136 is approved, there will be no safeguards of 

future expansion. Do we want Cape Paterson Rd from Wonthaggi to Cape Paterson to be a string of 

developments as has happened on the Surf Coast?  Hence, I oppose Amendment C136. 
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4 Indigenous Flora and Fauna. I came with my family in 1986 to stay in the Cape Paterson 

Caravan Park. It was love at first sight for all of us. The Bay beach was perfect for my little ones and 

the rock pool built by miners was a unique feature. We explored the rocks and had many long walks 

on the beaches. My youngest lost a brand-new expensive sandal to the sneaky waves of Undertow 

beach. One wet Easter day, we went property viewing and fell in love with our Cape property. It was 

way outside our affordable budget, but we bought it anyway. I have at least twenty gum trees, many 

flowering gums of various colours on my property and a koala that regularly visits. I was unhappy 

when the land south of Coral street was developed but accepted eventually that, as it was private 

land, we could not stop it. However, there was inevitably huge loss of native flora and fauna as the 

plots sold and new houses arose. The Eco village replaced farmland. We no longer hear the gentle 

mooing of cow and are now woken to the hum of bulldozers and the banging of hammers. However, 

as the Eco village has developed, it has brought some benefits though with its models of sustainable 

housing and shared public amenities. Nevertheless, this is still a rural and relatively pristine area and 

wildlife abounds. It is quiet and peaceful most of the year and a great relief from suburbia. Echidnas 

are seen on footpaths, crossing roads and birds of all sorts make nests in the abundant flora. While a 

lot of the land has been cleared in the past few years west of Marine St, a great deal of the local 

indigenous flora remains on private property and on nature strips. This new development will 

destroy what remains of the indigenous flora and fauna in the Northern development area and 

threaten the wildlife corridors that, at present, allow wildlife easy access to our village and the 

surrounding natural environment. Hence, I oppose Amendment C136. 

5 Socio-economic mix and infrastructure. What data has been collected to ascertain the 

present socio-economic mix of Cape Paterson? The present Cape Paterson township consists of 

permanent residents, many of who are retirees or renters, holiday homes which are occupied 

infrequently mainly in summer and during holiday periods, and  some, like my husband and I, who 

float between our Melbourne home and our Cape Paterson retreat. The mix of those who will buy 

into this new proposed development is problematic. If the development becomes suburbia with up 

to 1000 new homes of permanent residents, there will be a demand for infrastructure far greater 

than that proposed. Apart from new shops, a primary school, medical facilities and even a 

permanent police presence may be necessary adding to already strained public transport, drainage, 

electricity supply, water quality, traffic and safety. If it is marketed mainly to the holiday home 

market, there will be little stimulation to the local economy except at peak periods. More holiday- 

makers will increase the need for Life Saving Services. There will be increased need for parking along 

Surf Beach Road in peak periods and more traffic congestion. The proposed development is too far 

away from the beaches and Market Place to walk. Therefore, residents will be car reliant which will 

not only increase traffic and dust buw fossil fuel use as well. While there may be a need to release 

land in Bass Shire for housing, why is it appropriate to thrust suburbia on a seaside village when 

there is so little infrastructure already available, some of which the Council has been asked to 

provide for years? Hence, I oppose Amendment C136. 

6 Mental Health Sanctuary Low cost housing might be seen as suitable for investors who 

would then rent their properties. We have, in the past, rented our property and discovered that 

Cape Paterson is often used as a refuge for people trying to recover their lives from some personal 

calamity; divorce, unemployment, death of a loved one. This place is a little piece of paradise that 

has let them regain their lives and mental health and they move on after a period of recovery. A 

suburban development would not only shatter this environment forever, but not offer them the 

peace and serenity they require. Hence, I oppose Amendment C136. 



7 Infrastructure and council responsibility. There has been no rush to replace and/or restore 

the Wonthaggi Life Saving Club facilities damaged in the freak May hailstorm by either council or the 

State Government. The damage, I believe, was mainly due to inadequate drainage in the existing 

township so that a raging torrent raced from the creek and then through the Wonthaggi Surf Club 

Area tearing the concrete ramp from its position and gouging a huge canyon in our beautiful Bay 

beach. Is this proposed development supposed to finance the renovation/rebuilding project or do 

we have to tolerate inadequate facilities with an even greater demand on them? How long will be 

have ‘temporary’ shipping containers in the playground/picnic area. As ratepayers of Cape Paterson 

for over 30 years, we have seen little improvement in the local infrastructure. Our road was sealed 

and paid for (against our will and without consultation) through an additional levy as it was deemed 

to be a private road. This development’s proposed infrastructure benefits seem to be a way for the 

Council to provide facilities that are really the council’s responsibility and will still not meet the 

needs of an expanded community. Hence, I oppose Amendment C136. 

8 Sustainable development. Any future development at Cape Paterson needs to be 

sustainable development. The Eco village is a good example of the type of development that is 

acceptable, but this is not what is proposed, and, to my knowledge, the Eco village is not yet fully 

subscribed.  The standard of building in the Eco village is far superior to type of housing proposed 

and considerably more expensive. In this era of climate change, any development especially in 

environmentally sensitive areas should be of the highest standard possible. On these grounds, 

Amendment C136 should be rejected. Hence, I oppose Amendment C136. 

9 Bushfires. We have just had massive bushfires ravaging this country. Cape Paterson may not 

be surrounded by forest like Mallacoota but that does not make our small village immune from the 

threat of fire. The Bushfire Hazzard Assessment of 2018 did not foresee the potential devastation of 

bushfire given the ferocity seen in the recent fires. How long would it take for a bushfire on the 

outskirts south of Wonthaggi to reach Cape Paterson if fanned by a North wind on an extreme fire 

danger day? The proposed development has one access road in and out to Cape Paterson Rd. This 

will cause inevitable traffic congestion at peak periods if 1000 houses are occupied but in a direct 

and urgent ‘Leave now’ warning it will cause panic and mayhem. At present, Seaward Drive 

separates the former farmland from the township. It is a buffer of sorts if a grassfire threatens it. If 

this new development is approved, the buffer would be gone, and these houses would be in 

imminent danger and pose a huge threat to the established housing Therefore, any development 

should be approved only with the highest standards of fireproofing available. If this is a condition, 

the costs of building will increase considerably. Once again, I do not believe this is proposed by the 

developer and a sound reason to reject Amendment C136. Alternatively, leaving this land as a 

sanctuary for wildlife may help to recover the wildlife we have lost in the fires. We need as much 

environmentally friendly land as we can find to prevent our endangered species from extinction. 

Hence, I oppose Amendment C136. 

10 Climate change and coastal protection. The tides are encroaching on our shoreline right 

around Australia. Homes on Sydney’s North shore are losing their front lawns to the sea and are 

perilously close to tumbling into the sea themselves. Our neighbours at Inverloch have felt the 

savage effects of a changing coastline. At Cape Paterson, we are blessed with a buffer of dunes and 

indigenous bushland that protect the township from wild tides and offer security and safety for 

wildlife. However, I have watched the dunes being savaged by the sea and by holidaymakers who 

care little for the environment. The council has, at times, made some effort to restore and preserve 

the dunes only to see small gains during the winter months demolished by holidaymakers 



tobogganing down the dunes and wearing new paths through the undergrowth to save time and 

energy. Dogs have been left to run uncontrolled through the plovers’ breeding ground. How much 

worse will this become with an influx of permanent residents and holiday makers? The council at 

present does not send rangers often enough to police these matters. Will the council promise to 

dramatically upgrade its ranger service to ensure that our precious dunes and wildlife are 

adequately protected with the inevitable increase in population? Hence, I oppose Amendment 

C136.  

11 Transparency. Considering the Casey council dismissal regarding property deals done with 

councillors, it is imperative that any Bass Coast councillors who have any association with property 

development or sales recuse themselves from any part of this decision-making process. 

Transparency and honest decision making are essential in this process. The quiet Australia is no 

longer prepared to stay silent if their voice is not being heard. I believe at least one prominent 

member of council has a financial interest in property even if it is not immediately related to this 

case. A future flow-on would be inevitable and it would be unconscionable for any such councillor to 

have any input into this decision. Hence, I oppose Amendment C136.   
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Objection to C136 rezoning application due to 
environmental impact 

From: 
  
  

 

I value the small town & beautiful beaches at Cape.  
I am objecting to the rezoning due to the environmental impact on the area. 
Thank you for your time. 

 Cape Paterson holiday home. 
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Strategic Planning Department 
Bass Coast Shire Council,  
PO Box 118 Wonthaggi  
strategic.planningadmin@basscoast.vic.gov.au 

23 February, 2020 

 

 
 

RE: Proposed Planning Scheme Amendment C136 

To Whom It May Concern: 

I am writing to submit my Objection to the proposed Amendment C136 currently before 
Council.  

My family and I have been regular holiday visitors to the township of Cape Paterson for over 
18 years. We have now rebuilt what was a small holiday house as our new environmentally 
responsible permanent home and have relocated to Cape Paterson to live.  We have made 
this choice because of the unique, small seaside character of the town and its community, 
and because of its relatively unspoiled environmental attributes.  

Unsustainable for the Natural and Built Environment 

As the gateway to the Bunurong Marine National Park, it is imperative to preserve the 
region’s natural yet fragile and vulnerable environment. To achieve this requires minimising 
development, population growth and traffic not only on the Cape Paterson to Inverloch 
corridor, but within the township itself and surrounds.  

The proposed amendment would place unsustainable pressure on the natural and built 
environment of the township and its infrastructure, and the coastal region as a whole. The 
addition of 53 hectares and a further 44 as Development Plan Overlay (totalling 97 hectares) 
will more than double the size of the existing township. Given the existing township has only 
approximately 900 residents, the proposed increase in housing, population and township 
size are all completely inappropriate in scale.  
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Land Supply and Demand 

Section 5 of the Planning Report by Beveridge Williams (Nov 2019) – Population Projections 
and Land Supply / Demand is based on the faulty assumption that the Cape Paterson 
township boundaries should be endlessly expanded to meet any and all potential demand in 
growth, in line with the projected annual percentage rates of growth for the Bass Coast 
Region as a whole. This ignores the obvious need to identify specific regions and townships 
within the region, including those with significant and fragile environmental conditions and 
/ or infrastructure limitations, and to limit growth in those areas, rather than simply 
expanding to ‘meet all and any possible demand’. Cape Paterson township is a case in point 
where those environmental conditions and capacity limitations apply. It should be noted too 
that this purported ‘demand for growth’ in Cape Paterson is itself unproven and is based on 
generalised Council-wide data.  

Furthermore, the Report dismisses the availability of a further already available 190 land 
lots at the Cape Ecovillage on the grounds that this development: ‘does not necessarily 
appeal to a wide range of the market’. (p.32) 

Inappropriate Type of Development 

This claim is both untested and unproven, and reveals the type of inappropriate 
development proposed. The report itself acknowledges that the Ecovillage is “an award-
winning development in regard to its environmental credentials”.  (p.32) Enormous time 
and effort was spent by residents, Council and the developer of the Ecovillage to establish 
these environmental credentials in sympathy with the natural and fragile environment of 
the region and township. Implicit then within the Beveridge Williams report is that a new 
development to the North of the township would not have regard to such environmental 
credentials, because ‘they’re not for everyone’. Given this statement, one can only assume 
then that the developer has no environmental credentials and is looking toward creating a 
suburban development completely out of character with the township and its environment. 

Given this, it is unsurprising then that there is no level of detail in the development proposal 
as regards any design guidelines, green space percentages, type of subdivision pattern, 
community facilities to be incorporated into the development, environmental conditions to 
be met, or how the already struggling utilities infrastructure of the township would be 
developed to meet such a huge demand.  

Environmental Impact – Climate 

Such dismissal of a development with ‘environmental credentials’ also ignores the bigger 
issue of Climate Change. Bass Coast Council has recently declared a ‘Climate Emergency’ 
and is looking to put in place local strategies in response to this global crisis. Any future 
development within Bass Coast should be looking to achieve world-class best practice for 
the built environment and the impact on the natural environment. In dismissing a 
development with award winning environmental credentials as ‘not for everyone’ it is clear 
that the proposed development will not be in harmony with the actions needed to address 
this Climate Emergency.  
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Statement of Planning Policy - DAL 
 
Given all of the above, it is also imperative that this Amendment not be even considered 
until the Statement of Planning Policy (required by the Distinctive Areas and Landscape 
designation) is finalised. This will include a review of the Cape Paterson town boundary. 
How can Council possibly consider such an application until this pending overlay planning 
policy is completed and in place?   
 
It was noted by our local State MP Jordan Crugnale in her November 8, 2019 media release 
that:  

the Minister stated very clearly that (the Cape Paterson C136 amendment) has to 
have regard for the Distinctive Area and Landscape (DAL) project and in particular 
any impact on settlement planning, and the environmental and landscape 
significance of the land subject to this amendment… this amendment process is 
overarched by the Bass Coast DAL project and any decisions will be made through 
this lens. 

This lens cannot be applied to the current consideration of the Amendment before Council 
as this DAL planning context is not yet finalised. Council does not yet have available to it the 
necessary information with which to even consider the C136 proposal.  

2011 Town Boundary Decision Correction 

Within this context, and in regard also to the issue of ‘supply of land’ raised by Beveridge 
Williams, Council must also refer back to the 2010 Planning Report which stated clearly that 
expanding the Cape Paterson town boundary to both the West and to the North would 
result in an oversupply of land. As we know, then Planning Minister Matthew Guy, in one of 
his many well-documented pro-development decisions that ignored all planning, 
environmental, community and local Council advice, proceeded to approve both of these 
town boundary expansions in 2011. The C136 Amendment Proposal provides Council with 
an opportunity to correct this over-expansion of the Township boundary which occurred 
outside of proper Planning advice and practice.  

Infrastructure  

In doing so, Council can ensure that the growth in the region takes place in those townships 
that Council has already designated as high growth areas for development, such as 
Wonthaggi, where the infrastructure is already in place to support growth and 
development.  

The infrastructure available in Cape Paterson already struggles to meet current demand – 
this includes power, water, data, drainage, beach parking and public transport. There would 
need to be major upgrades to all of these to support the proposed development. This would 
be at significant public, rate payer and environmental cost.  

It must be noted too that the inevitable impact upon infrastructure, community amenity, 
coastal foreshore and the environment of the yet to be developed 190 house lots at the 
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Ecovilliage is still yet to be realised. That impact will come into play over the next 5 years. 
The C136 proposal is asking to then double the size of the township again, without 
addressing any of these infrastructure problems which will be even more critical by the time 
it would be developed.   

Given all of these issues, I urge Council to reject the Amendment C136 Proposal before it. 

Yours sincerely 

 



From:
To: strategic planning admin
Subject: Amendment C136
Date: Monday, 24 February 2020 9:30:04 PM

To whom it may concern,

We would like to register my objection to Amendment C136.

Our objections are based on:-

I come from a small village in Northern Ireland (about 300 homes) and when we first visited
Cape Paterson, we loved the feel of the village; it felt like home!  The fact that people were
walking down the street and the kids were cycling and running around without any fear of
the cars was terrific.  Everyone was driving really slowly and appeared to be enjoying the
slower pace. I fear the additional traffic generated by doubling the size of village will change
this feel.

The property we bought had been built with a lot of recycled timber and had been built to be
ECO friendly, with passive solar design, double glazed windows etc.  I fear that the
potential development as proposed will be more like the developments around Wonthaggi,
brick and tile, with neither beach feel nor sustainable goals in mind.

The water pressure in Cape at the moment seems to be quite low compared to the city, I
am concerned that a massive new development will further impact our water supply (and
potentially the sewerage facilities as well). I believe it may also result in heavy chlorination
of the water at times.  The resulting water quality results in many residents I know using
bottled water – not at all good for the environment !

We currently have very limited parking for the existing shopping area and of real concern,
the beach. We have cars along both sides of the road on hot days without additional
families adding to the congestion.

I do understand the requirement for housing to be made available for a steady number of
people who want to retire to a simpler life or move closer to the sea, but over development
of Cape Paterson will ultimately destroy that appeal.  Inverloch is a case in point where has
now spread so far that it almost has distinct suburbs and has no appeal to me and others
like me.

Wonthaggi has been flagged by the State Government as one of the key expansion towns,
and there is plenty of development going on around the town. Why not expand city type
houses there and limit the size and pace of development in Cape Paterson?

If there is no way to avoid some sort of development to the North then we should be given a
great deal more clarity on what criteria the planning department would put on any
development.

The Eco Village, “The Cape” is a fantastic example of a developer working with the
community and building an environment with a huge amount of open space (over 50% as I
understand it?) and a limited number of homes being built.  The lakes, the trees, broad
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roadways as well as many walking paths, children’s playground, community garden and
barefoot bowls, all for the amenity of the whole Cape Paterson community is to be
applauded. We have the potential to set the benchmark in Bass Coast for what future
development can be, climate change is real and building communities to help limit the
damage must surely be a consideration? (I do not live in the ECO Village nor do I have any
financial interest in it)

The number of homes being suggested for the development north of Cape Paterson would
suggest a MUCH higher density of houses (I believe less than 11% open space) and I
would hate to see more homes in Cape Paterson similar to those recently constructed
opposite the CFA facility 

I short, if we must have more growth in Cape Paterson, then we should endeavour to make
it friendly to the environment, our local flora and fauna as well as the families who chose to
make this beautiful area home.

Your truly,



BC submission re Cape development 1 of 4 24/02/2020

Strategic Planning Department

Bass Coast Shire Council,

PO Box 118 Wonthaggi,

E: strategic.planningadmin@basscoast.vic.gov.au

Re: Amendment C136.

I am writing to convey my opposition to the Planning Amendment C136 that is currently under

consideration.

My family and I have been holidaying and more recently living in Cape Paterson for over 30 years and

have always treasured the comparatively unspoilt character of the small coastal village that is Cape

Paterson.

One of the most enjoyable aspects is that once here, we do not have to use a car to enjoy the various

beaches and bushland as we can walk everywhere with relative ease.

What we are noticing in recent years is that there is additional pressure being put on the foreshore by

illegal car parking, careless erosion of sand dunes by beach visitors and increased numbers of dogs.

1. In relation to car parking, we have observed

 vehicles parking illegally further into the back of the sand dunes behind the

Wonthaggi Surf Club buildings,

 cars parking illegally in the centre of the car park above the boat launching ramp in

Stuart Street

 and cars parking over the nature strips along Surf Beach Road.

While these additional vehicles may be associated with day visitors, the introduction of up to

450 additional new residences will put additional pressure on already limited car parking

space. Given the proposed new estate is located on average more than 2 kilometres away

from the beach, and at least a 30 minute walk through meandering estate roads, means that

these new residents will resort to driving to the beach rather than walking, especially if they

have young families.

This will result in further congestion and pressure on the foreshore for car parking as well as
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increased through traffic through the quiet residential streets of the existing Cape Paterson

estate, many of which are un-sealed.

The un-sealed roads allow much greater water infiltration, slows run-off and tends to slow

traffic. In many cases, the local residents have actively opposed road sealing to date in order

to retain the bush character and support the local tree population.

Increased traffic on these roads will raise more dust with potential health issues.

Were these roads to be sealed to accommodate the increased traffic flows, which in some

cases are estimated to be more than 3000 car movements per day, then there will be less

water infiltration and diminished soil moisture re-charge that could result in inducing drought

stress in some of local street tree populations.

It will also increase surface run-off for which the existing infrastructure has already been

shown inadequate to cope with peak rainfall as seen in May 2019 during the heavy rain and

hail storm that saw the Wonthaggi Life Saving club inundated and eroded as well as the surf

beach steps undermined.

As indicated above, sealing of the roads will impact the trees by limiting soil moisture

recharge and causing root loss from excavation for increased storm water infrastructure

installation, road widening and general soil compaction. These impacts will have a dramatic

influence on the existing tree population that supports a lot of native wildlife and forms a

crucial wildlife corridor.

2. There are other potential impacts to the wildlife population from anticipated increased street

traffic, increased street lighting, reduced habitat of under-storey and less surface water

availability to support the wildlife that includes, wombats, echidnas, lizards, koalas, snakes

and a wide variety of birds.

Currently there is very little to almost no Light Pollution arising from the current Cape

Paterson estate. Based on observations of similar new estates in Dalyston, Wonthaggi and

Inverloch, street lighting is one of the first pieces of infrastructure to go in and it greatly

increases light pollution in the surrounding areas. This will put pressure on the wildlife

populations and the ability to enjoy the relatively unpolluted night sky close to the coast.

3. Bass Coast is already subject to increased erosion of the foreshore from a combination of

influences among which are increased visitation, increased stormwater runoff, vehicle erosion

and sea level rises all of which have the potential to greatly influence and increase erosion

going forward. Currently Inverloch is losing considerable sections of the foreshore as is Cape

Paterson in recent storm and tidal events with the undermining of the Wonthaggi Surf Club

and stairs to Cape Paterson Surf Beach.

Adding to this erosion is the ongoing damage caused by people climbing and sliding/surfing

down the steep fragile sand dunes on the Cape Paterson surf beach. Many of the indigenous

coastal trees and understorey have already been undermined and are collapsing along with

the fragile sand dunes.
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Until appropriate measures have been successfully implemented to halt and address the

issue of coastal erosion and loss of beachfront it is strongly urged that no additional pressures

be brought to bear associated with any additional new development that will greatly increase

the pressures on the fragile foreshore arising from the points already listed above.

Despite supposedly slowing water flows with swales and WSUD the design proposal still

intends to discharge increased storm water runoff into the existing creek line and eventually

into the Bunurong Marine National Park.  I strongly feel that this should not be permitted.

4. Given that ‘The Cape’ Eco-Village development was basically approved because of the

environmental initiatives that underpinned it, then I would expect that any future development

be required to adopt and implement the same rigorous environmental objectives and

requirements in water sensitive urban design, passive solar building design and renewable

energy generation as well as a high walkability index.

5. It would seem there is sufficient land and housing available in the current Cape Paterson

estate and Eco Village development with as many as 350 blocks / houses available for

purchase currently and seemingly at any one time.

It is also understood that the Bass Coast Strategic Coastal Framework found that

“… Cape Paterson is a local coastal town with varying but limited opportunities for additional

development”.

I believe that the current proposal is a gross over-development and that Cape Paterson would

not be able sustain this scale of increased density and development without having serious

consequences on the fragile coast environment, the adjoining Bunurong Marine National Park

and will irreversibly change the amenity and community characteristic of the Cape Paterson’s

coastal village feel.

6. In my opposition I request that the application for rezoning of the land be initially considered

as inappropriate. I also believe that the decision to increase the Cape Paterson town

boundary must be reviewed and reduced in size as I believe the decision was approved by

Matthew Guy in 2011 despite a Planning Panel report (2010) that said expanding the town

boundary to the West and to the North would result in an oversupply of land.

If any consideration of the proposal is to be entertained then it must be based on due

consideration of the results of the Distinctive Areas and Landscape report which is yet to be

finalised and greater consultation with the residents of Cape Paterson.
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7. On this basis I oppose the town boundaries as indicated by the planning amendment as

proposed.

I request that the boundaries should be reduced and that any subdivision be required to

include;

a) fewer but larger lot sizes that have the ability to incorporate the existing topography

and hydrology,

b) lot sizes that can support and increase the existing native vegetation and habitat

corridors,

c) can accommodate and treat rainwater and surface runoff on site through water

sensitive urban design

d) be designed to minimise the reliance on cars/vehicle to access the beaches and

include a strong pedestrian shared path network that forms direct interconnecting

paths for pedestrians and cyclists through the meandering road network.

e) Vehicle traffic should be directed away from the smaller residential streets of the

existing Cape Paterson estate and use only the Wonthaggi Road and / or Wilsons

Road.

8. I believe the following items must form part of the Development Plan Overlay before

approving any future development of the area to the north of the existing Cape Paterson

estate;

f) Larger lot sizes that have ability to support topography and hydrology and can

enhance tree canopy cover

g) Shared paths that discourage vehicle usage

h) Implement appropriate coastal erosion prevention and rehabilitation projects,

i) Increased water sensitive urban design,

j) Limited and low glare street lighting,

k) Increased tree canopy cover and habitat corridors

l) A strong emphasis on being carbon neutral and achieve energy efficient design and

construction outcomes.

I am available to answer any questions regarding my opposition to the C136 Amendment.

Yours sincerely

    



From:
 

Subject: Development of Cape Paterson
Date: Monday, 24 February 2020 10:37:09 PM

Dear Counsellors,

My husband Andrew and I strongly object to such a large development as is being proposed at
Cape Paterson. We are objecting also on behalf of future generations.

The development being propsed will have a massive environmental impact on the flora and
fauna of the area.

The Cape provides an area of peace and restoration. With a larger population this will no
longer be the case. It will become another Inverloch. 

I would strongly suggest that the area North of and around Wonthaggi is developed so that the
Cape can remain a place of peace and be of spiritual benefit to all who come there from
Wonthaggi and beyond.

 Our world needs natural areas of peace ,beauty and stillness and not constant
overdevelopment by developers who ruin the landscape, creat environmental havoc and walk
away with more money than they need, spoiling areas of beauty which will no longer be
available to future generations.

Yours sincerely
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From:
strategic planning admin

Subject: Objection to C136 rezoning application
Date: Monday, 24 February 2020 10:41:40 PM

From:

I am a Cape Paterson holiday home resident, and have been so for a continuous
period from 1996 until the present day. 

I wish to lodge a formal objection to the proposed rezoning of land north of
Seaward Drive that is dealt with by C136.

I believe that the proposed development is completely contrary to the character of
Cape Paterson as I have known it for over two decades. The quiet charm of Cape
Paterson as a village has evolved slowly into its present state for good reason- it is a
sustainable community and that’s exactly how people like it. It is this character that
attracts visitors and residents alike, not only to Cape Paterson but also to tour the
nearby attractions and businesses of the Bunurong coast. The proposed
development would forever undermine that- and then Cape Paterson becomes just
another overdeveloped coastal suburb, indistinguishable from hundreds like it in
Victoria. This is not simply a matter of locals wanting to stop others from enjoying
this attractive part of the Bass Coast.   On the contrary - we are proud of Cape
Paterson as it is and hope that others can also enjoy it in the same way,  now and in
the future- as a coastal village that is charming, quiet, safe and sustainable. 

I urge those deciding on this matter to choose not to become infamous as the ones
who forever ruined a special place. It is unnecessary and unwanted. 

I have further specific concerns.

Inappropriate Timing
• No development should be approved before the Distinctive Areas and
Landscape process (initiated by the Labor government) is completed.
• The Distinctive Areas and Landscape process has not yet been incorporated
into the Bass Coast Planning Scheme - the Cape Paterson community’s biggest
response was to request a reduction of the current town boundary.

Massive overdevelopment
• A rezoning as proposed would have significant adverse impact on the small
coastal village character, amenity and infrastructure 
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• Cape Paterson is currently a coastal village with a cohesive community. The
rezoning proposal is lodged by a developer with plans for up to 1000 new
dwellings (500 + 500). Even if each dwelling had only two occupants this
would more than triple the town’s population which was below 900 at the last
census.
• This is a massive over-development, both in land size and impact on
population
• Despite a Planning Panel report (2010) that said expanding the town
boundary to the West and to the North would result in an oversupply of land,
Mathew Guy (2011) approved both town boundary expansions. C136 provides
the first opportunity to correct this by reducing the over-expanded town
boundary.

Ignores Indigenous, Cultural and Historical Heritage
• part of the development area contains an area of cultural heritage sensitivity
 and the proposed development of the land constitutes a high impact activity
(ref: Heritage Insight report). This is inappropriate on cultural heritage
grounds. Any development must strictly heed Cultural Heritage Management
requirements

Ruins the Peaceful and Safe Character of Cape Paterson
• Cape Paterson, being small, is a safe place for families, especially children
and elderly
• There are very few places like Cape Paterson and that, in itself, means it is
worth preserving the town as is
• Cape Paterson is pedestrian friendly with little or no through traffic and few
footpaths but currently safe to walk on road
• The distance from the beach of the C136 proposed rezoning will result in
increased traffic through existing township. This is envisaged by the traffic
report with the C136 proposal which envisages an additional 9140 car trips per
day
• The traffic report is flawed as it is based on a survey conducted in July rather
than peak in Dec/Jan. Also they think that half the people travelling to the
beach from the development would rather make a right turn from Seaward
Drive into Cape Paterson Road (notwithstanding the increased traffic coming
down that road thanks to the development), rather than an easy left turn (a
short cut) into Spear Street. 

Will Decimate the Community Feel of This Much-Loved Coastal Village
• The current community feel means people drive with respect and maintain
the safety of the town
• Will prompt population that is too rapid to be effectively integrated
• Will ruin the village feel that means children can walk to the park, shops, go
for bike rides etc in relative safety

Is Environmentally Undesirable and unsustainable



• Puts wildlife at further risk. The developer’s materials note there are 33
species of birdlife, as well as wombats and kangaroos. Surprisingly they have
not recorded other species frequently seen including echidnas, snakes, lizards
etc. The proposal will result in loss of habitat for these animals, which in turn
is a loss for Cape Paterson where they are highly valued by residents.
• There is insufficient parking already at peak times. This is not easily
addressed as expansion of beach parking would have a detrimental impact on
the environment and amenity of the area and is undesirable
• Internal roads are unsealed (which residents overwhelmingly voted to
retain because they like this laid-back feel) - extra traffic will mean more dust
and less safety but is not easily addressed without altering the “feel” of the
town
• Cape Paterson has a fragile and valuable coastal environment. The beach is
already at capacity in summer.
• Development brings greater risks to coastal strip with more dogs, cats and
invasive plants that can decimate local flora and fauna
• Threats to the adjoining Bunurong Marine and Coastal Park including
contaminated drainage run off.
• Threats to existing Significant Vegetation and Wildlife within the area to be
rezoned.

Is not the best way forward for development – more suited to Wonthaggi or
Inverloch

• Bass Coast’s strategic plan is to concentrate development in high growth
areas like Wonthaggi. C136, if approved, will reduce demand in Wonthaggi
where there is more urban infrastructure such as schools, transport, shops.
• Wonthaggi has existing infrastructure and makes more sense as a place for
additional development
• Cape Paterson currently has a very different “feel” to Inverloch. We like it
that way

The process puts developers before community
• The reports accompanying C136 have been commissioned and paid for by
the developer and in some cases have been amended following consultation
with the developer. They are not independent.
• The community has previously made clear its feelings about expansion to the
north of the town
• Many residents of Cape Paterson are not confident with the objection process
and have not felt heard

Finally, if, notwithstanding all of the reasons above, a development of any sort is to
go ahead then it must involve:

• Reducing the town boundary so that the town expands by no more than 25%



• Waiting until 75% of blocks at The Cape eco-village have sold
• Include more than 50% open space of the net developable area (as per The
Cape)
• Traffic provisions that do not funnel traffic through the existing township
• The developer providing far more detailed information regarding protection
of heritage and environment, details of the development proposal, subdivision
pattern, design guidelines, infrastructure requirements and development
contributions.
• Significant plantings of indigenous trees and appropriate green passages for
wildlife
• Limited car spaces to ensure there is not additional traffic pressure on the
town
• High standards regarding sustainability rating, as per the example set by the
Cape
• Lower density building than currently proposed
• Retention of some green wedges of open green land



Objection to C136 rezoning application 
From: 

 

I am a Cape Paterson holiday home resident and have been visiting the cape for the last 25 
years.  

I wish to lodge a formal objection to the proposed rezoning of land north of Seaward Drive 
that is dealt with by C136. 

• The Cape is a unique environment with many endemic plants species and a small
population that lives sustainably within the landscape

In particular, I would like to highlight the following concerns 

Inappropriate Timing

• No development should be approved before the Distinctive Areas and Landscape
process (initiated by the Labor government) is completed.

• The Distinctive Areas and Landscape process has not yet been incorporated into the
Bass Coast Planning Scheme - the Cape Paterson community’s biggest response
was to request a reduction of the current town boundary.

Massive overdevelopment

• A rezoning as proposed would have significant adverse impact on the small coastal
village character, amenity and infrastructure

• Cape Paterson is currently a coastal village with a cohesive community. The
rezoning proposal is lodged by a developer with plans for up to 1000 new dwellings
(500 + 500). Even if each dwelling had only two occupants this would more than
triple the town’s population which was below 900 at the last census.

• This is a massive over-development, both in land size and impact on population
• Despite a Planning Panel report (2010) that said expanding the town boundary to the

West and to the North would result in an oversupply of land, Mathew Guy (2011)
approved both town boundary expansions. C136 provides the first opportunity to
correct this by reducing the over-expanded town boundary.

Ignores Indigenous, Cultural and Historical Heritage

• part of the development area contains an area of cultural heritage sensitivity  and the
proposed development of the land constitutes a high impact activity (ref: Heritage
Insight report). This is inappropriate on cultural heritage grounds. Any development
must strictly heed Cultural Heritage Management requirements

Ruins the Peaceful and Safe Character of Cape Paterson

• Cape Paterson, being small, is a safe place for families, especially children and
elderly

• There are very few places like Cape Paterson and that, in itself, means it is worth
preserving the town as is
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• Cape Paterson is pedestrian friendly with little or no through traffic and few footpaths
but currently safe to walk on road

• The distance from the beach of the C136 proposed rezoning will result in increased
traffic through existing township. This is envisaged by the traffic report with the C136
proposal which envisages an additional 9140 car trips per day

• The traffic report is flawed as it is based on a survey conducted in July rather than
peak in Dec/Jan. Also they think that half the people travelling to the beach from the
development would rather make a right turn from Seaward Drive into Cape Paterson
Road (notwithstanding the increased traffic coming down that road thanks to the
development), rather than an easy left turn (a short cut) into Spear Street. I know
which I would do...... 

Will Decimate the Community Feel of This Much-Loved Coastal Village

• The current community feel means people drive with respect and maintain the safety
of the town

• Will prompt population that is too rapid to be effectively integrated
• Will ruin the village feel that means children can walk to the park, shops, go for bike

rides etc in relative safety

Is Environmentally Undesirable

• Puts wildlife at further risk. The developer’s materials note there are 33 species of
birdlife, as well as wombats and kangaroos. Surprisingly they have not recorded
other species frequently seen including echidnas, snakes, lizards etc. The proposal
will result in loss of habitat for these animals, which in turn is a loss for Cape
Paterson where they are highly valued by residents

• The new development is car reliant and does nothing to reduce dependence on fossil
fuels

• There is insufficient parking already at peak times. This is not easily addressed as
expansion of beach parking would have a detrimental impact on the environment and
amenity of the area and is undesirable

• Internal roads are unsealed (which residents overwhelmingly voted to retain because
they like this laid-back feel) - extra traffic will mean more dust and less safety but is
not easily addressed without altering the “feel” of the town

• Cape Paterson has a fragile and valuable coastal environment. The beach is already
at capacity in summer.

• Development brings greater risks to coastal strip with more dogs, cats and invasive
plants that can decimate local flora and fauna

• Threats to the adjoining Bunurong Marine and Coastal Park including contaminated
drainage run off.

• Threats to existing Significant Vegetation and Wildlife within the area to be rezoned.

Will put too much pressure on infrastructure

• Limited capacity of the Lifesaving clubs to service a large increase in beach goers
without major increased funding for paid lifesaving services.

• Extreme weather events (1 in 100 year) are becoming increasingly common requiring
infrastructure upgrades before further development occurs.

Is not the best way forward for development – more suited to Wonthaggi or Inverloch



• Bass Coast’s strategic plan is to concentrate development in high growth areas like
Wonthaggi. C136, if approved, will reduce demand in Wonthaggi where there is more
urban infrastructure such as schools, transport, shops.

• Wonthaggi has existing infrastructure and makes more sense as a place for
additional development

• Cape Paterson currently has a very different “feel” to Inverloch. We like it that way

The process puts developers before community

• The reports accompanying C136 have been commissioned and paid for by the
developer and in some cases have been amended following consultation with the
developer. It is difficult to consider them independent.

• The community has previously made clear its feelings about expansion to the north
of the town

• Many residents of Cape Paterson are not confident with the objection process and
have not felt heard

Finally, if a development of any sort is to go ahead then it must involve; 

• Reducing the town boundary so that the town expands by no more than 25%
• Waiting until 75% of blocks at The Cape eco-village have sold
• Include more than 50% open space of the net developable area (as per The Cape)
• Traffic provisions that do not funnel traffic through the existing township
• The developer providing far more detailed information regarding protection of

heritage and environment, details of the development proposal, subdivision pattern,
design guidelines, infrastructure requirements and development contributions.

• Significant plantings of indigenous trees and appropriate green passages for wildlife
• Limited car spaces to ensure there is not additional traffic pressure on the town
• High standards regarding sustainability rating, as per the example set by the Cape
• Lower density building than currently proposed
• Retention of some green wedges of open green land
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Objection to C136 rezoning application 

 
 

Why I love Cape - its tranquility. AND - there are no hoons. 

Today was a great beach day & the fishermen were out in force. The Boat Car Park 
was so full 6 car & boat trailers were parked in Surf Beach Road (think that's its 
name) but one selfish person had his 4 wheel drive & trailer right over all of the 
footpath while he was away for hours? fishing. 

More houses naturally equates to more boats, cars & people. The car parks are 
overflowing now on decent days. 

Accordingly I wish to object to the C136 rezoning application. 



1 

Strategic Planning Department 
Bass Coast Shire Council,  
PO Box 118 Wonthaggi  
strategic.planningadmin@basscoast.vic.gov.au 

24 February 2020 

Proposed Planning Scheme Amendment C136 

To Whom It May Concern: 

I am writing to Object to the proposed Amendment C136 now before Council. 

After some 20 years holidaying in Cape Paterson with our family, we are now making the 
move to live permanently in the township with our teenage children, building an eco-friendly 
house with a small environmental footprint. We have been drawn to relocate to Cape 
Paterson as it offers true coastal village living where everything is in safe walking distance, 
and traffic is almost non-existent.  Add to this an unspoiled environment where echidnas and 
koalas are safe to roam, and beaches that lead to the wonderful Bunurong Marine National 
Park, and you have a unique coastal and holiday township with a character that must be 
nurtured to be preserved.  

I and my family are extremely concerned that Amendment C136 proposes to more than 
double the size of our small coastal township. Given the location of the proposed 
development much further back from the beach than the existing township, this will result in 
vastly increased car traffic in and around town, including the beach carparks which are 
already overflowing during peak holiday periods. This will fundamentally change the nature 
of the township and have a negative impact on amenity for all residents and holidaymakers. 
Public transport options are virtually non-existent.  

Cape Paterson already struggles to cope with the demand placed on utilities such as 
electricity supply, phone and water quality and pressure during summer periods. As the 190 
Cape Ecovillage lots are taken up and developed over coming years, all of these stresses on 
amenity and infrastructure will greatly increase. There is no capacity in any of these basic 
services to cope with the C136 proposed doubling of demand and population, and no detail 
in the proposal on how any of this would be addressed.  

In general, the proposal lacks detail on anything that addresses community, amenity, the 
character of the township the natural environment or built infrastructure. Similarly, negative 
impacts on Significant Vegetation and Wildlife are not adequately addressed in the 
Beveridge Williams Planning Report 2019.  

While we are pleased to see proposals such as the extension of the George Bass Walk 
encouraging more people to explore the significant and fragile coastal environment in 
healthy, non-fossil fuel driven ways like walking and riding, this will already bring more 
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people to the coastal strip and the township. Amendment C136 however would further 
exacerbate this increase in visitation, but in a way that will rely more on cars and other fuel 
driven transport.  

The Beveridge Williams Planning report makes a completely unsubstantiated claim that the 
township should be greatly extended in order to ‘meet demand’. This demand however is 
based on shire-wide growth figures that assume all townships and regions should grow at 
the same rate. This ignores Bass Coast Council’s own Strategic Plan to concentrate new 
development in high growth areas like Wonthaggi where there is existing capacity within 
urban infrastructure, including roads, drainage, schools, transport and essential services. 
The Bass Coast Strategic Framework clearly states that Cape Paterson is ‘a local coastal 
town... with varying but limited opportunities for additional development’.  

The report also dismisses the 190 available building house lots at the Cape EcoVillage as 
‘not being for everyone’ (p.32). The Ecovillage is an award-winning environmental 
development striving for best practice in the mix of green, community and natural 
environment with eco-friendly built environment. It is what all developments should aspire 
too in a time of attempting to mitigate Climate Change and be sensitive to fragile coastal 
areas and habitats. One must conclude from their report then that the developers proposing 
Amendment C136 do not wish to create an environmentally or community friendly 
development.  

I also urge Council to wait until the Statement of Planning Policy, as part of the Distinctive 
Areas and Landscape designation is completed. As stated by State MP Jordan Crugnale in 
her November 8, 2019 media release, it is imperative that the Cape Paterson C136 
Amendment has regards for the DAL project, and that the any consideration of the proposal 
and ‘decisions will be made through this lens.’ 

Lastly, we ask Council to take this opportunity to reconsider the Town Boundary decision 
inappropriately made by then Planning Minister Matthew Guy in 2011 which ignored all 
expert, planning and local advice when he approved both the Northern and Western town 
boundary extensions, rather than just one or the other. Council should take this opportunity 
to reduce the Town Boundary by taking the Northern area proposed by C136 out of 
development consideration.  

In order to avoid the many negative impacts this proposal would have on our amenity, our 
community, and our natural environment, I urge Council to reject the Amendment C136 
Proposal before it, prioritise the Distinctive Areas and Landscape project completion, and 
reduce the Town Boundary as originally recommended in 2010. 

Yours respectfully 
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Objection to C136 rezoning application

   

This development is much too large for Cape Paterson which 
does not have the service and facilities to effectively double in 
size.

The Eco village has the correct feel and more than enough 
room, there are still plenty of unsold blocks for sale.

My main concern is that Spear street would be the easiest way 
for these people to get to the main street/ beach, it’s a gravel 
road. Regardless whether the development goes through or not 
the road should be turned into a court, or be paved.
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Objection to C136 rezoning application 

From: 
 

 
 

This development is much too large for Cape Paterson which 
does not have the service and facilities to effectively double in 
size. 

The Eco village has the correct feel and more than enough 
room, there are still plenty of unsold blocks for sale. 

My main concern is that Spear street would be the easiest way 
for these people to get to the main street/ beach, it’s a gravel 
road. Regardless whether the development goes through or not 
the road should be turned into a court, or be paved. 



From:
To: strategic planning admin
Subject: Amendment C136
Date: Tuesday, 25 February 2020 10:46:05 AM

To Whom It May Concern,

We would formally like to strongly oppose the rezoning of approximately 53 hectares of land within the settlement
boundary from Farming Zone to General Residential Zone (Schedule 1) and that opposition of ours also applies to
the Development Plan Overlay over the total Cape Paterson North area which currently encompasses approximately
97 hectares.

We chose to come and reside in Cape Paterson primarily because of the unique character of the existing town that is
bordered to the North by Seaward Drive. On choosing Cape Paterson we were of the understanding that measures
were afoot to save the Bass Coast Shire from overdevelopment and that with the current development (The Cape)
that extends West to Wilsons Road we were confident that as far as future development was concerned that would
be it for the foreseeable future.

To seriously think that another housing estate following so quickly in the heels of The Cape development would sit
well with those who choose to call Cape Paterson home is absurd for no other reason that it is blatant
overdevelopment personified.

We have some background to overdevelopment as we were both raised on the Gold Coast (prior to it being named as
such actually) in the ‘50s and ‘60s, when the character was not dissimilar to the ambience of present day Cape
Paterson. Now one never imagines, even for a minute, that the Bass Coast could ever come to resemble anything
like what the GC is today but having experienced the erosion of the ambience and the aesthetic of the previous low
key community was/is nothing short of shocking to behold. It can happen so quickly that before you know it the
community is irreparably fractured and left with only memories.

We urge council to carefully reconsider what is best for the exisiting Cape Paterson community before considering
ANY rezoning to General Residential’ in addition to the development currently underway west to Wilson’s Road.
Enough is Enough!

Let’s work together to keep Cape Paterson’s unique charming character that we all love most dearly because once
it’s gone it’s gone forever.

Yours faithfully,

.
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TO: Strategic Planning Department 
Bass Coast Shire Council,  
PO Box 118 Wonthaggi,   
strategic.planningadmin@basscoast.vic.gov.au 

Reference:  Amendment C136.  

I am writing to oppose amendment C136 as I do not believe that suitable consideration has been 
given to the impact on the character and amenity of Cape Paterson or the surrounding environs.  

I am rejecting the proposed amendment entirely in no way does this benefit the community, 
through added infrastructure or amenities, it will have a detrimental impact on the local roads, 
footpaths and parking. The natural environment will be impacted, and the fauna will have even 
more pressure placed on it through increased traffic movements, less open space, domestic animals. 

The current electricity supply is already stretched and has regular interruptions, the development 
will only add more pressure to this and create more blackout periods, cause undue stress and 
problems for current residents and rate payers.  

Water quality and pressure will be severely impacted and as it is already sub standard it will not 
improve.  

Drainage and sewers will be impacted and as shown in the recent flood and hail event in May of 
2019 it cannot cope well now. That infrastructure will be placed under more pressure with the 
development laying more sealed surfaces and more unnatural run off being created and pushed into 
the system.  

Telephone and Data are already poor and under pressure at peak times, this will only degrade with 
such and impact. With many elderly resident adversely effected and placed in dangerous situations 
through lack of contact to emergency services. 

In summary: 

We moved to Cape Paterson because of the serenity and peaceful, natural environments it offers 
(something of a rarity in this world). To increase the towns size will degrade this to become just 
another suburb of another town. The Marine park and natural beauty of the area is to be cherished 
and protected at all costs, not urbanised and over developed like has happened to so many other 
coastal areas.  

Development of this scale and type is in my view and my family and friends view inappropriate and 
ill considered. It will impact our life’s in many ways from traffic, to noise, to degradation of the 
natural world and fauna.  

Once this is done it cannot be undone, it will lead to more application of a similar nature and the 
area will be degraded and changed forever.  

I ask that amendment C136 be reject in total. 

With respect and regards - Concerned Resident 
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Objection to C136 rezoning application 

I wish to lodge a formal objection to the rezoning application.

What We Love About Cape
We love the Community and vibe of a small coastal village that is 
a safe haven for our children. We love being able to walk 
everywhere safely. There is not much traffic – roads are quiet so 
safe to walk.

We love that the beaches aren’t too busy, and there is lots of 
wildlife.

These aspects should be protected against the Bass Coast 
Distinctive Area and Landscape Declaration 
https://www.premier.vic.gov.au/delivering-lasting-protections-
for-the-bass-coast/

Objection to the submission:

We are objecting for the following reasons:
- Impact the character of Cape Paterson, more than double 

the size losing the small village feel 
- Increase of traffic through the town from the proposed area 

to the beaches and town. A lot of the roads don’t have 
footpaths making it less safe to walk and children on bikes

- Nowhere to park – it is already impossible on peak 
weekends

- Farmland destroyed which has many bird species, 
kangaroos, wombats etc

- Beaches will become too busy. Already seeing more people 
visit from Inverloch due to coastal erosion

- Telephone and data terrible in peak times
- The pub is already packed and hard to get a table

https://www.premier.vic.gov.au/delivering-lasting-protections-for-the-bass-coast/
https://www.premier.vic.gov.au/delivering-lasting-protections-for-the-bass-coast/
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Submission regarding Amendment C136 
 
We have owned a holiday house and regularly stayed at Cape Paterson since 1975 watching as the 
original subdivision was extended eg the Golden Cape Estate and the EcoVillage development. 
The latter and proposed northern area being, we understand, included in the town boundary by a 
ministerial decision that over rode previous Council decisions regarding the future town boundary.  
 
All the present level of  development has reached the stage where the Cape is a very liveable coastal 
township with a pleasant ambience, good amenities, and a sense of community, of caring for people 
and the environment.  
 
However, we believe that the current infrastructure eg roads, drainage etc, services, 
accessibility and the local environment eg the beaches have reached near maximum capacity 
(especially in peak periods). Greater expansion would be detrimental. 
 
The Council letter suggests 3 reasons for amending a planning scheme. We will consider each of 
these reasons below. 
 
1. Land supply needs 
In the main subdivision, there appears to be a quite active market for sales of existing homes (34 
sales in 2019) with a median price of $550,000. There are still few empty blocks. 
In the EcoVillage, in Stages 1, 2 and 3 there are still a large number of blocks for sale and Stage 4 
has yet to be included.This would be a possible 200 more houses.  
We believe that it took 15 years to sell 100 blocks in the Golden Cape Estate and 5 years for the 
EcoVillage to sell 13 blocks. 
 
We cannot see the need for Amendment C136 to be passed, in full, to enable another 53 
hectares (potentially another 914 dwellings) to be included.  
 
2. Protection of environmental values 
We understand that the area in question is subject to evaluation by DELWP. We take heart in their 
'New Residential Zone Guidance' intent to “balance housing growth and protection of 
neighbourhood character and their potential housing blocks”. We do not know what environmental 
values and significance the area may contain. 
 
Apparently the proposed amendment applies Development Plan Overlay (Schedule 26) to the entire 
area and would make ESO1 and SLO4 redundant in the land being rezoned. 
We are concerned that such sweeping amendments, in a sense, hand the developers control 
over the whole area now and in the future. 
 
The proposed amendment “Inserts a new Schedule into the Development Overlay and also the 
Public Open Space Contribution and Subdivision”.  We understand that developers must pay or 
provide usable open space. They can purchase offsets. The amount of housing being possible in an 
area is affected by the above but we assume that paying vs provision enables more housing space, 
so a smaller area could be used to create more house blocks. 
 
3. Incorporate new information  
As stated in the Bass Coast Planning Scheme: Infrastructure “Development north of Seaward 
Drive should be subject to assessments of required utility service upgrades, local traffic analysis, 
and traffic management measures may be required to minimise impacts on the existing road 
network and surrounding areas,...”  
 
Assessment of required utility services upgrades by SG Water and WGCMA of drainage needs to 
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consider the effect on the old subdivision where drainage is a major concern. 
 
Assessments of local traffic analysis and traffic management measures are presumably undertaken 
by Vic Roads or an independent group employed by Council.  
 
We have read the Traffix group report prepared for the developers from 2013 data. That report 
concentrated on the outcomes for traffic to and from the proposed subdivision without consideration 
of the needs of the existing subdivision. 
 
In that report two alternatives are put forward for the Tarooh Street/Seaward Drive intersection. 
The first being the provision for and building of a roundabout. We see this as suitable solution to 
the major problem of the current arrangement that inhibits access to and egress from the old 
subdivisions. The second alternative suggests no movement from Tarooh Street into Seaward Drive. 
That would seriously reduce safe egress from the old subdivisions. 
 
Yet to be considered are the“traffic management measures (that) may be required to minimise 
impacts on the existing road network and surrounding areas,...” We are concerned about the 
additional traffic flow to and through the main estate to the beach and commercial area from 
the proposed new housing. (The Traffix report suggesting over 300 trips per day) Such extra 
traffic pressure could have an adverse effect on the safety and  liveability of the area. 
 
In addition, parking that enables beach access is already a problem. More pressure from 
additional dwellings would require upgrades and enhancement of car parking and adjacent 
pedestrian and road traffic treatments along the Surf Beach Road. 
 
We applauded the announcement of the Bass Coast Distinctive Area and Landscape project and 
the Minister's decision to defer the Amendment C136 until the DAL project was developed. A 
change occurred after the State elections.  
 
We now understand that the Council is proceeding “with regard to the ‘Bass Coast Distinctive Area 
and Landscape project and in particular, any impacts on settlement planning for Cape Paterson and 
the environmental and landscape significance of the land subject to the amendment”  
 
The DAL project as it proceeds may provide new information (may suggest a reduction in the 
township boundary) that needs to be considered by Council before any decision on C136 is 
made. Hence deferment of the decision, by Council, to accept Amendment C136 in full would 
be sensible. 
 
Summary  
Current infrastructure services, accessibility and the local environment have reached near 
maximum capacity. Greater expansion would be detrimental. 
 
We can see no reason to go ahead with Amendment C136 in full. No large rezoning, 
amendments and subsequent housing development are currently required.  
 
It seems illogical to proceed until after the DAL project is completed and its implications are 
known. The timing of that project's completion is not known.  
 
It will probably be after the next Council elections in October this year.  
 
Thank you for your consideration of this submission, 
 

 



From:
strategic planning admin

Subject: Amendment C136
Date: Tuesday, 25 February 2020 11:25:37 AM

I oppose Amendment C136.

This amendment will fundamentally change the community that is well established in Cape
Paterson. It will more than double the size of the township, which is patently unsustainable. 
The infrastructure in the local area is insufficient to support this kind of growth. Public
transport is already inadequate in the area. The surf beach is struggling to support the
numbers in peak times, and car parking is insufficient, with no real options to provide for
more. The lifesaving club is under-equipped to safely monitor a much larger number of beach
goers.

The proposed expansion and rezoning is also in contrary to the Bass Coast Strategic
Framework which describes Cape Paterson as a ‘local coastal town’ with ….’ Limited
opportunities for additional development’. 

The proposal does not address the potential adverse impacts on the character of Cape
Paterson, as a small beach community. Large increases in traffic will create an unsafe
environment for pedestrians and children, among numerous other issues. 

I request that the proposed amendment be rejected entirely. It should not proceed or even be
considered before the Statement of Planning Policy is completed. 

Thank you
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From:

Subject: Amendment C136 - Bass Coast Shire Council
Date: Tuesday, 25 February 2020 11:50:53 AM

Dear Strategic Planning Department

I am writing to express my strong objection to this amendment as I see that in its current form it
represents gross over-development which reflects a major threat to our existing coastal village. Since
I moved here when I retired in October 2015, I immediately became aware of a vibrant friendly
engaging community which welcomed me into its fold.

This current proposal of 900 additional blocks threatens that community and opens the door to the
possibility of explosive uncontrolled development which runs counter to the previous 2010 Planning
Panel’s recommendation: i.e. of choosing between two possible expansions of the town boundary –
either allowing development of the Eco Village (now referred to as The Cape development OR the
current northern development as proposed by the C136 Amendment.

I have three main concerns about this proposal viz. the threats it makes to the Character,
Infrastructure, and Environment of the Cape Paterson community. Let me articulate these as
follows.

CHARACTER

Cape Paterson has been a quiet relaxed community of low density housing which provides a
residential environment which allows for quiet streets with little or no through traffic, where
pedestrians often amble down the middle of the road (as few of those have footpaths) safe in the
knowledge that they represent no threat to through traffic. Over-development will threaten coastal
village feel and seriously challenge the cohesiveness of the community!

INFRASTRUCTURE

What infrastructure is on offer currently is barely adequate to cope with the present population. We
have had times when internet and telecommunication have been extensively interrupted. At regular
intervals residents are impacted by electricity drop-outs. We become crucially aware of these as
modems then need to be rebooted and household equipment which increasingly relies on data
connectivity has to be reset. If our current situation is so regularly threatened how are we to cope
should demand be doubled by a development such as this?

ENVIRONMENT

The Bunarong Marine and Coastal Park already exists in a precarious position. Increased strain is
likely to be placed upon that environment should a proposal such as Amendment C136 be pursued.
More households will mean more pets, more destruction of existing coastal habitat for flora and
fauna, and more motor vehicles – all of which will impact severely upon our current fragile ecology.

There are two changes that need to be made to this submission:

Change 1. Reduce the both the existing town boundary (as erroneously approved by Mathew Guy in
2011) and the size of the Development Plan Overlay (which wants to add an additional 44 hectares
to the 53 hectares to be rezoned resulting in a total of 97 hectares).

Change 2. Delay consideration of the amendment C136 until after the Statement of Planning Policy
as required by the Distinctive Areas and Landscape designation process.

In conclusion, I urge your Strategic Planning Department to ensure that such controls are put in
place to protect the essence of our community from the threats depicted above.

I respectfully remain

Sub 144



Sub 145 

I write to express my concerns about the proposed rezoning of land at Cape Paterson north of 
Seaward Drive.  

The rezoning of land will disrupt the village feel of Cape Paterson. The current residents live in 
proximity to the foreshore and town facilities which supports the village culture of a small integrated 
township with existing houses close to beaches, and shops.  This ease of walkability results in high 
quality of life and links across the Cape Paterson community. The rezoning will disrupt the current 
village community.   

There are currently low traffic flows and limited demand for parking at the foreshore and 
community facilities.  The increased population residing some distance from the beach will require 
increased supportive infrastructure on the foreshore. The treed areas and bushland buffer along the 
foreshore are an asset to the community and wildlife populations. Any expansion of car parking 
would impact on the natural environment. These natural assets must be protected.  

I request that the rezoning is not supported by council.  

Please keep me in touch with the progress of this issue.   

Resident –  
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I strongly oppose the proposed amendment to the planning scheme.  

The character of Cape Paterson centre wholly around it’s small, community nature. It is not a 
thoroughfare like other towns along the coast such as Inverloch. It is not a commercial hub like 
Wonthaggi. Cape Paterson is quiet and secluded.  

The proposal to dramatically expand the town to the North would inevitable and regrettably alter 
Cape Paterson’s charm for the worse. The town has sufficient infrastructure for locals for the 
majority of the year, but this is already strained during the peak of summer. The shops or parking 
that the town has would not support this rapid expansion of people. The developers propose that 
they would add car parking in their development to the North, but this is almost irrelevant as people 
and traffic will naturally gravitate to the beachfront and shopping strip. The projected traffic 
generation exceeds 9000 trips per day and the suggestion that drivers will turn right onto Cape 
Paterson road is unrealistic as it will be quicker and more direct for them to go straight through 
town. The developers suggest “improving the carparks” which exist but retarmacking them will not 
magically create new space.  

The other community benefits which Cape Paterson would supposedly receive if the development is 
approved are also questionable. The “11% public open space” in the development will almost 
certainly represent small grass areas which new inhabitants would barely use, let alone the existing 
community walking up to use. The Cape Eco Village has 50% public open space, in comparison, which 
the existing community is not using or benefiting from either. The suggestion that Cape Paterson’s 
existing roads will be sealed cannot be considered a gift to the community either, as it flies in the 
face of the community’s recent decision that it would prefer the roads to remain unsealed. 
Improvements to the bay beach area and community hall are vague and only labelled as “potential” 
anyway.  

Finally, with our native animals in decline across the country, we should be seeking to protect them 
whenever possible. The developer’s own consultants found 33 bird species, kangaroos, frogs and 
wombats. They didn’t make any mention of echidnas or reptiles which is surprising as I have 
personally seen these in the area. In the wake of the bushfires the nation was passionate in their 
vocal and monetary support for wildlife protection, this should be no different.   

Once the town’s character and the farmland is lost, it will never be retrieved. Please don’t proceed 
with this development. 

 

Yours sincerely, 

   

 

 

 



 
  

25 February 2020 

Strategic Planning 

Bass Coast Shire Council 

PO Box 118 

Wonthaggi  Vic 3995 

By email:  strategic.planningadmin@basscoast.vic.gov.au 

Dear Sirs 

Bass Coast Planning Scheme Amendment C136 

I own a residence at , Cape Paterson and wish to lodge an objection to the proposed Planning 

Scheme Amendment C136.  My objection is based on the following: 

1. The rezoning from Farmland to General Residential is totally inappropriate to the character of the area, the

semi-rural local seaside township of Cape Paterson and the natural boundary of existing development;

2. The proposed development will be detrimental to the amenity of the existing Cape Paterson township;

3. The proposed development will place greater pressure on the already inadequate existing infrastructure;

4. The proposed development will severely impact the environment and does not represent best practice in

planning and ecological protection; and

5. It is premature to be considering this application given that the Bass Coast Distinctive Areas and Landscape

Project has not yet produced a Statement of Planning Policy that after community consultation, may

significantly change the town boundary.

Character. 

Seaward Drive provides a natural northern boundary to the Cape Paterson township, the extension of urban 

subdivision with an estimated 481 residential blocks of <1000m2 (actual size of lots is not specified) will completely 

destroy the edge of the existing township moving it to an arbitrary northern position defined by the boundaries of 

rural land not currently owned by the developer.  This accentuates urban creep towards Wonthaggi placing the 

long-tern separation between these settlements ultimately in potential jeopardy. 

It is essential that the nature of a rural seaside village is protected by separation from the urbanisation of 

Wonthaggi.  The most acceptable way to achieve such a transition is to ensure any development beyond the 

northern boundary of Seaward Drive is restricted to “rural-sized” blocks greater than 1000m2 such as already exist 

along the north of Seaward Drive.  If any development is proposed for the subject land, it should form such a 

transition and not be an extension akin to suburbia. 
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The Bass Coast – Distinctive Areas and Landscapes, Final Report, 2019 noted that public “participants mostly 

valued the small township character throughout the Bass Coast because the towns are relaxed and provide a 

village feel. Easy access to open space, amenity and facilities was also mentioned. People highly valued the 

community feel of the townships, where people are all friendly and strong community connections are evident” and 

that “Limited development, with low rise and low density was highly valued.”  Furthermore, “when discussing 

limiting development participants mentioned the need for protecting the village feel of towns and reducing housing 

sprawl.” 

The proposed development is contrary to all of these local constituents’ values. 

Having undertaken this consultation as part of the Bass Coast Distinctive Areas and Landscape Project, the 

Council and its officers should abide by the community wishes with regard to “Protection” summarised in the report 

as: 

 

The current Development Proposal does not constitute “good planning” and should development of this area 

proceed, needs to be re-thought to provide a more appropriate development density to provide good quality 

residential opportunities without degrading the character of Cape Paterson. 

Town Boundaries 

It is noted that the subject site falls within the designated Township Boundary of Cape Paterson as defined in the 

Bass Coast Strategic Coastal Planning Framework (2011) which also designates Cape Paterson as a “Village” in 

its Framework and Settlement Structure despite its reference elsewhere as a “Town”. 

It is premature to consider this application at the current time. The Distinctive Area and Landscape project involves 

strategic planning work which will inform if changes should be made to the settlement boundary of Cape Paterson 

and a further phase of public engagement will occur next year on the draft Statement of Planning Policy, which will 

include a public submissions process in mid 2020.1  Until this planning study is completed and a new Statement of 

Planning Policy has been drafted, the community consulted and an output agreed, it is entirely inappropriate to 

further consider an application to rezone such a area of 97ha which will almost double the existing settlement 

area.  The implications are irreversible especially noting that the single biggest issue raised by the Cape Paterson 

community in the Bass Coast Strategic Coastal Planning Framework consultation to date is to reduce the current 

town boundary. 

This process was clearly outlined by the premier prior to the 2018 election when he stated, inter alia, “People 

choose to make their home in the small communities along the Bass Coast to enjoy a laid back lifestyle..…Former 

Planning Minister Matthew Guy grossly expanded Cape Paterson’s town boundary…..the town boundaries of 

 
1 Engage Victoria, Home/Distinctive Areas and Landscape Program/Bass Coast 
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Cowes and Cape Paterson were changed against the advice of independent planning panels…..The Statement 

will be developed...in consultation with the local council and residents who know their community best.”  

Regardless of the sides to the political debate, the premier is right and the council must allow the planning process 

to be completed in full prior to making a decision that pre-empts due process and ignores the wishes of 

constituents within the Cape Paterson community. 

Amenity 

The Town Planning Report states that “the subject land is located immediately north of the existing residential 

area. The closest foreshore area is approximately 700m south of the subject land and accessible via the existing 

Cape Paterson township.”  Herein lies a significant issue:  all traffic from the initial stage 481 residences must 

travel through Cape Paterson to reach the foreshore and beaches. 

The appeal of seaside villages such as Cape Paterson is their proximity to the coast and availability of swimming, 

surfing and fishing beaches.  Residents of North Cape Paterson will drive to the foreshore creating more traffic on 

the quiet rat-tracks through from Seaward Drive, on Cape Paterson Road and especially on Surf Beach Road.  In 

summer, when the majority of residences are occupied, Surf Beach Road is already heavily trafficked with parking 

areas full and cars parked on either side of the road.  The added demand for parking will not be catered for by this 

development proposal, any proposal to create more parking areas will severely damage the ecology of the 

foreshore and be completely inappropriate.  The safety of pedestrians and children will be placed in increased 

danger with the additional traffic movements not only along the roads quoted above but throughout the developed 

area. 

It is noted that the original traffic report was prepared by Traffix Group in August 2013 and updated for this 

application however, traffic survey data which dates from February/March and July 2013 has not been updated. 

The findings of this report are no longer representative should not be considered as traffic movements have 

increased significantly since 2013 and the original data collection did not cover the peak December – January 

period when occupancy is at its highest.  The impacts of traffic generation and movements through the current 

Cape Paterson village will be significantly greater than assessed and have unacceptably detrimental impacts on 

the amenity of Cape Paterson Road, Surf Beach Road and to the residents of Seaward Drive, Marine Street, Park 

Parade Road and Anchor Parade, none of which have been considered. 

The Explanatory Report to this Planning Scheme Amendment application contends that “The proposed Schedule 

to the DPO ensures that any Development Plan prepared will: 

▪ Provide new open space areas that enhance facilities available to the local community. There is little open 

space currently within the urban part of the existing township. 

▪ Provide for the improvement of local community facilities and services.” 

There is no practical evidence put forward to support these statements.  The open space provisions are well within 

the proposed subdivision area and will not contribute to the existing residents of Cape Paterson who have no 

reason to venture into the estate that will be created.  The upgrade to Seaward Drive that will be required to cater 

for the additional traffic movements and create the stated “collector road” will create a division within the town. 

Cape Paterson and North Cape Patterson will identify as separate districts and the village atmosphere, so much 

loved and protected by the existing community will be lost forever.  This does not align with the principles of “good 

planning” as advocated in the community consultation report of the Bass Coast Distinctive Areas and Landscape 

Project. 
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The only evidence of improvement of local community facilities is in the form of Developer Contributions. What will 

these be used for, what are the community’s priorities and how will the community be involved?  We do not want to 

see a repeat of the 2014 Cape Paterson Road and Drainage Upgrade fiasco when community priorities were 

severely misaligned with the ideas of council officers. This Amendment Application will undoubted draw much 

community anger and angst; as demonstrated by the drainage proposal, the community of Cape Paterson values 

the character and amenity (as technically imperfect as it may be) as one of the most significant attributes of the 

village and will strive to protect this atmosphere.  The community views should be respected in any legitimate 

planning process. 

Demand 

The developer’s Town Planning Report correctly states that there are currently 245 vacant lots within the 

established area of Cape Paterson and the Ecovillage estimated at 8.2 – 12.3 years of supply.  It then goes on to 

argue that “these provide very limited choice in residential land and housing products, with only a handful of lots (3 

lots as of December 2019) in the established township being available for sale at any one time. This leaves ‘The 

Cape’ as the only opportunity for anyone seeking to develop in Cape Paterson.” This argument ignores the 

residential turnover of established properties which present a wide variety of housing products from weatherboard 

weekenders through the Golden Cape to the Ecovillage.  It is misleading to say there is not a substantial variety of 

properties regularly turning over within the existing developed area.  The addition of a further 481 residential lots in 

stage 1 of unspecified (small) size is not yet justifiable; there will be some 726 vacant supply to be sold at 

developer prices! 

To suggest that the application will assist through GRZ1 zoning, in the provision of dwelling diversity and housing 

choice is misleading; it will only provide for more suburban style development more appropriately located adjacent 

to Wonthaggi. 

Infrastructure 

Much is said in the supporting documents about the capacity of trunk infrastructure to support the scale of the 

proposed development.  It appears that the intention is to adequately supply the needs of residents within the 

rezoned North Cape Paterson without consideration of the existing settlement.  Electricity supply, telephones and 

data accessibility are sporadic at best, drinking water is of low quality and supply pressure inadequate in peak 

summer months.  Are the developer contributions going to be used to rectify the failings of supply authorities?  

This would be an inappropriate use and these issues should be improved for the current residents prior to any 

thought of further expansion and increased pressure on inadequate resources. 

Drainage 

The proposed drainage strategy proposes wetland detention on site over 36 hours and release via the existing 

Seaward Drive trunk drain outward through point 8 in a naturalistic flow path to the sea outfall.  It is noted that the 

existing waterway downstream of Point 8, though the Parks Victoria land is relatively degraded and exhibits many 

weed species etc and that there are a mating pair of hooded plovers that nest in the path of the existing outfall on 

the beach.  The drainage report goes on to say, “The outfall is usually blocked but there is, on average, two storm 

events during the hooded plover’s breeding period (September – March) that are large enough to blow out the 

sand and wash away eggs or young chicks”.  

The drainage strategy is based on 1 in 100 year flood assumptions and makes no provision for climate change 

which is evident in recent events and rainfall levels. The proposed strategy is designed to simply maintain the 

status quo of impact to the breeding season i.e. continue to accept that twice during a breeding season that the 

flow at the estuary is greater than 1.2m3/s causing loss of eggs or chicks. 



  

  
 

P a g e  | 5 

Such assumptions place the impacted area of hooded plover breeding in increased and unacceptable danger. The 

basis of the acceptability of the drainage strategy should be questioned and significant improvement over and 

above maintenance of the status quo achieved prior to granting any approval. 

Conclusion 

The Bass Coast Strategic Coastal Planning Framework (p53) states that “Development should create an overall 

coastal, semi natural village character”. The proposed amendment does not achieve this; it is an over development 

that will detrimentally impact on the character and amenity of Cape Paterson and should be deferred until 

conclusion of the Bass Coast Distinctive Areas and Landscape Project whereupon greater community participation 

will have the opportunity to revisit the outdated plans for expansion of Cape Paterson and hopefully, establish 

guidance for any sustainable, responsible expansion of the current residential areas that may be appropriate in the 

future. 

For any justifiable expansion to the north of the existing residential area to be successful, it must integrate into the 

township and surrounding rural areas in a more cohesive manner that the current application proposes.  This can 

be achieved only by the developer and its consultants working closely with council and the local community to 

create a more sustainable, ecologically responsible and community sensitive solution. 

I trust council will listen to the community views and reject this premature and inappropriate application. 

Yours faithfully 



25 February 2020 

ATT: Strategic Planning Department 
Bass Coast Shire Council 
PO Box 118 
Wonthaggi  VIC  3995 
strategic.planningadmin@basscoast.vic.gov.au 

CC: 
Daniel Andrews 
Premier of Victoria 
daniel.andrews@parliament.vic.gov.au 

Richard Wynne 
Victorian Planning Minister 
richard.wynne@parliament.vic.gov.au 

Russel Broadbent 
Federal Member, Monash Electorate 
russell.broadbent.mp@aph.gov.au 

Jordan Crugnale 
State Member, Bass District  
jordan.crugnale@parliament.vic.gov.au 

Brett Tessari 
Mayor, Bass Coast Shire 
brett.tessari@basscoast.vic.gov.au 

Les Larke 
Bunurong Ward Councillor, Bass Coast Shire 
les.larke@basscoast.vic.gov.au 

OBJECTION: PLANNING SCHEME AMENDMENT C136 

Dear all 

Please find below my objection to planning amendment C136; the rezoning of 
farmland to the north of Cape Paterson, more than doubling the size of our coastal holiday 
village.  I AM OPPOSED TO THIS MASSIVE OVER-DEVELOPMENT. 

Please find within this objection my details, a declaration of my interests and areas of 
expertise, and my several points about why doubling the size of Cape Paterson would be a 
terrible decision – i.e. that it would negatively impact the amenity and future economic 
prospects of our charming seaside village. 

WHO I AM 

My name is , and I have been coming to Cape Paterson for over twenty 
five years.  I’m now a permanent resident here, having bought a house twelve years ago 
and moving my business here.  My contact details are as follows: 
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I am familiar with town planning and place making; two of our clients being the City 
of Yarra and the City of Maribyrnong Planning departments. 

Finally, I am a member of the Bass Coast Council’s Arts and Culture Advisory 
Committee.  

It has been brought to my attention that there is a proposal to release farmland along 
the northern boundary of Cape Paterson for housing development.  There have been 
numbers of 500 buildings and ultimately 1 000 new buildings on street grids bandied about, 
“public consultation meetings” (where the planning application has been presented as a fait 
accompli), and a roundabout suggested at the top of Tahroo St to cope with the additional 
traffic generated. 

The proposal is to double the size of the Cape Paterson village to 2 000 houses; in a 
place that has developed since the mid-eighteen hundreds from coal miner holiday shacks 
to around 1 000 residences in a hundred and seventy years!! 

 

POPULATION GROWTH AND THE “NEED” FOR MORE HOUSING 

At a recent Bass Coast committee meeting, I was advised by councilors and Bass 
Coast shire employees that: 

• The entire Bass Coast Shire, which extends over several towns, has 35 000 
residents, and 70 000 during peak holiday seasons. 

• The average population growth has been between 2 and 3 per cent a year 
over the last several years. 

• It is “mooted” that Wonthaggi will double in population over the next five 
years – although this has not been borne out by history, and is (I suggest) 
more of a “build it and they will come” proposition expounded by developers. 

The latest data I could find on Cape Paterson shows our population at 887 
permanent residents. 

 

I AM NOT OPPOSED TO DEVELOPMENT 

This is the first time I have written an objection letter.  Far be it for me to deny 
development for development’s sake, or to say “not in my back yard”.  I kept shtum about 
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the development of the EcoVillage (now known as ‘the Cape’ development), despite the fact 
it encroached on coast land and wildlife habitats; I appreciate the benefit of relatively green 
development, a small footprint philosophy, and have witnessed the positive economic 
benefits of people building new things (creating jobs for builders, electricians, plumbers, 
architects, engineers, etc.). 

The Cape development has also generated positive press; making Cape a target for 
people sick of city living and pining for a more natural environment and eco-friendly 
housing. 

I can also appreciate the attractions of additional revenue to council coffers from 
rates. 

Expansion has benefits, including anticipated new services like more regular busses 
and the planned new hospital in Wonthaggi. 

I am pro-economic development. 

HOWEVER – are you flippin’ crazy?  Doubling the size of Cape in one fell swoop of a 
pen, and not having the same or higher building ecological and environmental requirements 
than the Cape development? 

 

GREED - AN AMBIT CLAIM BY DEVELOPERS 

The size of this expansion has got to be an ambit claim from a money hungry 
property seller and land developer.  I have no doubt they will be secretly pleased to get 
through a lower number of new houses, a smaller release of land.  The question is, how far 
can they go?  How far can we be pushed? 

Not more than doubling the size.  Look at the growth rates. 

 

NEGATIVELY IMPACTING AMENITY AND NEWLY DEVELOPED “PLACE MAKING” 
POSITIONING AS A GREEN DESTINATION 

The proposed development is an assault on the area’s charm values, including the 
natural environment.  The EcoVillage has successfully started repositioning Cape Paterson 
as a “future model for housing”, and this development appears to run contrary to this. 

But how “environmental” has the growth been?  We already have massive dune 
degradation from all the additional people walking over the dunes, kids surfing on the sand, 
etc. 

And shall we mention traffic?  The congestion with the choking effect it will have on 
the beach and the streets down here.  The development is on the far side of town, away 
from the beach, and will mean everyone will have to pass through the little streets to get to 
the beach, meaning more car parking (they’ll drive, it’s too far to walk)… and the Council 
can’t even get a sculpture placed either side of a footpath on the foreshore because of 
disturbance to natural habitat… let alone doubling or tripling the existing car parking! 
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REDUCTION IN ARABLE FARMLAND – IMPACT ON THE ENVIORNMENT 

Bang goes another section of some of Australia’s most arable farming land 
(compared, say, to inland NSW), we will see houses eventually joining hands all the way 
from Wonthaggi to Cape Paterson (for God’s sake, have you seen what’s happening around 
Berwick and Pakenham???), and need we even speak of the further ongoing impact on 
birdlife, ant eaters (echidnas), and our other furry friends (koalas, kangaroos, wombats).  
More concrete, more carbon, and nature takes a back seat to a fast buck – yet again. 

 

 

MORE POPULATION WITHOUT A BIGGER FOOTPRINT 

Existing housing stock and land could be redeveloped – more units on existing 
properties, higher buildings, etc.  We can allow more people to live at Cape – if that’s the 
objective – without such a spread of our footprint, allowing for green corridors and local 
food production. 

 

 

In short, allowing heavy handed expansion of the housing footprint without 
corresponding place making development requirements will impact on most of the things 
that makes this attractive as a holiday and retirement destination, and have a long term 
negative economic impact on the area as well as reducing public amenity. 

 

 

THROWING OUT THE BABY… 

To be blunt, one sentence: “baby”, “bathwater”, “throwing out the”, and “bloody”.  I’ll 
let you construct the sentence. 

I know these things are boring, and as your administrators send form letters 
“thanking us for our concern” and repeating “you can’t stop progress”, perhaps I might 
brighten your day a little with some literature.  A poem comes to mind, the Rime of the 
Ancient Mariner, where a sailor shoots an albatross that had been with their ship in 
hazardous sailing conditions.  Here are some stanzas that come to mind: 

 
And the good south wind still blew behind, 
But no sweet bird did follow, 
Nor any day for food or play 
Came to the mariner's hollo! 
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And I had done a hellish thing, 
And it would work 'em woe: 
For all averred, I had killed the bird 
That made the breeze to blow. 
Ah wretch! said they, the bird to slay, 
That made the breeze to blow! 

…. 
 

Ah! well a-day! what evil looks 
Had I from old and young! 
Instead of the cross, the Albatross 
About my neck was hung. 

 
 

Please, don’t be remembered for “killing the albatross”, or in this case have as your 
legacy stuffing up what is, and should continue to be, a nice place to live and holiday. 

We have a tourist destination, a nice town, and an agreement that development is 
OK.  But not doubling the size of our footprint.  This letter is a formal complaint and severe 
disapproval of such a massive expansion of Cape Paterson. 

A more reasonable expansion would be 10–15% of the housing stock, to be built 
over five years.  And with that approval should come strong building controls based on the 
newly positive promotion our economy has received for being a “green” building 
development community. 

I look forward to your responses. 

 

Yours most sincerely 



From:
strategic planning admin

Subject: Amendment C136
Date: Tuesday, 25 February 2020 1:02:36 PM

Hi,

My name is  and I have lived on and off in Cape Paterson/Harmer's Haven for
the last 20 years.

I oppose the new planning Amendment C136. 

Part of the attraction of Cape Paterson is the small community feel, and continuing to expand
it excessively risks turning it in to yet another overcrowded coastal town.

The beach is already crowded during summer - rather than allowing another large
development, I believe the town boundary should be reduced back to what it was previously.
A large development here will cause a significant and unpleasant increase in traffic through
the township. 

The coastal environment is fragile, and removal of the environmental significance overlay and
new development will further damage it. Given the increasing knowledge and understanding
of the importance of environmental protection amongst the community, this is disingenuous.
We have recently seen a large portion of the state devastated by bushfires, and we should be
aiming to protect the remaining outdoor environment rather than expanding townships and
further encroaching on the remaining habitat for wildlife.

Bass Coast's strategic plan is, understandably, to concentrate development in areas such as
Wonthaggi, with existing infrastructure to support it. Expanding the Cape Paterson township
goes against this philosophy. It also describes Cape Paterson as an area with  "varying but
limited areas for development" - this is not limited in any sense of the word, it will double the
size of the town and irreversibly change it, for the worse. 

I'm also concerned about the safety of pedestrians - currently, one of the joys of Cape Paterson
is knowing that the roads are safe for children and the elderly to walk along. The risk of
further large-scale development is that a significant increase in car traffic will change this,
possibly with devastating impacts.

I believe this proposal should not go ahead, and the town boundary should be reduced in size.

Thank you for your time and consideration,
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From:
strategic planning admin

Subject: Support for rezoning of Cape Paterson farmland under amendment C136
Date: Tuesday, 25 February 2020 1:04:42 PM

To whom it may concern,
 I write to support the proposed rezoning of farmland as outlined under amendment C136.

As a local resident and business owner I welcome the proposed expansion of Cape Paterson and infrastructure
investment.
Regards,

Sent from my iPhone
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From:
strategic planning admin

Subject: Amendment C136
Date: Tuesday, 25 February 2020 2:09:13 PM

Amendment
C136

I oppose Amendment C136

The following are my reason for opposing
the Amendment C136

Until the Statement
of Planning Policy is finalized including the review of the Cape Paterson town
boundary, I request that C136 not be considered, as this review may change the
overall approval or otherwise of C136.

This amendment
will have a significant adverse impact on the local community and will remove
the coastal village atmosphere the prime reason that many residents have
made this
their permanent home.
Currently Cape
Paterson is a safe place for families but with an increased development such as
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C136 there would be significant increased traffic especially during holiday
periods, where currently during peak periods the traffic around the beach area
is chaotic. During peak periods with an increased housing development that is
not
within walking distance to the beach, there will be even more chaos, leading to
the roads being unsafe for families especially those with young children, as
people try to find parking.
The planned exits
from the northern development on to Seaward Drive will increase traffic through
adjacent current roads; with a number of these roads being gravel the dust
annoyance will be intolerable. With the development of The Cape Estate traffic
is already increasing along Seaward Drive and then through the existing
township.
To reduce this already increased traffic the only entry and exit to the
proposed estate should be on the Cape Paterson/Wonthaggi Road, with no
exits
that increase traffic through the current township area.
On the displayed plans
by Beveridge Williams it showed Anchor Parade as being sealed, this is not
correct
as it is only sealed to Park Parade. There was also no plan to indicate the
size of allotments; once again this should have been available for residents to
make comment.
Talking to the
presentative at the information session, I pointed out that the road survey was
very old and not carried out during the summer period. I was told that a
further survey had been carried out on the Australia Day weekend 2019, but
wasn’t finalized as yet. Why
has this been withheld and I feel that this is an important survey that should
have been on display at the information sessions, unless there have been
adverse
findings that the developer doesn’t want resident to know. This survey needs to
be provided to all residents before Council reviews C136.
Currently both
Lifesaving Clubs patrolling beaches during peak period, the beaches are
packed
and an increase of people will make their patrolling harder and resulting in
unsafe crowded swimming beaches.
On the Beverage
Williams handout it is stated that “an
opportunity will arise to improve community infrastructure within the existing
Cape Paterson township including car
parking in the vicinity of the foreshore”. Is the plan to remove the
coastal vegetation for a car park with the resultant removal of native animals
with
this vegetation, or are the developers going to build a multistory carpark over
the existing car park at surf beach 1? If this is the case it will destroy the
coastal area that makes Cape Paterson unique, one of the reasons that we



chose
to live in Cape Paterson.
I feel that the
threat of increased parking will have more impact on native flora and fauna (due
to its removal for parking space) than the increased number of dogs and cats,
but increased dogs on the beach will be an issue as the current dog off leash
area is not patrolled enough with dogs at all times of the day roaming off
leash in the beach area.
Currently with
vacant land in the Cape Paterson township and the slow take up of vacant land
in The Cape Estate there would appear to be sufficient housing land to last
many years. To add even a further 100 blocks of land in the northern
development seems to be overkill. If council wants development within the
shire, Wonthaggi would seem ideal as it has the land and infrastructure ready to
handle an increase in population.

Thanking you for taking the time to read my submission
and I trust that councilors will look at this Planning Scheme Amendment C136
closely and how it will impact on the current and future residents of Cape
Paterson before making a decision to approve the Amendment.

25th February 2020



From:
strategic planning admin

Subject: Oppose Amendment C136.
Date: Tuesday, 25 February 2020 2:12:37 PM

To Strategic Planning Department,
 Bass Coast Shire Council, 

Amendment C136. 

I,  Cape Paterson, oppose the amendment C136 for the following 
reasons.

The rezoning of the 53 hectares of land from Farming to Residential to Apply a “Development 
Plan Overlay” will take away from the village feel of Cape paterson, which was the reason we 
bought here. I request that C136 not be considered until the Statement of Planning Policy 
(required by the Distinctive Areas and Landscape designation) is finalised, including a review of 
the Cape Paterson town boundary.  Furthermore inadequate detail was provided, online or at 
community session, on details of the development proposal, subdivision pattern, design 
guidelines, infrastructure requirements and development contributions. 

Overdevelopment of Cape paterson will change the character and amenity of our coastal 
village. Currently Cape Paterson is pedestrian friendly with little or no through traffic and few 
footpaths making it currently, safe to walk on the road. The distance from the beach of the 
C136 proposed rezoning will result in increased traffic through the existing township and 
parking issues along the surf coast rd, as people try to get the beaches from beyond seaward 
drive. We worked hard to find a location with little congestion during the summer months, 
which cape currently offers us. There is insufficient parking already at peak times with 
environmental constraints on increasing parking capacity. Also walking to the beach with little 
ones will make crossing surf coast road from Cassia st quite dangerous, especially if people 
start illegally parking near corners to get as close as they can to the beach. 

Over development will place a greater burden on the already stretched infrastructures of 
telephone, electricity, drainage and water. Already water quality and pressure is inadequate at 
peak times requiring heavy chlorination and bottled water purchase. And electricity supply is 
often subject to brown out or black out at peak times. I walk everywhere in cape, and am 
concerned the increased traffic from C136 on our Internal unsealed roads, which residents 
overwhelmingly voted to retain, will mean more dust and less safety due to the extra 
traffic.The new development is car reliant and does nothing to reduce dependence on fossil 
fuels.

The proposed scale of expansion is a major over-development, more than doubling the size of 

Sub 152



the township. This is contrary to the Bass Coast Strategic Coastal Framework which states “… 
Cape Paterson … a local coastal town … with varying but limited opportunities for additional 
development”.  Cape Paterson has a fragile and valuable coastal environment, and 
development will bring greater risks from cats, dogs and invasive plants which could decimate 
our local flora and fauna. I love seeing the echidnas and koalas on my doorstep and fear they 
would be harmed as their environment is encroached by over development.

C136 documentation does not adequately address the significant adverse impact such a large 
scale expansion will have on our small coastal village character, amenity and infrastructure, 
and will set the precedent for further pressures for new development to the east and west of 
Cape Paterson. 
I have seen what over development has done in our Melbourne suburb and don't want to 
loose Cape Paterson too.

Regards
 



From:
strategic planning admin

Subject: Cape Paterson - Amendment C136.3
Date: Tuesday, 25 February 2020 2:35:08 PM

We would formally like to state We categorically oppose the development application north
of Seaward drive

Firstly Personal comments :

Impacts to our street  Cape Paterson

Our main objection is because minimal consideration has been made to any INCREASE of
traffic especially in the summer months. The traffic reports have all been based in July
(winter) traffic. We already have issues of traffic traveling way to fast. Some of these cars are
residents taking shortcuts southbound to all streets in Cape. Not only does this send dust and
dirt up into the air to be carried to our properties but with the children’s playground opposite
this is dangerous to any children on their way to or from the playground. In the 20 plus years
we are lived here we have seen MANY near misses. WHAT IS COUNCIL doing to prevent
through traffic as is! Surely the Council has a duty of care to ensure the safety of these young
people!

The reports re traffic carried out in winter would primarily be Cape Paterson permanents or
home owners during these winter months and DO NOT reflect holiday traffic
Traffic is also mainly monitored on the main Beach Road. 

No dirt road in Cape Paterson should be used as a thoroughfare from this new area. I
understand that normally road making is paid for by the ratepayers/council (when
development has happened in the past) in these streets and is based on how many home
owners agree with the proposal. Council must consider most are holiday homes or owned by
pensioners there will always be objections as they can’t afford to pay or the time to pay is not
sufficient (two years last offer).

Is there any way council can BLOCK ACCESS either by a Seagull type diversions (no
thoroughfare for through road) or making some dirt roads dead ends like Park Parade Road at
the intersection of Anchor Parade. If objections received from Anchor Parade are received for
a 1 minute detour maybe they can help for payment of the park parade road they use. I know
some residents had proposed bills for 3 segments of road because they are on a corner which
was a Huge expense.

There are NO footpaths on any of the dirt roads in the whole community so the children have
to use the roads to walk on!
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Secondly: what plans are there for modifications to Infrastructure??

This point only builds on our first point

There is already limited parking at the beach areas as it was assumed most people would walk
to the beach. THIS WILL NOT BE POSSIBLE COMING FROM THE NEW AREA.
COUNCIL PLANS FOR THIS?? New parking areas and where?

How will the beach areas accommodate all these additional people in the summer months.
Will the life saving clubs be able to accommodate so many additional people. Remember these
are mostly volunteers!! Or will they receive additional funding for additional staffing?

I have already stated my concerns re dirt roads and how the traffic from the new area will be
prevented from using these dirt roads

Is telecommunications going to be upgraded as we already have times data is not to optimum
requirements!

We already have blackouts on a regular basis. We were away for 3 months last year when our
fridge went off and did not come back on. Result:- a disgusting smell and rancid fridge.
Unable to claim on insurance as we could not provide detailed information re outage! What
discussion has be held with energy providers?

We are concerned about the ability of the water tower to provide enough water for the
increased population! Upgrade Yes or No!!

What about public transport? School transportation (of course. Parents to pay!!)

We had an extreme weather event last year! Are there plans to accommodate any other
possible catastrophes?

Environment
We are adjacent to the Bunurong Marine and Coastal Park how will council ensure additional
run off from the new area will not happen

How will council manage additional domestic animal population. We have two dogs but abide
be the by laws re walking dogs on the beach. However we walk on the cliff tops and
ALWAYS see dogs running free on the beach threatening plovers and other wildlife.
COUNCIL CAN’T MANAGE THIS NOW. WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF THIS
DEVELOPMENT GOES AHEAD?
How will you protect wildlife and vegetation in the area?? According to the developers there
are 33 Birds,species, not to mention kangaroos, Wombats, lizards, frogs, echinaceas, snakes
which I’m not sure that counted which are indigenous to the area!

I understand there is a requirement for 50% open space in the eco village. What about this new
area? What is the required open space requirement??? Somewhere less than 12%. How is this
right???

There is already more and more development in Wonthaggi so WHY IS IT IMPERATIVE
to extend the boundaries of a fragile and valuable coastal environment like Cape Paterson ?
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Strategic Planning Department 
Bass Coast Shire Council 
 
25 February 2020 

 

Re Amendment C136 

To whom it may concern 

My husband and I live in Doveton, Melbourne and frequent our Cape Paterson home on a regular 
basis with the view to retire here. We enjoy the peace and quiet of Cape Paterson, the fresh air, the 
sea breeze, the clean beaches, the amazing stars at night, the flora and fauna of this lovely little 
village and the sense of community. 
 
In Doveton the environment has dramatically altered from the 1970’s when my husband built our 
home. Farmland and open fields were eventually consumed by houses and then the ever widening 
Monash Freeway snaked its way only metres away from our doorstep. Needless to say peace and 
quiet ceased to exist here. 

Being a Vietnam Veteran with PTSD it was important and necessary for him to have a place to go to 
for respite. He consequently built a home in a quiet seaside village called Cape Paterson also in the 
1970’s which became a much needed refuge for both of us. 

Although we have seen many changes in Cape Paterson over the years and a lot more development, 
the village feel has survived but only just. 

When the ECO village was proposed we were concerned re the impact on the village of Cape 
Paterson. At this time a proposal to extend to the north was also made. To our knowledge it was 
going to be one or the other.  

The ECO village gained approval and the North Cape development put aside or so we thought. 

Recently, driving into Cape from Harmers Haven at night, I was shocked to see street lights ablaze 
along Seaward Drive, in front of the ECO village development. It felt like we were driving back into 
Melbourne not the seaside village we have come to know and love. Is this indicative of lighting for 
any future developments? Does this mean the end of gazing up at the night sky in awe of the myriad 
of brilliant stars? 

The so called wildlife that the ECO village advertise as an attractive aspect is long gone. Where are 
the kangaroos? I see them bouncing through the cow paddocks behind our property but nowhere 
near the ECO village. Hounded out! Pretty soon they won’t be seen at all along with other wildlife if 
the Northern development goes ahead. 

Cape Paterson is not the place to expand into a mini city. It is a seaside village providing sanctuary 
for flora and fauna and people who need to survive outside the rat race. Amendment C136 is hell 
bent on destroying this very fabric. 
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Significantly the fact that the Bass Coast has been recognized as a protected area defies any logic 
regarding Amendment C136. 

Premier Daniel Andrews prided himself in November 2018, by declaring the Bass Coast a “Distinctive 
Area and Landscape” under the Planning and Environment Act 1987.  

In a media release Mr Andrews stated “A re-elected Andrews Labor Government will permanently 
protect Phillip Island and the Bass Coast from over development, with planning protection 
enshrined in law”.  This statement does not marry with a development of potentially 1000 more 
properties as well as the 230 properties proposed by the ECO village! 

With approximately 1200 current properties in Cape Paterson, this amendment will more than 
double the houses and population of Cape Paterson. Is this not over development? 

I believe this is ludicrous, greedy and without any regard for the current residents or the 
environment. 

Essentially no approval for any development should be given until the Statement of Planning Policy 
(required by the Distinctive Areas and Landscape designation) is finalized later this year. And yes we 
eagerly await this report. 

Irrespective it is our opinion that the town boundary needs to be reduced and if any development is  
approved then a quota of 250 houses is more than enough with ample green growth areas including 
parks, natural bushland and reserves. It is also essential that the developers are clear about their 
plans. I noticed at the community hall meeting that many answers from the developers were vague 
and unclear as if ample thought and research had not been implemented. 

However with the 230 houses in the Eco village and initially 500 houses to expand to 1000 in the 
Northern Development, Cape Paterson will no longer be the relaxed seaside village that is now just 
hanging on as one. 

Increased traffic, people, pets, noise, dust, street lighting and pollution will destroy the safety and 
ambience of Cape Paterson. With little or no footpaths and more cars heading to the beach etc, it 
will not be safe to walk around Cape especially for the elderly and children who now enjoy the 
opportunity to ride their bikes around the streets. 

A larger population will deplete the natural environment. There are only two safe swimming 
beaches, the very small bay beach and the surf beach. These will be overcrowded especially the 
small bay beach where there is also very limited parking. With more cars coming from the ECO 
village and the North development are we going to rip out more trees and shrubs to create parking 
spaces? 

Of course more people and cars will also contribute to heavier traffic in and out of Wonthaggi and to 
and from Inverloch. These roads will be subject to greater wear and tear and also be more 
hazardous. More and more wildlife will be killed on these roads as well. 

We are also concerned about the additional stress on the drainage in Cape Paterson. The proposed 
run off to the beach is questionable and likely to create erosion. 

Also with the major storm we had in May last year which created a massive amount of damage to 
homes, the shops and the tavern, any further stress on the drainage in Cape Paterson may mean an 
overhaul required by council and water authorities. 
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Incidently we have noticed how poor the water pressure is in Cape these days so we are concerned 
that this may also be impacted. 

So to quote Mr Andrews once again, “People choose to make their home in the small communities 
along the Bass Coast to enjoy a laid-back lifestyle – a lifestyle the Liberals tried to ruin by putting 
the interests of developers ahead of local residents.” 

We are two of those people who made this choice to live in this small community. We are literally 
pleading not to let the interests of the developers destroy the wonder and beauty that is Cape 
Paterson. We clearly do not support Amendment C136. 

 

 

Yours sincerely 

 

 

 

 

.  

 

 

  

 

 

 

 



Ms A. Gleeson 
Senior Strategic Planner 
Bass Coast Shire Council 
PO Box 118 
Wonthaggi Vic 3995 

25 February 2020 

Dear Angela, 

RE: Bass Coast Planning Scheme Amendment C136 

We are very much in favour of the proposed rezoning of farmland north of Cape 
Paterson township.  
The current town boundaries are quite restrictive, allowing only a relatively small area of 
land for residential use. Some 15 years ago, the area to the west of Marine Street, on 
the west side of town, was opened up to housing and within a short time all the blocks 
were sold. Since that time, the scarcity of available blocks for house-building, in the 
historical town-ship boundaries, has been acute - there have been very few empty 
blocks available for some years and at the current time empty blocks are very scarce 
and empty blocks for sale almost non-existent.  
The Cape development has gone some way towards ameliorating the residential block 
scarcity, but the particular requirements of The Cape, including the annual body 
corporate fee and restrictions on the type of dwelling that may be built, have precluded 
many people keen to purchase land and build in Cape Paterson.  
Cape Paterson is a desired location for more and more people wanting to build either a 
beach house or their family home. The township's beaches and ambience are both very 
attractive, and could be shared with more people if there was to be an extension to the 
town's boundaries. One area that that Cape Paterson is lacking in is a shopping & café 
precinct. Currently there is a general store, pub and sometimes-open café, but there is 
demand, and the space in Market Place, for more businesses, which would lessen the 
need to go into Wonthaggi for necessities and other things. Extending the town 
boundaries, allowing more people to enjoy Cape Paterson, would increase demand for 
businesses and make them more viable to be established. This would benefit everyone. 
A further benefit would be the increase in building activity driven by the opening up of 
new housing blocks. Obviously, this kind of increased economic activity assists the 
larger area of Wonthaggi and the Bass Shire, in terms of employment and sales. 
For many reasons, outlined above, we are in favour of the proposed rezoning. 

Yours Sincerely, 
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25 February 2020


Dear Strategic Planning Department 

I write to express my opposition to amendment C136, and would request that this be changed to 
reduce the size of the Development Plan Overlay and town boundary, to accommodate no more 
than 100 more dwellings.


My specific concern is that the large scale of the current development plan will change the 
character of Cape Paterson as a small coastal village. The relaxed family friendly atmosphere, 
whereby families can safely walk or cycle around the town and to the beach will be adversely 
affected by increased traffic from the new development.


Furthermore parking pressure and increased number of beach goers  not only changes the 
character of the village, but also raises safety concerns. I feel this stretches the goodwill of the 
volunteer Surf Life Saving club. A larger population will mean beach goers will attend second surf 
beach, which raises serious safety concerns especially considering the rugged nature of the 
beach and distance from the Surf Life Saving resources.


I also have concerns regarding the effects of the proposed development to the natural 
environment. The increased population brings more cats, dogs and invasive plants which can 
decimate local flora and fauna. The new development is car reliant further adding to 
environmental degradation.


Wonthaggi, with its existing infrastructure would be much more appropriate for such a large 
development.


In conclusion I would ask that the you consider these factors when deciding whether to approve 
such a large development.


Thank you,


Regards 
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22nd Feb 2020 

s.planningadmin@basscoast.vic.gov.au 

Amendment C136 

I am writing to say I support the proposed amendment with some suggestions included. 

1. Common comments from locals is that there is enough land for sale with “The Cape”
development.  This development can’t be included in the equation as although it is a
wonderful choice for some people and leading the way of the future in sustainable house
designs, it comes with restrictions, guidelines, rules and a body Corp fee so therefore limits
some people’s choice and ability to buy there.

2. As a permanent resident I, I would like to see more permanent people living in Cape, a
mixture of younger families as well as the current population of mainly retirees. It has been
wonderful to see, local to the surrounding area, young builders and their families moving
here and doing up older houses which has helped raised other home prices. Many locals to
Wonthaggi have grown children who would love to live here however if they don’t want to
live at “The Cape” or can’t afford it, there is currently  only 1 block for sale in the older part
of town at $420,000 which is out of reach for some of them. Recent block sales have been
$350k - $440k and yes there are some vacant blocks, but no one wants to sell.

3. I’ve heard people say the beach is too busy over summer and can’t accommodate more
people. Yes it is busy for 4 – 6 weeks during Christmas holiday time as the beautiful Cape
beaches are local for all who live in Wonthaggi and surrounding areas and for everyone to
come and enjoy. I have friends from an Eastern Melbourne suburb who drive down for a day
trip and park in the car park to enjoy the beach they love. Should people who live here and
holiday home owners who have a primary residence elsewhere, exclude locals the right to
use a public beautiful beach???  It really won’t make a difference if more permanent people
lived in Cape, as the beach will be busy in summer anyway. This goes for car parks also as
people drive from outside the area and park in the car park.

4. Another point people say is no infrastructure, well not many towns of this size with only a
third permanent residence have a bus running weekdays every 2 hours and with only a
handful of people using it. More permanent people living here may use this service to
ensure we keep it. We also have NBN. Drainage issues need to be addressed by council in
certain areas anyway whether further development happens or not.

5. Re the environment: Actually looking at what “The Cape” is doing in terms of wetlands,
parks and dog run, there are options to improve areas which currently have unsightly scrub.
ie: Opposite the Market Place area, it would be great to clear some of the scrubby bushes
and have a lovely park with new plants, trees and picnic tables to enhance the Market Place
are and help with commercial growth there. Within the development there are plans for
wetlands, maintaining the bushed area, therefore protecting wildlife and the rest is farmland
so no wildlife being disturbed.
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6. I would like to see the number of blocks avail in the short term be 350 - 500 rather than the 
original 900 land and released in stages according to supply and demand of the community. I 
also do not support high density builds but would suggest choices of some larger blocks as 
the majority in Cape are only 510m2. Whether an area of quarter acre blocks are considered 
as another choice for people. 
 

Many people were opposed to “The Cape” development are now embracing what the developer is 
creating there. Many people saying no to any more development wouldn’t be here now enjoying 
Cape Paterson as they are living in areas that have been developed ie: West of Marine Street. People 
didn’t want roads sealed, however I’m sure Seaward Drive residents are happy with reduced dust 
and ruts and a safer pleasant driving experience to their homes. 

Development done with balance, consideration and provision of infrastructure and the needs of the 
community as a whole can benefit everyone. Do we have the right to exclude others to be part of 
our lovely community ??? 
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To Strategic Planning Department 
Bass Coast Shire Council,  
PO Box 118 Wonthaggi,  
Or email to strategic.planningadmin@basscoast.vic.gov.au 
 

Re  Amendment C136.    

 

Dear Sirs 

I  oppose amendment C136   

 
I believe the premise of the rezoning is invalid.  
 
There is ample land close to Wonthaggi, Archies Creek and Dalyston in this part of Bass 
Coast to support the Council’s obligation to provide for future population growth, without 
damaging this fragile coastal village and pristine environment. This development will 
negatively impact all people regardless of where they live or spend their recreational time 
since the coastal strip is fragile and of great interest to all throughout the local government 
area and beyond. 
 
More development further from the coast will mean more pressure on streets and a hazard to 
to the many pedestrians who use these streets, to access the recreational areas. People are 
more likely to use a private vehicle to access the beach when the distance is more than a 
kilometre and people within this boundary will feel they and in particular their children are 
endangered by the extra traffic, so that they will in turn decide it is safer to drive, leading to 
demands for more footpaths, car-parking, and a widening of existing streets at 
disproportionate cost to revenue. 

I believe Bass Coast’s strategic plan is well advised to concentrate development in high growth 
areas like Wonthaggi.  

C136, if approved, will reduce demand in Wonthaggi where there is more urban infrastructure 
such as schools, transport, shops.  

Best regards 

 

mailto:strategic.planningadmin@basscoast.vic.gov.au


From:
strategic planning admin

Subject: Amendment C136
Date: Tuesday, 25 February 2020 3:53:55 PM

From:

I am STRONGLY OBJECTING to the Amendment on these grounds

The proposed expansion to the town boundary is completely over sized and almost completely lacks in open space.
(Even the Eco Village - which already has provision for 200 houses, has something like 40+% of open space)

The proposal for another Thousand houses, north of Seaward Drive makes no reference to the necessary
infrastructure that would be needed to cope with hundreds and hundreds more cars using the street and ocean car
parks. Those residents are NOT going to walk to the beach, are they?
On some days, there is already NO car parks along the Beach Rd.

The increased traffic on Park Parade (a dirt road) will be completely unacceptable.
Seaward Drive and Wilson’s Road are gravel, country roads and completely unsuitable for the amount of traffic
now, let alone when the Eco Village is complete and even less suitable if you allow 1000 new residences to be built.

Most of Cape Paterson does not have footpaths. People feel safe to walk on the roads.
In Summer, it is like a large Caravan Park. Children riding bikes to the beach, families walking around. I do not
wish to see that amenity taken away, which it will if you add hundreds and hundreds of new vehicle movements to
the mix.

I witnessed first hand the storm of May 10, 2019.
The underlying infrastructure could not cope at all. Roads flooded, were made impassable and were damaged. I have
heard that the runoff from the proposed 1000 houses would be moved to the Pea Creek zone for dispersal into the
ocean.
That is a pristine environment that only just manages to cross the beach (in a Hooded Plover breeding area - an
endangered species) and it is simply NOT suitable for taking the drainage etc from an estate the size of which is
proposed.

Where is the water supply coming from? Water pressure as it is in Cape Paterson is barely acceptable.

As there are large developments going on at Kilcunda, Dalyston, Mahers Landing and Wonthaggi, one has to ask
what the necessity to propose 1000 houses in Cape Paterson, is?

I am not opposed to development, BUT I want to know who the developers are and if there is any connection to the
alleged corrupt John Woodman, of Watsons developers.
He tried to develop Mahers Landing, was knocked back and now the company is going ahead with plans there
SENTINEL TIMES FEB 25 (seemingly distancing themselves from this Mr Woodman)
Is there any connection in this proposal at Cape Paterson?
If the proposal passes this stage, I would hope that the relevant authorities reduce its size to much less than the 500
houses, the developers proposed some time ago.
If not, the proposal should be TOTALLY REJECTED.

In closing, please let me state that I think the proposal is completely and utterly over the top, unreasonable and an
attempt for rich developers to get richer.
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Strategic Planning Department  
    

  
  

Dear Sir/Madam 

Submission on Amendment C136 

I am opposed to this amendment. The amount of land proposed for rezoning for amendment 
C136 is excessive and strategically unjustified as is extent of the Development Plan overlay.  

I believe the strategic justification presented to Council and the community to justify this 
rezoning relies on questionable assumptions, is contradictory, is selective in its use of policy 
documents, draws on data that is out- of-date and ignores the history of how the Northern 
town boundary came to be “over-extended” as the Premier put in 2018. The planning panel 
report on C53/C93/C98 in 2010 also clearly stated it would result in an oversupply of land if 
the western town boundary was extended which it was in 2011.  

Along with most in the Cape Paterson community I have been waiting for the opportunity to 
have the town boundary reduced and believe C136 may be the last chance.  

• Recent large land releases in Wonthaggi have significantly reduced the justification
for any land release in Cape Paterson. Fifteen years shire growth can be
accommodated in township areas rather than over-expanding smaller coastal villages.

• There are over 200 house lots yet to be developed in the ecovillage and 45 in the
remainder of the township. This represents a 24.5% increase without any further
rezoning by C136.

• The amount of open space (50%) in “The Cape” development has set a new normal
for Cape Paterson. If any rezoning does occur with C136 then this should also have
50% open space.

• The existing protected remnant vegetation on the subject land must be preserved in its
entirety with no vegetation offsets allowed.

• Council cannot afford the additional infrastructure costs not being born by the
proponent.

• The impact on the amenity of the existing Cape Paterson township will be significant,
including traffic flows, beach safety, environmental run off and stormwater discharge

• The impact from stormwater run off into the Marine and Coastal Park and the nearby
Hooded Plover nesting area will be unsustainable.

• Beach Capacity - Cape Paterson beaches at summer are already over capacity and
unserviceable by the two Life Saving clubs. Already this has had the impact of an
increase in families using dangerous beaches such as Second Surf Beach and
Undertow Beach. Overdevelopment will increase these risks at a time when both
lifesaving clubs are stretched for funds

• Public Transport - There is an urgent need to provide public transport solutions to
avoid car parking issues at the existing patrolled beaches. The proposed development
north of Seaward Drive will be too far to walk to the beach but there is no space or
desire to build more car parks in the Foreshore Reserve

• Building an estate so far from the beach means access to the beach or commercial
areas will be by private motor vehicle as there is no public transport for this purpose
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• Water – if any development is approved a pre-requisite should be the supply of Class 
A recycled water should be piped through any housing developments, similar to the 
Shearwater estate in Cowes.  

• “The Cape” housing development has set a new standard for energy efficient housing. 
Any proposed development must meet and exceed MSS guidelines for solar 
orientation and energy efficiency with a minimum housing standard of 7.5 star rating 
if not higher.  

I would like the opportunity to address the planning panel to further expand on these strategic 
issues and to provide more detailed evidence of why C136 must be rejected in its current 
form and why the town boundary must be reduced along with the Development Plan overlay.  

Regards 

  
 

 



From:
To: strategic planning admin
Subject: Bass Coast Planning Scheme Amendment C136
Date: Tuesday, 25 February 2020 3:54:57 PM

Dear BassCoast planning

I believe the above plan will be great for the town and surrounding business  around the shire and would like to see
it proceed

Thank you
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Re Amendment C136 
 
 
To Whom This May Concern, 
 
Our family have owned our property at Cape Paterson for the past 13 years. 
During this time our family has created some great memories, and meet some wonderful people 
while enjoying the lifestyle the great beaches and surrounds present to us. 
 
This is why my family oppose the Amendment C136, and we would like to see some firm decisions 
made to reduce the size of the proposed boundary to the Township of Cape Paterson. 
 
We like to spend our Summers with our children on the beaches, and our children have been lucky 
enough to experience the Nipper programs and the Bronze camps. However due to the smaller size 
of the Beach and Carparks, we have noticed an increase in the overcrowding around the Beach area 
with cars now parking through out the adjoining streets in order to access the beach. An increase to 
the Cape Paterson population will only make this problem worse. 
 
 
With the proposed development being some distance to the beach, this will impact on the number 
of cars parked at the beach, as well as increasing traffic through the unsealed roads and along roads 
with no footpaths, increasing the risk of injury to pedestrians and children using these roads. 
 
With 500-1000 potential extra houses what impact will all these extra people have on the Vegetation 
and the wildlife in the surrounding areas, along with increased contaminated drainage into nearby  
Bunurong Marine and Coastal Park.  We don’t believe Cape Paterson has the infrastructure to cope 
with these extra people, the proposed development will double the size of our small coastal town.  
Maybe the development would be better off in Wonthaggi, which has adequate infrastructure 
already in place.  Thank you for looking our concerns.  
 
Yours Sincerely  
 
 

 
 
 
 



From:
strategic planning admin

Subject: Bass Coast Planning Scheme Amendment C136
Date: Tuesday, 25 February 2020 5:02:57 PM

To Bass Coast Shire Council,

I wish to submit an objections to the above amendment C136 for the proposed development
at
 Cape Paterson.

Our family first purchased a block in 1962 and have been holidaying at Cape ever since so I
 have seen many changes take place which have changed the landscape of the area.

Indeed our quiet little piece of coastal  heaven has been found.

My concern rests with the lack of infrastructure and parking at the beaches to withstand an
influx of
hundreds more residents.  There is very little parking now and in peak periods cars line all the
nearby streets,  better quality restrooms with showers with disabled facilities are needed now
there is not enough foreshore land available to turn into parking areas without destroying our
native foreshore.

I realise the wealth this can bring to Wonthaggi and your council via rates etc. but don't
rezone this area, use land closer to Wonthaggi for housing as they have infrastructure already
in place.

While there is still vacant land in the Environmental estate at Cape Paterson, I dont see any
reason
for more development at this stage. 
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25 February 2020 

Strategic Planning -  
Bass Coast Shire Council 
PO Box 118,  
Wonthaggi VIC 3995 

Dear Madam 

RE: Proposed Amendment C136 proposes to rezone land in Cape Paterson from the 
Farming Zone to the General Residential Zone 

We wish to make a submission in regard to the proposed Amendment C136 to 
rezone land in Cape Paterson from the Farming Zone to the General Residential 
Zone. We own and are part-time residents of 67 Anchor Parade, Cape Paterson. 

We support the proposed amendment C136 to rezone land in Cape Paterson from 
the Farming Zone to the General Residential Zone provided the development reflects 
need for future development to reflect the requirements that will emerge as Australia 
moves to a low to zero net carbon emissions operating environment.   

This means that: 

• strict building and planning requirements should be imposed to ensure that:

- the built environment meets high minimum standards of efficiency and 
sustainability, specifically in regard to energy and water use both in terms of 
the building processes and materials as well as the functioning and amenity 
of the buildings. 

- there are planing standards included in planning approvals ensure the 
impact of the development on the surrounding natural environment is 
minimised, to ensure the natural coastal character of Cape Paterson is 
retained.  

- there are clear environmental provisions to ensure the development: 

‣ the highest environmental land and water management standards and
practices leading to the rehabilitation of the natural indigenous
environment and habitat, in the context of sustainable urban
development, and

‣ mandates sustainable land use/occupancy standards, water and waste
management practices to ensure the overall environmental impact of
the sub-division's development is minimised.

- a land management plan for the section that maximises the use of 
indigenous plants and environmentally sympathetic water management 
processes be required to rejuvenate the soils and habitat to better restore 
the environmental significance of the land and to better manage normal and 
extreme water run-off conditions both in this planning zone and to ensure 
any run-off will not impact on the existing Cape Paterson township. 

- provision is made for a diverse range of housing types to facilitate a diverse 
community, to take account of the likely increase in the demand for 
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permanent residents and reduced demand for non-resident holiday homes 
as the growth of Greater Melbourne increasingly impacts on the Bass 
Coast Shire. 

• the planning scheme that will be developed to support the proposed Amendment 
C136 should: 

- reflect and build upon the unique environmental character of the Bass 
Coast region; 

- include a strategy that ensures that drainage, traffic management, parks 
and public spaces, traffic and pedestrian movement meet the diverse 
needs of the residents of the proposed C136 General Residential Zone 
and the growing community of Cape Paterson as a whole; 

- provision of land for any future commercial, education, sporting and 
community hub developments.  Cape Paterson does not have a sporting 
oval complex.  Amendment C136 should be followed by the development 
of a new comprehensive master plan for Cape Paterson that reflects the 
needs of a growing township and sets out clear objectives for the 
provision of community amenity, infrastructure and natural environment 
that will ensure that the coastal village character of Cape Paterson is 
retained; and  

• provision is made for the timely upgrading of Cape Paterson Road and Wilsons 
Road by sealing to improve their safety and traffic management capability.  This 
work should include changing the layout of the intersection of Wilsons Road and 
Cape Paterson Road to take account of the increased traffic and to provide two 
exit routes for Cape Paterson in cases of emergencies and to better enhance 
traffic flow in peak times. 

Listening to community discussions at the information sessions and to other 
residents/property owners input, it is very apparent that most of the community are 
not aware of the growth pressures that are impacting on the Bass Coast Shire as a 
result of the massive growth that is occurring in Greater Melbourne. It is therefore 
incumbent on the Bass Coast Shire Council to undertake a process of informing 
residents of Bass Coast of the changes that such growth will bring to our part of the 
coast and what the Council is doing to manage this process to balance that the 
environmental significance of Bass Coast, with the pressures of unavoidable 
population growth.   

Amendment C136 is an opportunity for both Cape Paterson and Bass Coast 
generally to demonstrate that as a community we have the maturity and foresight to 
manage: 

• the Shire's inevitable population growth so as to preserve the natural and 
environmental significance of the Bass Coast; 

• the imperative of adapting to rapid climate change by establishing net carbon 
neutral planning schemes for new residential development;  and  

• a planned and sustainable supply of new residential land to support the inevitable 
demand that population growth will require. 

Yours sincerely, 
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From:
strategic planning admin

Subject: Objection to Amendment C136
Date: Tuesday, 25 February 2020 5:38:23 PM

Attention: Strategic Planning Department, Bass Coast Shire Council,

I have visited Cape Paterson on a regular basis for over 30 years and have held an annual
permit and have owned an on-site caravan in the Illawong campground for the last 11 years.

I object to Amendment C136 because:

1. Amendment C136 should not be considered until the Statement of Planning Policy
required by the Distinctive Areas and Landscape (DAL) designation is finalised. The
Planning Minister has stated that Amendment C136 must consider the DAL but Council
cannot do that adequately until the DAL process is finalised.

2. A development of 500 lots leading to future development of another 500 lots within the
existing town boundary is manifestly too large. When added to the existing approved
development to the west this would allow for the doubling in size of a town designated
as “low growth”. Amendment C136 should not go ahead until the town boundary
has been reduced to correct the debacle caused by Mathew Guy when he overrode
Council and approved the Ecovillage to the west of the town. Even then, this northern
development should only go ahead in smaller stages of 100 to 150 lots.

3. The Ecological Assessment that considers the effects of increased runoff from the
proposed development flowing into Pea Creek is deficient in that it does not consider
the impacts on Lewin’s Rail which also lives in the Pea Creek area and is listed as
threatened under the Flora and Fauna Guarantee Act 1988.

A fauna survey undertaken by Peter Homan in April 2018 recorded the threatened
Lewin’s Rail in dense Melaleuca vegetation along Pea Creek. The Holman report
states that “The Melaleuca vegetation along Pea Creek, upstream of the small foot
bridge and opposite the sporting complex, appears to be ideal habitat for Lewin’s Rail
and may well support other rare and secretive taxa. The lower sections of Pea Creek,
below the waterfall, would almost certainly support similar species.”
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4. The modelling used in the Proposed Drainage Strategy to assess impacts on the
endangered Hooded plover underestimates the retarding basin storage required to
protect the endangered Hooded Plover. The rainfall data used in the modelling is not
appropriate for assessing summer rainfall events as the station is located too far away
and has average rainfall 8% lower than at Cape Paterson. Furthermore, the 40 year old
period of record used is inappropriate as it includes the severe 1982/83 drought and does
not include the more recent intense summer storms due to climate change.

 

Using this outdated data-set contravenes Bass Coast Council’s Natural Environment
Strategy which is committed to “preserve, protect, restore and enhance the natural
environment” and acknowledges that with climate change “there will be:

• more frequent and intense heavy rainfalls causing flooding,

• sea level rise combined with storm surges causing flooding and other impacts,

• more storms, including hailstorms.”

 

5. The proposed drainage strategy describes how the RORB model, used to assess
large flood impacts, was set up using parameters developed by Melbourne Water
for Melbourne’s South East region. It produced a combined peak 1 in 100 year
flood outflow of 8.3 m3/sec. Two other methods were used to check this flow; the
Rational Method (which estimated 11.1 m3/sec) and DSE regional flow estimate
graphs (which estimated 9.6 m3/sec). Even though these two checks produced
flood flows of 33% and 15% higher respectively, the RORB model was assessed
as valid and applicable to the Cape Paterson area. These flow checks indicate that
the adopted RORB flood model significantly underestimates the 1 in 100 year
flood flow and therefore will underestimate the flood impact of the proposed
development. This is not acceptable. A more accurate RORB model that is
adequately calibrated to the Cape Paterson area should be used in the flood impact
analysis.

 

 



Sub 167 

Amendment C136 
 

 

 
 
I do not support amendment C136 to rezone 53 hectares of land from 
Farming to Residential and to apply a ‘Development Plan Overlay’ 
over the entire town boundary area. 
I request that C136 not be considered until the Statement of Planning 
Policy (required by the Distinctive Areas and Landscape designation) 
is finalised, including a review of the Cape Paterson town boundary 
 
The purpose of amendment C136 is to facilitate the addition of up to 1000 
new houses to the north of Seaward Drive.  Given that Cape Paterson 
currently 950 houses, and that the Eco-Village development is working 
towards an addition 219 houses, it is clear that the aim of Amendment 
C136 is to almost double the number of households in Cape Paterson.  
This will result in an enormous change to the character of the village and 
the many attributes that locals hold dear will be significantly compromised. 
 
Ideally Cape Paterson’s development should be confined to the 
already approved addition of the 219 Eco-Village houses.   
This number of houses represents a significant increase in the number of 
residents and holiday-makers accessing the fragile eco-systems of the 
coastline and the amenities of the village.  Given that this development is 
not fully built, there is still plenty of opportunity for new residents to join 
the Cape Paterson community. 
 
The types of impacts which would result from a large-scale development to 
the north of Seaward Drive are: 

• The village would become more like a town!   
 One of the unique & special characteristics of Cape 

Paterson is that it is a sleepy village, with dirt roads, few 
amenities, little traffic & congestion 

 We have all seen the impact of over-development on 
many other coastal communities, where the character of 
the community is changed permanently for the worse 

 Over summer, parking at the beach will be a big issue, as 
will the number of beach goers.  It is already difficult to 
park and the beaches are packed on hot days. 
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 Infrastructure needs will escalate along with the 
population, resulting in a more developed village 

 
• The coastal environment is fragile  

 Already we are struggling to keep the integrity of the 
Cape Paterson environment and doubling the number of 
residents will obviously put enormous strain on the local 
fauna (the local populations of echidnas, koalas and 
hooded plovers, just to mention a few notables, are 
vulnerable) and flora with more domestic animals, 
garden escape plants and more cars 
 

In conclusion the 2010 Planning Panel report stated that expanding 
the town boundary to the west and to the north would result in an 
oversupply of land.  Sadly Mathew Guy saw fit, for unknown reasons 
and against the Planning Panel’s recommendations, to approve both 
town boundary expansions.  Amendment C136 is an opportunity to 
correct this decision. 
 
Wonthaggi is the logical place for more concentrated development if 
more housing is needed, given the availability of community 
infrastructure such as schools, shops, etc. 
 
 
Who am I? 
I purchased  in June 2019, so I’m a relative newcomer to Cape Paterson.  I 
chose Cape Paterson as my beach house destination as family associations to Cape go back 
to the early 1960’s and I have long had a love for the unspoilt nature of the area.  Please 
ensure it remains unspoilt and avoid the damage that doubling the village’s size would 
cause. 

               



From:
To: strategic planning admin
Subject: Amendment C136 - Cape Paterson
Date: Tuesday, 25 February 2020 6:29:55 PM

To: Strategic Planning Administration, Bass Coast Shire Council.

Hello,

We would like to lodge our objection to the C136 Planning Scheme Amendment.

Our History with Cape Paterson (CP).
My wife and I purchased a house in CP twenty years ago. We loved the small village feel of the area
and that of the community culture that surrounds it. Moreover we especially felt that such an
environment would provide a positive and real grounding for our two young daughters as they grew
up.

Since that time we have watched as the land to the western end of the town has been developed
twice; firstly to the west of Marine St and secondly for the Eco Village. My observations with these
developments are that:

1. The westerly expansion has brought with it a large increase in crime. Police almost never
have any issues in the older, easterly, part of town, and

2. The style and design of the Eco Village compliments the small community feel that
surrounds CP as well as providing a positive blueprint for others around Australia

Our Concerns with Amendment C136.
There has been insufficient studies on the impacts that this expansion. For instance:

A.      A cultural study should be undertaken on how the additional development will impact on or
change the existing community feel and small village environment.

B.      An infrastructure study should be undertaken as to how the additional development and
increased number of residents will impact on the various infrastructure (roads, parking,
beaches, water and services etc).

C.      The development will increase the amount of, and nature of, crime in the area, especially in
the older easterly end of town (where crime is currently almost non-existent). This is of
special concern given that the easterly end of town has a large number of elderly and retired
residents.
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D.      Planning Policy needs to be determined with associated overlying guidelines for the

development of infrastructure and housing for C136. Guidelines needs to be enforced such
that, should any part of the Northerly area be developed, it needs to enhance the existing
areas of CP (such as the Eco Village has) and not detract from it turning it into high density
cheap development.
 

E.       The development is so far from the existing beaches that it necessitates driving. The issues
here are that: 1) there is limited beach parking, and 2) this greatly increases the amount of
traffic on the roads making it more dangerous for the young and elderly who currently walk
to the beach.
 

F.       CP has been designated as “Distinctive Areas and Landscape”. Planning Policy in support of
this has not been completed. As such amendment C136 is premature as the associated
impacts it may have cannot yet be determined.
 

Regardless of any of the above, there is no doubt that the quite amenity and small coastal village
character that currently exist will be destroyed should C136 be approved. The council fights to
protect local flora and fauna, beaches and wildlife, but would turn its backs on such a special
community culture as CP has. The quite amenity that exists is of value, not only to it’s residents, but
also to the thousands of visitors that also enjoy it for what it is. This is ultimately the main point that
is in contention with C136 and Council need to consider this for what it is.
 
Many thanks, 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



From:
strategic planning admin

Subject: C136 submission
Date: Tuesday, 25 February 2020 6:33:08 PM

Dear Bass Coast Planning Department,

We are residents of Cape Paterson and strongly oppose the C136
submission for the development of the rural land to residential on
Seaward Drive.

Our concerns are as follows:

Daniel Andrews promised to permanently restrict development in the
coastal area of Phillip Island and the Bass Coast to protect it.

There should be recognition to protect the rural and environmental
values, unique character of the area as well as spiritual and heritage
importance to the Bunurong People.

Cape Paterson is a small coastal town and already has insufficient
parking and the infrastructure would not cope with the additional
residents.

This would mean that many unmade roads would need to be sealed which
many residents have already opposed and were successful in retaining the
the unmade roads.

The development is excessive. It is a safe place for children, elderly
and families.  Further traffic will make it dangerous to walk on roads,
many of which that don't have footpaths.

Cape Paterson is a friendly cohesive community all of which that care
about the environment and take great pride in the township. It has no
through traffic and this additional development will add at least 1000
cars to the small township.

Services including water, electricity, data, telephone is unusable at
peak periods and struggles.

The drainage is inadequate for peak rainfall times and contaminate
Bunurong Coastal park and beaches.

The rural area is presently home to significant wildlife that need to be
protected.

We respectfully ask that you review and reassess the submission.

Many thanks
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From:
To: strategic planning admin
Subject: Bass Coast Planning Scheme Amendment C136
Date: Tuesday, 25 February 2020 6:47:11 PM

To whom it may concern,

Re: Bass Coast Planning Scheme Amendment C136

I am writing to vehemently appeal that Bass Coast Council reject proposed Amendment C136.
I request that C136 not be considered until the Statement of Planning  Policy (required by the Govt.
“Distinctive Areas and Landscape” designation) is  finalised, including a review of the Cape Paterson
town boundary.

As a resident and a rate payer I consider the proposal to  rezone 53 acres from Farming Zone to
General Residential Zone GREEDY OVERDEVELOPMENT of this local coastal town.

Overdevelopment of Cape Paterson will drastically transform the character and appeal of the town
and will have detrimental impact on the existing infrastructure. Cape Paterson is currently a small,
pedestrian friendly community; it is a safe place for residents to walk and cycle. C136 proposed
rezoning will increase traffic and reduce safety throughout the town. Extra traffic will mean more
dust from unsealed roads and more traffic noise spoiling the quiet amenity of the town. The need
for beach parking will surge placing greater strain on existing town parking.

The proposed scale of expansion is a major overdevelopment, more than  doubling the size of the
township.
The “Distinctive Areas and Landscape”  process has not yet been completed and incorporated into
the Bass Coast  Planning Scheme. Expanding the town boundary is an oversupply of land and will be
of NO benefit to the existing community and environs.

As a resident of Cape Paterson I believe it is vital to preserve and protect this precious and unique
coastal environment. Overdevelopment of Cape Paterson  will bring greater risks to local flora and
fauna. Additional vehicle and foot traffic will have significant impact on vegetation and wildlife.
Increased drainage run off could potentially contaminate the magnificent Bunarong Marine &
Coastal Park.

Yours faithfully,
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 Strategic Planning Department 
Bass Coast Shire Council,  
PO Box 118 Wonthaggi,  

RE: AMENDMENT C136 

To whom it may concern, 

I write to express my opposition to the planned C136 PLANNING SCHEME AMENDMENT as it stands currently. 
I am a rate-paying owner of a Cape Paterson home that has been in our family for 36 years and I am both appalled 
and concerned at the size of the development planned for Cape Paterson. We have enjoyed the Cape’s beautiful 
variety of beaches for decades, especially being able to walk along the rocks at low tide or the clifftop paths 
without fear of overcrowding … a true sense of getting away from it all.  

I am accepting of the fact that suburbs, holiday destinations and regions eventually change, and that to some degree 
of development is perhaps inevitable. However, the scale of the development proposed for Cape Paterson is 
absolutely counter to the very reason why people are drawn to this hidden coastal gem.  

The proposed number of new home sites proposed under C136 is particularly concerning for a small town like 
Cape Paterson from a parking, roads and infrastructure perspective. I have outlined by specific concerns below: 

Parking: Peak holiday periods already push the available parking beyond capacity with cars often overflowing out 
onto the main road. Not only is this frustrating for beachgoers, but also aesthetically very unappealing and very 
dangerous, especially for young children.  

Footpaths: Cape Paterson has a distinct small-town charm and character and part of that character comes from 
being able to stroll along uncongested roads. The prospect of several hundred more vehicles driving on Capes 
roads during holiday periods would make roads much more dangerous and the need for footpaths, safety zones, 
bollards etc inevitable. Not only would these elements ruin the town street appeal but the cost would be almost 
prohibitive to council. 

Dirt roads: Currently Cape Paterson has several unmade gravel roads scattered around town. With the 
prospective of greatly increased volume of vehicles, these would quickly fall into disrepair and require costly 
regular maintenance, let alone the dust that the increased traffic would create. 

Natural bush: One of the most appealing aspects of Cape Paterson is the very unusual and charming natural 
bushland buffer between the main road and the boat ramp and beaches. A development of the size and scale 
proposed will undoubtedly require significant additional parking and my very great concern is that the parking may 
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come at the expense of this beautiful and rare bushland area. This would be a tragedy for the community, 
especially those that enjoy the numerous walking paths and viewing platforms, but also for the multitude of birds 
and animals who are resident within the bushland. 

As I stated earlier, I do recognize that Cape Paterson’s appeal attracts both current residents and new families 
alike. I also recognize that a development is entirely probable, however I would suggest that the maximum number 
of lots allowed should be closer to 100 rather than the 500 proposed. At 100 lots, Cape Paterson parking and 
infrastructure would have an opportunity to evolve over the next few years as opposed to being overrun with 
massive negative change over a short period. 

I thank you for carefully considering my opposition to the C136 Amendment. I am available for further comments 
should anyone have any questions or concerns regarding my submission, 

 

 
 



From:
To: strategic planning admin
Subject: Amendment C136 Bass Coast Submission
Date: Tuesday, 25 February 2020 7:44:00 PM

To whom it may concern,

My name is  and I live and own a residence at  Cape Paterson.
I object to the development in question in its present presentation. Primarily because there is no indication of how
this will be designed overall and for me this must include  the highest of sustainability standards as has been
successfully shown with the recent Cape development. Also, 900 is way too many smaller crowded blocks and risks
doubling the size of Cape Paterson to melt into a suburban legoland that is unaffordable  -as has happened in
Inverloch.  This will also represent a lagging infrastructure to play catch up . We live in a time of great opportunity
for Bass Coast to set the standards for a healthy growth in Cape Paterson which includes housing affordability and
community living with wildlife and the coastal tourism town. Lets do it properly and not sell ourselves short! In
conclusion, I actually welcome development -it is just how it is done and this does not present good enough.
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From:
To: strategic planning admin
Subject: Amendment C136.
Date: Tuesday, 25 February 2020 7:57:08 PM



To whom it may concern,
I am writing with regard to the Northern Overdevelopment at Cape Paterson. I have a number
of concerns about the proposed amendment.

The Council has recently declared a climate emergency in response  to a petition presented to
Council at the August Council Meeting, signed by over 1000 community members. Council
states that it will work with the community to develop a Climate Action Plan 2020-2030. I
believe Amendment C136 should not go ahead until it is reviewed by the Climate Action Plan
Group. Decisions of this nature have a huge impact on our local environment. 

As an artist, what I love about Cape Paterson is the incredible beauty of the flora and fauna.
We have over 900 species, found nowhere else in the world. Some of these are listed as
endangered and one of the biggest threats to this fragile environment is Dogs and cats and
invasive plants. If Amendment C136 went ahead the increase in these pests would be
exponential and the Council is currently failing to deal with this problem adequately.
In addition to Amendment C136 being postponed until the Climate Action Plan Group has
reviewed it, I believe this decision should not be made until the Statement of Planning Policy
(required by the Distinctive Areas and Landscape designation) is finalised. This would also
include a review of the Cape Paterson boundary.

On the Council’s website it states that, “Our Natural Environment Strategy, outlines our
commitment to preserve, protect, restore and enhance the natural environment
across Bass Coast for the next 10 years. It sets the strategic direction for climate
change and how the Council will be taking action.”

I sincerely hope that Council will stand behind these principals.

(rate payer)
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25/2/20 

Opposition to Amendment C136. 

My family purchased a holiday house in Cape Paterson 6 years ago. We had 
previously had a cottage in the hills behind Lorne for 15 years. Over those 15 
years we watched the over-development of Lorne, Apollo Bay and the coastal 
strip with sadness and frustration. Both Lorne and Apollo Bay became virtual 
no go zones during summer and any school holidays with traffic snarls and 
road rage on the main streets, no parking, car alarms going off and music 
blaring from cafes and shops. Why bother going there when we could assault 
our senses with a trip into the Melbourne CBD? We once attempted a quiet 
beach day at Eastern View (alarmed by the McMansions blighting the coastal 
drive- where was the planning there??) but any sense of peace after a day on 
the beach was quickly gone when  we spent over 1 hour getting from one end 
of Anglesea to the other due to traffic congestion.  
The west coast suffers hugely from it’s over development with the obvious 
traffic being only one of the problems dogging it now. Eventually we sold our 
little cottage and looked around for a quiet beachside place and to our delight 
we discovered Cape Paterson. 

Cape Paterson is a quiet coastal village. There is a strong sense of community, 
fostered by the plentiful interactions with other residents while walking down 
the quiet roads to the beach, the shop or tavern or just having a stroll. The 
predominant form of traffic around Cape  Pat is foot traffic. This allows for lots 
of pedestrian and bike riding activity, as well as providing a safer environment 
for the native animals we often see around Cape Pat- echidnas, wombats, 
kangaroos and possums. The only road kill I can recall in 6 years is 1 dead blue 
tongue lizard. 

I object to the Amendment for a number of reasons. 

1. The impact that such a large development will have on the character of
Cape Paterson.. The proposed northern development will result in a
doubling of the housing stock in the village and turn it into a town.  The
distance of the development from the beach will result in much more
road traffic especially, but not only, in busy holiday times. This will in
turn impact on the “walkability” of the village, and in turn the safety of
the foot and bicycle traffic as well as animals.  Cars on the unsealed
roads (which the bulk of Cape Pat voted to keep) will result in more dust
in the area and further impact on road maintenance requirements. I love
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the lack of foot paths and dread the thought that Cape would end up 
“curbed and pathed”, corralling us into a suburban streetscape.  

2. Environmental impact.  Cape Paterson is surrounded by the Bunurong
Coastal and Marine Park. The area is blessed with Significant Vegetation
and Wildlife, including in the area to be rezoned for development. More
housing developments, especially of the density proposed by the
developer, will undoubtably have a detrimental impact on the
vegetation and wildlife in the development itself  The greater population
density will spread that impact into the surrounding Coastal and Marine
reserve, with more foot traffic on coastal paths, leading to habitat
disturbance and erosion issues, as well as likely greater feral animal and
invasive weed problems

3. Strategic Planning Issues. I understand that the Bass Coast Planning
scheme directed that Cape Pat is designated a low development area,
while Wonthaggi is a high development area. Doubling the size of the
town boundary and the number of houses allowed within it is contrary
to the council’s own plan. The Distinctive Arears and Landscape process
is yet to be completed. My understanding was that this was to be
included in the Bass Coast Planning Scheme and it is my hope that this
would results in a reduction in the size of the town boundary.
The overwhelming response from Cape Paterson residents and
ratepayers was for a reduction in the size of the town boundary.

In summary I object to the size of this development and would prefer that it 
not go ahead at all. If it is to proceed, is suggest it be limited to 50-100 houses, 
with a more environmentally appropriate open space area around the houses. 
I support a reduction in the size of the town boundary. 

Yours faithfully 

 

 
 



 
 

  
 
 

Amendment C136

Dear Strategic Planning Committee, 

My name is  I am a rate payer of Cape Paterson. I am 41 years old and have been coming 
down to Cape Paterson for 41 years. My grandparents built one of the first houses on Anchor Parade in 
Cape Paterson in 1961. My mother has been holidaying in Cape Paterson since then and now my parents 
own their own house in Cape Paterson where they live permanently.  Two years ago my husband and I 
bought my grandparents house and have now rebuilt it so it is large enough to accommodate our large 
family and friends. 

This is how much we love Cape Paterson. Our small coastal town where my brother and I  grew up, walking 
to the beach, learning to swim and learning to ride a bike on the safe streets. Every time I arrive at our 
Cape house, I feel the stress melt away – it is my happy place. 

Our children have just had an amazing summer down at Cape, where for the full month of holidays, they 
rode their bikes, swam at the beach and walked to the milk bar for icy poles – just as I did during my 
childhood. It is a glorious, safe environment for my kids to gain some independence, where I do not worry 
about them walking  or riding on the road (safely), because I know this small village looks out for its kids. 

With the amendment of the C136 Planning scheme to build 500 houses beyond Seaward Drive – I am very 
concerned that this will change the entire safety aspect and atmosphere of our lovely Cape Paterson. 

Currently, during the peak week of summer, our beaches are full and the parking is non existent. During 
this time, I do not let my kids ride by themselves as the influx of cars is so large and safety is lowered. If 
there was to be an additional 500 houses, then at least an additional 1000 cars will be added to this and 
parking would be next to impossible. Even during the year, not in peak time, this many cars could not be 
accommodated.  

I have also seen that the traffic report commissioned by the developers, show Park Parade as a through 
road from the new development to the beach. Park Parade is right next to our house, so this would impact 
my family greatly in terms of traffic and safety. Residents have already fought twice to not have the roads 
sealed as it takes away from the atmosphere of Cape Paterson, but the amount of dust from many cars 
using Park Parade as a through way would be intolerable. 

Another large concern I have regarding this development is the strain it will put on the inadequate 
infrastructure of Cape.  

Drainage is currently a huge problem (as you will know with the recent storms), and the plan to run a 
completely new pipeline into Pea creek, while addressing the issue, creates a whole new issue in itself. 
Running the drainage into the ocean via Pea creek sends this waste directly into the area where the almost 
extinct hooded plovers nest! This is an area that we must protect for our wildlife, not use as a human 
waste drainage site. This area must be protected and this drainage plan does not do that. 
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The current water quality already means we have to filter our drinking our water or buy bottled water 
(which creates much more recycling), and the water pressure is already so low that our upstairs taps are 
weak and not to water pressure standards. Adding 500 more houses to this without updating the existing 
infrastructure first and this would become a trickle. 

An amazing thing about Cape Paterson is the wildlife. Going for early morning walks and seeing the cows, 
kangaroos and birds is absolutely delightful. We also have a local neighbourhood koala that comes to visit 
that many people leave water out for, and this summer my kids saw at least 3 echidnas. This summer I 
noticed that during peak time, the kangaroos did not come out during the mornings due to the amount of 
people out and about. It would be devastating if any of these local wildlife had to move to a new area due 
to the influx of people 500 houses would create. 

After attending the exhibition information day on 27th January, I came out with a sense of confusion as 
there was no specific answers to any of our questions. The whole session was extremely vague when it 
came to answers about infrastructure and wildlife safety and no one could even tell us what a house would 
be made out of. If 500 brick houses were to be built, it would definitely change the character of our seaside 
town. It was also very disappointing that the developer himself was advised not to attend, which is 
ridiculous as he essentially should have the answers to our questions when the council and consultants had 
none. 

We were advised that the open land space for the development will be at 11%, which is over the required 
5% (ridiculous!), however the ecovillage development provides an excellent 50% open space including 
playgrounds and exercise paths. Is this 11% parks and playgrounds or merely sewage and drainage areas? 
Once again there was no further information.  

I am not against future development, however Amendment C136 needs to be scaled down greatly to be 
even vaguely consistent with the coastal village of Cape Paterson. An absolute maximum of 100 houses is 
more than enough to add to the 45 houses already available in Cape Paterson plus the 200 available in the 
ecovillage. 

I believe this rezoning needs to be rejected and the town boundary reduced. I also believe that current 
Cape Paterson infrastructure (not just that in the new development area) must be updated before any 
development or building is approved or started. 

Cape Paterson has recently been deemed part of the DAL (distinctive areas and landscape), in the Bass 
Coast, however the Statement of Planning Policy has not been finalised for this. I believe that this policy 
should be finalised before a decision is made on C136 to ensure that both of these policies align with each 
other in the best interests of Cape Paterson. 

 

Thank you for your time and consideration, 

 



: Objection to Amendment C136 

1 

Strategic	Planning	Department	
Bass	Coast	Shire	Council,		
PO	Box	118	Wonthaggi,		
strategic.planningadmin@basscoast.vic.gov.au

24 Feb 2020 
Opposition to the C136 Amendment from Pete Muskens 

The grounds on which I wish to object are as follows: 

• Character:
Cape Paterson is defined in the Bass Coast Planning Scheme as a coastal village
suited for ‘moderate’ growth.
Character can be seen to be a nebulous concept, however; the difference between a
‘village’ and a ‘town’ is a question of size and neighbourliness. In the instance of
Cape Paterson that means a pedestrian friendly environment where neighbours know
each other and the mood of the place is what one would consider quiet with little or
no through traffic. The lack of made roads aids this friendly atmosphere by
encouraging foot and bicycle traffic to reduce dust. This makes it a safe place for
children to use the roads as a play space and a place to learn to ride bikes; in that way
reinforcing neighbourly interaction.
Imposing an extra 1190 dwellings (the C136 and ‘The Cape’) in a community of less
than 1000 homes would absolutely destroy the character of that village because the
proposed development is more than a kilometre from the beach and local facilities. At
that distance, the likelihood is that new residents would drive through the town in
hermetically sealed vehicles where interaction with existing residents becomes
minimal.
The documents submitted in this amendment indicate that the development will be
nothing more than a standard speculative suburban housing tract of land integrating
neither with surrounding rural landscape nor the existing township. No new social
facilities are proposed with this development to augment those already existing in
Cape Paterson. Providing speculative housing blocks to the Life Saving Clubs and
CFA for fund raising does not in itself explain how this development adds to the
social and community life of Cape Paterson and hence its character.
As an architect, I pay particular attention to character in designing a building as it is
an important part of how a new or modified dwelling will integrate with its
neighbours. The Bass Coast Planning Scheme covers some of these issues in its
clauses, but beyond the applicant’s claim that they will match Cape Paterson’s 580
meters square average lot size, there is no indication whether a covenant will be
placed over the buildings and building style.
It is unclear also whether there will be covenants to match ‘The Cape’ indigenous
planting scheme or whether they will have an ‘anything goes’ for owners to plant
whatever they wish. Weed control is already a vexed issue in the existing village and
adding extra allotments where invasive weeds can flourish will also place a heavier
load on the Cape Paterson environment.
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• Current Town Boundary and the Bass Coast Planning Scheme:  

With C119 the town boundary was arbitrarily extended despite the recommendations 
of the Independent Planning Panel advising the one or the other development 
application extant at that time (North and West) be accepted, not both. This 
recommendation was ignored by the planning minister at that time and was 
subsequently imposed on the Council and local community. As then required, the 
town boundary was incorporated into the planning scheme without a subsequent 
review of where the town boundary line should be drawn to promote ‘moderate’ 
growth to a coastal village. 
 
It would appear that the main justification for this amendment is that the town 
boundary needs to be filled because that’s where the boundary is. I hope that this 
amendment application will at least reduce the current town boundary to the south 
side of Seaward Drive or failing that; that provision be made to only expand the north 
boundary to incorporate at most 100 extra housing lots, not the 960 lots proposed with 
the rezoning and development overlay.  
Three hundred houses (200 houses from The Cape’ development and 100 allotments 
to the north) represents a 30% increase in population to Cape Paterson which is much 
more in line with ‘moderate’ growth and keeping Cape Paterson as a village, not a 
town. This expansion would need to occur over a number of years. 
 
The Bass Coast Planning Scheme identifies Wonthaggi as a high growth area. Indeed, 
as many as 8000 lots are due to be released in the coming years as well as some urban 
consolidation in the existing town. If the intention is to gain a population of 
permanent, rather than holiday home inhabitants, then this makes sense. Wonthaggi 
has adequate infrastructure, employment opportunities, good public transport, 
schools, police and health services. Developing 1160 house lots in Cape Paterson 
would then represent an ‘opportunity cost’ to Wonthaggi.  
Cape Paterson, on the other hand, has almost no job opportunities, only 3 public 
transport services to Wonthaggi per day, and certainly no other services beyond the 
small retail area on Surf Beach Road. Most of these businesses rely on seasonal 
occupation of the existing village. For this precinct to expand, it would rely on a 
significant proportion of a new housing estate to be permanent occupiers, but even the 
applicant has acknowledged that the composition of the new estate would mirror the 
existing village with 70% being holiday house occupiers and the rest being 
permanent. This permanent population would be relying almost solely on car 
transport to take them to or from Cape Paterson to Inverloch or Wonthaggi for their 
services. 
 

• Infrastructure and Traffic: 
Infrastructure 1 - Talks with older residents of Wonthaggi and Cape Paterson have 
revealed that the Bay Beach precinct has a semi permanent creek that drained into Pea 
Creek before it spilled out into Undertow Bay. Sometime during the 1950’s this creek 
was diverted in a concrete pipe which then spilled into the Boat Ramp beach. I am 
pointing this out because three times in the past twenty years, this “1 in 100 years  
rainfall” drain has failed and flooded the Bay Beach area three times. In 2019 it 
flooded with disastrous consequences for the Wonthaggi Life Saving Club which 
effectively lost its clubhouse, undermined part of the patrol building and washed away 
their concrete ramp. This drain has since been ‘patched’ to improve its performance 
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(see photo) but this is part of the existing stormwater system that will be downstream 
of the proposed development.  
Infrastructure 2 – In 2019 the Cape Paterson Life Saving Club started construction of 
their new club house. The club incurred considerable expense in extra site works and 
construction delays due to the discovery of an undocumented but functioning part of 
the stormwater outfall for the western end of the existing village. 
My point in illustrating these is that there are already serious flaws in Cape Paterson’s 
stormwater infrastructure because of the ad hoc nature of Cape Paterson’s 
development. The proposed addition will be loading onto an already strained 
infrastructure. The developer’s drainage report relies on rainfall statistics from 
Croydon, rain data from the 1980’s which had a number of drought years and does 
not necessarily pick up the intense rainfalls that Cape Paterson receives and can be 
expected to receive with the impact of climate change. The main flow proposed will 
drain into Pea Creek near the intersection of the Cape Paterson- Inverloch Road but 
the culvert that leads into Pea Creek at the south eastern corner of the development 
site was overwhelmed in the rain event of last year, while much of the flooding that 
arrived at the Bay Beach flowed over Seaward Drive and into the surrounding 
stormwater drains. I have no confidence that the developer has the means to fix this 
failing downstream infrastructure via their contributions before any further load is 
placed on it. 

 

 

Existing Infrastructure – patched drain from Bay Beach precinct draining into the 
Boat Ramp bay. This drain failed at the last severe rain event on May 10th 2019 
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• Infrastructure and Traffic cont’d: 
Cape Paterson currently has frequent power and data brown outs and /or blackouts 
due to insufficient capacity during peak times. It is again unclear from the 
documentation provided that the utility companies are aware of or will respond to the 
greater requirements placed on the system. The data brown out is certainly of concern 
at peak holiday times when the bushfire danger is at also at its peak with only one 
sealed road into and out of Cape Paterson. 
 
Traffic – Residents in 2014 voted by an overwhelming majority to reject the paving of 
their roads, partly due to the huge cost of doing so and partly because they were never 
asked in the first place whether they even wanted their roads to be sealed. The C136 
applicant’s plans show Park Parade, Spear Street and Seabreeeze Avenue being the 
main routes that residents from the proposed development will use to access the beach 
or the shops in Market Place. All these streets are unsealed roads and the residents 
will be more than likely to use their cars due to the development being over 1km from 
the destinations mentioned. The traffic study is already outdated because ‘The Cape’ 
development has kicked off and no study has been done on the traffic that has already 
come from there. Will existing residents on these streets be expected to pick up the 
tab of increased traffic dust and noise and /or the cost of sealing these roads. This 
strikes me as an unfair burden on residents whatever happens here. Note that gravel 
roads keep these streets safer while they are unsealed as it does reduce traffic speed. 
The traffic report is largely silent on these matters. The traffic survey was conducted 
in July when traffic can be expected to be low: this is another instance where the 
developer has chosen to ‘cherry pick’ data to minimise the impact such a large 
development would have on the village. ‘The Cape’ relies on the existing village for 
its vehicular through traffic – the traffic report was done before even this impact on 
through traffic was recorded. It can be expected that as ‘The Cape’ development 
proceeds more traffic can be expected from this source. The traffic report does not 
even mention this possibility. 
 
Biodiversity and Environmental Protection 
I participate in dune and foreshore weed removal, indigenous species plantings and 
dune vegetation restoration with the CPRRA (Cape Paterson Residents and 
Ratepayers Association), the South Gippsland Conservation Society (SGCS) and the 
Harmers Haven Residents and Ratepayers Association (HHRRA). Doing this work I 
am acutely conscious of how fragile and how special our coastal areas are due to the 
depredations of feral animals and invasive weeds. In the past there has been ‘open 
slather’ on what people plant in their gardens. The effects are seen downstream in the 
foreshore reserves where these weeds would destroy any habitat if it weren’t for our 
efforts. With so many holiday houses left vacant for year after year and with owners 
who are ignorant of what they plant, it is little wonder that their gardens become 
permanent seed banks for invasive weeds to encroach on the coastal ecology – home 
to many of our most threatened species. Adding 1000 houses with an ‘anything goes’ 
mentality in regard to plantings will place an undue burden on the coastal strip. Even 
the proponent’s promotion of ‘native species’ is a problem because some of these 
species are also invasive weeds out their indigenous context.  
Wonthaggi, on the other hand provides at least a 7km buffer strip where development 
could and should take place. 
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• The Threat of Future Overdevelopment 

The over expansion of the town boundaries some ten years ago has led to the fear that 
at any time the town boundary can be moved by ministerial fiat no matter what the 
local community, the council or a planning panel believes or recommends. It is one 
reason why the present state government ran on a promise during the last election that 
Bass Coast coastal villages will be protected from overdevelopment. Cape Paterson 
was particularly mentioned in this context. The Distinctive Areas and Landscape 
(DAL) Declaration in October 2019 goes a long way to protecting those coastal 
villages from over development but in the case of Cape Paterson we are caught with 
the legacy of an over extended town boundary before the DAL process has been 
reviewed and completed by incorporation into the Bass Coast Planning Scheme. In 
the DAL consultation process, Cape Paterson’s town boundary was cited numerous 
times by local residents as threat to its status as a quiet coastal village. 
Already in the context of this, land west of the C136 amendment is being touted for 
urban expansion. (See photos below) In this context money often talks through 
potential corruption and bribery as has happened recently at Casey council. This 
brings the whole planning process into disrepute and no longer trusted by the general 
public. 

 
 

 
 
Real Estate agent’s sign at the corner of Wilsons Road in August 
2019 during the suspension of Amendment C136 - this sign has 
subsequently been removed 

 
Real Estate agent’s sign now more discretely placed on Wilson’s 
Road but still with the promise of land banking albeit more delicately 
expressed 
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• Conclusion: 

I hope that my statement will be seriously considered by the council planners, Bass 
Coast councillors and eventually the planning panel. 
I am not a NIMBY, I have no issue with carefully and comprehensively well planned 
land use that does not bludge off its neighbours. What makes Cape Paterson special is 
not what is tendered in the C136 applicant’s documents for consideration. More than 
doubling the existing housing lots is not conducive to good planning or indeed the 
organic growth of villages so that they retain the very character that makes them 
special. Indeed a development like this will go a long way to destroying a fragile 
coastal precinct as it has in places on the surf coast. 
I urge the council to reject the amendment as it stands, and to refer this application to 
an Independent Planning Panel so that the town boundary will be reduced, preferably  
to the Seaward Drive boundary, or at the most to a point where no more than 100 
house lots get added to the north of the existing Cape Paterson village. 
 



18 February 2020 

Strategic Planning Department 
Bass Coast Shire Council 
PO Box 118 Wonthaggi  

Re: Amendment C136 

I oppose the C136 Planning scheme amendment. My reasons are set out below. 

Personal details: 

  

  

 

The proposed amendment and overlay involve an inappropriate, massive expansion of Cape Paterson. The 
proposal will effectively double the number of houses in Cape Paterson. This development is more 
appropriate for Wonthaggi that has the infrastructure to prosper from such an expansion and is a nominated 
state government growth area. This would strengthen the role of Wonthaggi as our regional centre. 
Wonthaggi currently has the commercial and social infrastructure such as schools and health facilities to 
cope and indeed successfully absorb the increased population. This would reinforce Wonthaggi's reputation 
as a dynamic regional centre.  

The proposed amendment and overlay will I believe be inappropriate in both terms of infrastructure and will 
also damage the small coastal village character. Cape Paterson is a very safe place for families as it is 
pedestrian friendly with few footpaths due to limited vehicle traffic. The distance from the proposed 
development to the beach will result in significant increases to traffic that will run down the existing streets. 
The absence of footpaths will increase the risk of accidents. There are currently insufficient car parking at 
the beaches over the peak holiday season and this proposal will significantly add to this pressure. The 
proposed scale of expansion is a massive overdevelopment more than doubling the size of the existing 
township. Rather than maintaining and celebrating the uniqueness of Cape Paterson, the proposal will 
fundamentally transform it in a negative manner. 

The above would appear to contradict the Bass Coast Strategic Coastal Framework which states “Cape 
Paterson...a local coastal town...with varying but limited opportunities for additional development “. Indeed 
the Premier of Victoria declared his governments intention to give the Bass Coast Shire a Distinctive Area 
and Landscape status under the Planning and Environment Act (1987). In November, 2018 he released a 
press release that stated “a re-elected Andrews Labor Government will permanently protect Phillip Island 
and the Bass Coast from over development with planning protection enshrined in law. People choose to 
make their home in the small communities along the Bass Coast to enjoy a laid back lifestyle”. 

I request that C136 not be considered until the Statement of Planning Policy is finalised, including a review 
of the Cape Paterson town boundary. The Statement of Planning Policy is to be the supreme planning 
document guiding all development within the municipality for the next 50 years. To proceed prior to its 
completion would be inappropriate and a possible abuse of process. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me should you require additional information or input. 

Yours sincerely 
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From:
To: strategic planning admin
Subject: Objection to Planning Scheme Amendment C136 Cape Paterson
Date: Tuesday, 25 February 2020 9:14:59 PM

23rd February 2020  

Strategic Planning Department
Bass Coast Shire Council, 
PO Box 118 Wonthaggi, 
email  strategic.planningadmin@basscoast.vic.gov.au

Re: Planning Scheme Amendment C136. Cape Paterson

To whom it may concern,

I wish to object to the Planning Scheme Amendment C136, Cape Paterson.

I have been holidaying in Cape Paterson every year for over 20 years. Where once there
was room for echidnas, blue tongue lizards, possums and koalas, now there are only
houses. Small beach shacks with spacious backyards have been replaced by huge
constructions surrounded largely by concrete. Paths have been formalized and quiet
beaches are now full of people. Further development such as that proposed by the
Planning Scheme Amendment C136 will only lead to a further deterioration in the village
character and environmental values of Cape Paterson.
Furthermore I request a reduction of the town boundary and development plan overlay
for Cape Paterson, so that the current condition of the environment of Cape Paterson and
its surrounds can be preserved. There has already been significant overdevelopment of
the area and no further development should be considered at least until the statement of
planning policy, required by the Distinctive Areas and landscape Designation is finalised.

Regards,

Sub 178

mailto:strategic.planningadmin@basscoast.vic.gov.au


Sub 179



From:
To: strategic planning admin
Subject: Amendment 136
Date: Tuesday, 25 February 2020 9:50:00 PM

Dear Sir/Madam

I humbly submit my request that you reject the proposed Amendment C136 to which I entirely
oppose. I speak for future generations so they will be able to enjoy Cape Paterson in a similar
manner to how it is now. Cape Paterson is unique because it is presently divided by Seaward
Drive from extensive subdivisions. It is unlike the Surf Coast which blends into the
subdivisions reaching out to Geelong and I can see ours reaching Wonthaggi before too long.

The Bay Beach and the First Surf Beach are already inundated with large crowds of people
over the summer months. The car parking facilities over these periods are already inadequate.
Unfortunately Undertow Bay, the Second Surf Beach and F-Break are not available to the
general public for safe swimming due to the dangerous nature of them as well as not being
patrolled.

I have enjoyed visiting and holidaying at Cape Paterson since 1978. In 1996 I became a
ratepayer of the Bass Coast Shire due to the purchase of a recreational property in Coral Street
which I have availed myself and family of during that time. Throughout this period my three
children have grown and thrived on all Cape Paterson has to offer: snorkelling in the pristine
Bunurong Marine Park, safely cycling on roads with limited traffic, geocaching in a beautiful
safe environment, bodyboarding and sailboarding at two safely patrolled beaches,
photographing the plant and wildlife, observing the celestial skies with limited night light and
exploring the Bass Coast.

The native flora, wildlife and bird life are prolific and very diverse. My personal community
involvement with Clean Up Australia and monthly coastal working bees along the Bass Coast
are testament to my passion for this unique area and assisting with maintaining this native
habitat. I am also a marshall in the annual Aquathon as I value the importance of the Cape
Paterson Surf Lifesaving Club.

As a new suburb of this proposed scale it will require many residents to bus their children into
Wonthaggi. It is not a comfortable walking distance to the beaches or adequately paved for
this purpose. Wonthaggi is a long distance to places of employment, shops and all other
necessary infrastructure so driving is essential and therefore more cars will be on the local
roads. Numbers of lots in subdivisions become rather murky once people decide to erect dual
occupancy places so the numbers allocated can in effect double!
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Please take a long hard look at what you already have at Cape Paterson. The Eco Village was
created for sustainable living and this new development looks like it will be retrospective. I
would have liked the gap between Seaward Drive and Wonthaggi kept as there is still enough
available purchasable houses and land south of it. However, this is going ahead so I entreat
you to limit its size by not allowing the Amendment to pass.

Your very concerned ratepayer.
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Objection to C136 rezoning application 

From: 

 
 

 

I love Cape Paterson for its peace and tranquility. I love that I 
can walk along the beach from Cape to Harmers and not see 
another soul (on most days). I love that it is a safe place for 
children and that they can ride safely in a traffic free zone. I 
love that there is no traffic. I love that I can sleep in peace... no 
noise other than birds chirping in the trees. I love that there are 
echidnas in my back yard and occasionally a koala in my trees. 
I love that I can see kangaroos when I walk along the road to 
Harmers. I love the trees that surround my property and the 
native flora along the cliff walks. I love the peace and tranquility 
that makes Cape Paterson so unique. 

For these reasons I object to the expansion of this unique 
hideaway. More traffic, more people, more rubbish, more 
roadkill are the reasons I object to this expansion. 



From:
strategic planning admin

Subject: Amendment C136
Date: Tuesday, 25 February 2020 9:55:14 PM

24 February 2020

Strategic Planning Department
Bass Coast Shire Council, 
PO Box 118 Wonthaggi.

To Whom it may concern,

Please accept our submission in opposition to the Amendment C136 for the following reasons:

We believe the proposed amendment should be rejected entirely as the whole character of Cape Paterson being a small seaside
village will be ruined, alternately if that’s not accepted then as a minimum we propose:

Reducing the town boundary and/or dramatically reducing the Development Plan Overlay as the village simply cannot support
the extent of the proposed development; and/or

That C136 not be considered until the Statement of Planning Policy (required by the Distinctive Areas and Landscape
designation) is finalised, including a review of the Cape Paterson Town Boundary as clearly the state government has flagged
this area as valuable and requiring protective considerations.  Proceeding with considering this amendment prior to this process
being completed smacks of an attempt to avoid appropriate due diligence.

In support of our opposition to C136 we would make the following comments:

The distance from the beach of the C136 proposed rezoning will result in increased traffic through the existing township.
Currently traffic is minimal throughout the village with most houses being within walking distance to the beach. A significant
increase in traffic through and around the village will ruin the relaxed environment, where children are currently safe to ride
their bikes to the beach and families regularly play outside and interact with neighbours. Greater vehicle use in the town will
only increase the impact of fossil fuels and  pollution to the surrounding areas.

Effectively doubling the size of our village is in stark contrary to the Bass Coast Strategic Council Framework stating that our
local town has ‘…limited opportunities for additional development’.

There is currently insufficient parking during peak periods and this increased traffic will only exacerbate this issue and result in
curb-side parking which will increase the risk to pedestrians due to the lack of footpaths and safety crossings around the village.
Environmental constraints along the beach front area mean that creating additional parking would not be possible.

During these peak times the holiday rental market will draw more cars whereby more than one family is likely to stay within a
rental and being further away will drive and park along the beach road and foreshore. This parking solution is not ideal and can
be fully recognised by visiting Inverloch beach on a busy holiday. We are not Inverloch and don’t want to be turned into a
similar township.

More holiday rentals will bring others into the village that may cause a rise in crimes. Speaking with a local Wonthaggi
Policeman we were told that crime gangs target holiday websites to see when they are vacant and commit break ins and thefts.
Most crimes are not committed by locals.

The C136 documentation provides little to no details as to how the developer and/or the council propose to mitigate or manage
the impact on our small coastal village of such a significant large scale expansion. The proposed development would nearly
double the size of the existing community yet there is no advice as to how our existing infrastructure will cope with increased
demand on power, water, sewerage and storm water run off in particular during peak periods. All of which is currently
inadequate for the existing township.

The township beaches are already well past capacity during the peak season and further development will put a strain on the
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lifesaving club’s abilities to safely patrol and protect swimmers etc. The two primary Cape beaches are attractive due to their
relative safe swimming areas however increased people on the beaches over summer will no doubt push swimmers to areas
outside the safe and patrolled zones into undertow bay or second surf beach both of which regularly have hazardous swimming
conditions that require local knowledge and experience to navigate safely.

This area is a drawcard to visitors and residents precisely because it is underdeveloped ad nestled amongst the adjoining
Bunurong Marine and Coastal Park. Our family volunteers with Birdlife Australia to patrol the beaches over the summer period
to assist in protecting the nesting areas of the Hooded Plover. During our daily walks we regular see Koalas, Kangaroos,
Echidnas and Wombats right throughout the village and in particular along the  Seward Drive boundary road. Development
along this boundary will have a significant and detrimental impact on these native animals and their habitat. The existing
approved eco development has already forced the Kangaroos away from their preferred watering grounds and further
development will displace these native species further.

This last summer we witnessed the horrific impact uneducated visitors can have on the nests of our endangered native birds.
With nests purposely trampled, signage ignored or vandalised leading to a very low survival rate for the hooded Plover chicks.
Another 800 plus residents and associated visitors to these critical nesting zones will decimate the local native bird population
and we risk losing them from the local ecosystems completely.

The Eco-Village already under construction has proposed a free space percentage of 40% where the new proposed development
only has a free space percentage of 11% effectively turning Cape Paterson into a town suburb like that of the newer Inverloch
development. Or worse somewhere like Rye, Dromana or elsewhere the peninsular where there is never any stock at the
supermarkets over summer and it takes an hour to drive 800m.

We fear that the sense of community that we have come to enjoy and the quiet nature of Cape Paterson will be ruined by further
development with more cars, people pets and animals. The whole reason we purchased in the area is because of its quiet
tranquility one shop and one tavern. As we saw it it was perfectly sized and is where would like to spend our later days. The
C136 proposal seems like a money grab by over zealous developers and an uncaring council. Which if it goes ahead we may do
the same and sell at an inflated price and move.

I don’t want to move anywhere else.

As of today Wonthaggi has a rental vacancy percentage of 0.79% it would make more sense to push development towards this
larger rural hub as this is a high growth area that needs more development, the infrastructure is larger and there are more
amenities available.

Already we are often subjected to power outages and drops in services due to high demands during peak periods. C136 will only
add to this problem placing a strain on an ageing infrastructure that was not designed for this increase. The water quality is
already of a lower standard that during peak times we rely on bottled water.

Approving C136 will show developers that the local council can be influenced and there will surely then be a push for further
development in the future. This will diminish further our small safe family space and close knit community even more.

We hope that you will see it in the interest of the residents and those that frequent the area to not allow Amendment C136 to go through
in its current form as we feel it will be detrimental to our community and to the future of our village.

Sincerely yours,



 

 

 

We oppose amendment C136. 

Objection to the Cape Paterson North Development 
Proposal 

• Bass Coast Planning Scheme 31/07/2018: On page 158 of this
document Housing, Objective and strategies;

“Discourage increased housing densities in Cape Paterson, Dalyston,
Kilcunda, Bass, Corinella, Coronet Bay, Newhaven, Ventnor and Rhyll.
Ensure that any development is consistent with the prevailing
character of the area and is only located in areas where there is
adequate infrastructure and community services”

In the proponents document “Cape Paterson North Planning Scheme
Amendment C136”

I question the statement “that new growth is concentrated in Cape
Paterson and Grantville, the two settlements with the best access to
urban services”.

It seems the me that both these towns have one thing in common,
they are close to the water, this means that there is a higher chance
that developers can make a profit from rezoning and selling blocks of
land.

In the council minutes for 21 March 2018, states on page 68 that there
“At present Council has a healthy but not excessive land supply of
between 17-20 years (there is a state planning policy requirement for
Council to maintain a 15 year land supply).”

So why do we need to add 480 more blocks of land to Cape Paterson,
there is only one reason that can be seen and that is to make money.
For who, one may ask.
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Having 100’s of blocks of land available will no doubt drop the average 
price down, affecting the current properties valuations. Certainly, it 
will exceed the 20 years of land supply. Evidence of the last 10 years 
sales of new blocks of land, would tend to indicate that it takes a long 
time to sell blocks, the ‘Golden Cape Estate’ is still selling the last 13 
un-developed blocks. 

Cape Paterson does not need another 480+ blocks of land for sale, 
there is currently 150+ (eco Village) which must be more than 15 years 
of land supply. 

The proposed C136 amendment should be rejected entirely just on 
this. 

• The C136 should not be considered in any case until the Statement of 
Planning Policy (required by the Distinctive Areas and Landscape 
designation) is finalised. I understand this also includes a review of the 
Cape Paterson town boundary. 

Other important items: 

• CFA station location:  

The proposal to re-locate the CFA at the top of the development looks 
to be in a bad position. It really needs to be in an accessible position, 
not as far out of town as possible. 

Logically it should be on the corner of Cape Paterson Rd and Seaward 
Dr (2 Seaward Dr). This places it with North, South, East and West 
access roads.  

If it was placed in the position proposed by the developers, it only has 
North South access.  

From what I can see it was a complete afterthought to provide a space 
for the CFA.  

If the Cape Paterson North development go ahead then, then 
additional exits from the town need to be established. The obvious 
secondary access would probably be Wilson Rd. Wilson Rd is sadly in 
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need of a surface improvement and the Wilson Rd intersection with 
Cape Paterson Rd is certainly not designed for anything other than 
local farm traffic.  

There seems no plan for getting people out of Cape Paterson should a 
fire in the foreshore reserve happen again. 

• Traffic study: 

Cape Paterson North development had a traffic study completed 
outside the peak time of year, 4 days in beginning of March and the 
rest in July. This is not a clever time to perform this study. In fact, 
Cape Paterson has its peak traffic during January and Easter time each 
year. Completing a traffic study in July is either a poor attempt to hide 
the real traffic, or just an attempt to deceive everyone as to the real 
impact of the development to traffic in Cape Paterson.  

Have no doubt, the Cape Paterson North development will have 
significant impact on the current roads. The development will be at 
least 1 km from the beach. There will be hundreds of extra cars and 
people trying to access the beach during peak times. This will place 
additional pressure on existing residences near the beach where we 
currently have a shortage of parking.  

Locals and visitors currently enjoy a walk down to the beach but 
doubling if not tripling the vehicular traffic will endanger lives, 
especially children.  

• Boat Ramp:  

There is a lack of parking along the Surf Beach Rd near the boat ramp. 
In January cars are parked along Surf Beach Rd, the carpark for the 
boat ramp is full of cars, trailer parking is consumed by cars, boat 
trailers are forced to park along the Surf Beach Rd. Bass Coast council 
so far has demonstrated that it is not interested in enforcing the 
parking rules.  

Another 480+ residences in Cape Paterson North will massively 
increase the congestion we currently put up with and make the boat 
ramp unusable during January.  
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• Drainage:  

The proposal to dump the storm water from Cape Paterson North into 
the existing discharge points, will cause enormous changes to the 
beach outflows. Given that most of the properties in Cape Paterson 
North will be “suburban like”, the roof coverage of the properties will 
be large. Even during a normal rain event, the flow from the new 
properties will cause huge volumes of storm water. The idea that 
2,000 litre tanks will help the storm water is rubbish. My experience is 
that a 3,000 litre tank fills from my garage in one rain event, after that 
it overflows. The outfall at Pea creek will be overloaded and will 
impact on to the beach. 

• Streetscape:  

There is no plan or guideline for the look of Cape Paterson North. 
Council has no idea or guideline; Beveridge & Williams has no theme 
for the development (This was asked of the Beveridge & Williams 
representatives).  

The Cape Eco village has a proposed low impact on environment, 
Cape Paterson North has nothing. In this case it will be free for all, in 
fact it will be a money generating exercise for the proponents rather 
than a development that is sympathetic to the local environment. This 
will result in a mess of buildings, that will devalue the whole of Cape 
Paterson. 

• Water supply:  

There seems no plan for increasing the water storage for Cape 
Paterson. The current storage appears to be only just coping during 
peak season. Adding another 900+ houses will be a problem.  

If the power fails will we have enough water pressure to fight a bush 
fire on the foreshore reserve?  

Will the water last long enough to put a fire out?  

The proposal has no consideration or plan for this.  
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• Electricity:  

There is a singe feed via Cape Paterson Rd that supplies Cape 
Paterson. Doubling the population will no doubt increase the power 
required especially during peak season when aircon is required. We 
see no study or information of what affect this will have on the 
existing Cape electricity supply from the proponents. It is likely the 
electricity distribution system is not designed to cope with a doubling 
of demand.  

• Transport:  

With Cape Paterson North development there is no plan to encourage 
more use of bicycles as a means of transport to the beach. There are 
no plans for pedestrian accessibility from the Cape Paterson North to 
the beach and commercial area. We do not see any plans to improve 
the disability access for users of wheelchairs and with limited mobility. 
We have an ageing population who will most likely be choosing to live 
in the housing development. There needs to be consideration made to 
improve the safety and accessibility of the area for all residents.  

• Bass Coast Council:  

During the information sessions we asked many questions to the 
representatives of Bass Coast council, about the Bass Coast council 
inputs to the Cape Paterson North development. We were 
disappointed to discover that although the town boundaries were 
changed many years ago, there is no plan for future development in 
Cape Paterson, no guidance for developers, no probity examination of 
the proponents, no thought on how Cape Paterson will look like in the 
future.  

No work on how a doubling of the population will affect the town 
outlook, traffic, service provisioning, beach access, stormwater 
management, sewerage flows. Granted some of these items are under 
the control of other institutions. However, the council has a place in 
coordinating these services for the residents. If the council is not 
doing these planning tasks, then maybe they are neglecting their 
duty? 
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• Cape Paterson Rd:  

Doubling of the traffic on this road will certainly effect the existing 
users of the road.  With the current problem of accessing the Eco 
village on top of the Cape Paterson North development will encourage 
many people to try to use the Wilsons Rd. The intersection of Cape 
Paterson Rd and Wilsons Rd is dangerous as it stands, adding more 
traffic will likely result in a major accident, and only then will a 
decision to fix the intersection be made.  

A serious proposal would seek to improve the Cape Paterson Rd and 
the bicycle path on it as well as sealing Wilson Rd and fixing the 
Wilson Rd and Cape Paterson Rd intersection. 

• Probity: 

It seems that the proponents are trying to chase a development 
against the Bass Coast Planning Scheme. Why?  

Perhaps this question is enough to ask who is trying to make this 
development happen. 

Wallis Watson Cape Paterson Pty Ltd, are the entity name for the 
“Cape Paterson Unit Trust No 1”.  

So, who are the owners of the trust? 

Are there links to council past or present or to the persons who moved 
to get the Cape Paterson town boundaries extended? 

At the information session, I did ask Council representatives, if they 
were going verify that all is above board with regard to the proposal, 
but the answer was council is not interested.  

Given that the value of the development is probably upwards of $500 
million or more, I really think that some level of transparency as to 
who the movers and shakers are involved in this development are, is 
required. 

At least with the Eco village we knew who was, who.  
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• Contribution to Cape Paterson: 

The Eco village has contributed to Cape Paterson, with walking tracks, 
recreation facilities, even an electric car charging facility. 

The proposed Cape Paterson North development promises nothing 
except a greater density of housing. There seems no redeeming 
features for this development. 

We would be better off with Cape Paterson North remaining farmland 
where at least it produces food for the community.   
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• Summary 

We are against the Cape Paterson North development.  

My main reasons are the lack of planning, for the basic services such as 
water, storm water, parking, traffic management. This proposed 
development will have a detrimental effect to the foreshore, and 
general amenity of the beach area.  

The Cape Paterson North proponents are doing the absolute minimum 
to get the proposal through with little or no planning. The traffic study 
is a clear example/demonstration of what we can expect from them.  

The Bass Coast Council is nowhere near ready for such a development 
and have no plan for the future of Cape Paterson.  

We note that other councils are having a serious look at the probity 
issues around developments like the Cape Paterson North proposal. In 
light of the serious nature of the Casey council developments. We 
really find it difficult to understand why Bass Coast council is not even 
considering probity issues. We have all seen the fallout from failed 
changes to rezoning that cost the State Government over $2.5 million 
on Philip Island. 

Should a cohesive plan be produced from the proponents and some 
semblance of a plan from Bass Coast Council, then we would seriously 
consider it. But as it stands, this looks like a simple greed driven 
proposal that will effectively wreck the absolutely fantastic beach, 
foreshore, and general town atmosphere we love and enjoy. 

We do not want Cape Paterson to turn into a Cowes, or an Inverloch 
where development, over rules the town, where in summer, it is a 
place to be avoided rather than enjoyed. 

 

Regards 

 



Strategic Planning Department 
Bass Coast Shire Council, 
PO Box 118 Wonthaggi, 
strategic.planningadmin@basscoast.vic.gov.au 

 

 
  

We object to the expansion of Cape Paterson township beyond the current approved and 
occupied area based on the following reasons. This objection is not specific to the C136 
amendment but is based on the assumption that, if C136 amendment is approved, any 
subsequent amendments for remaining areas will most likely be approved also. See Planning 
Report page 40 ‘land that will be rezoned in the long term’. We own our property for more 
than 40 years and are spending all of January and most weekends there. We are no longer 
considered ‘Christmas Terrorists’ a popular synonym for tourists. Our house was the fourth 
one in Spear Street, now completely built out. We have seen the completion of the estate 
through the remaining stages and the associated increase in noise and traffic. The increase 
in traffic is already a safety issue. 

We request that the town’s boundary be redrawn to the original boundaries that 
encompass current Cape Paterson, including ‘The Cape’ but excluding any ‘Cape Paterson 
North’ proposals. 

Reading the C136 documentation provided by the proponents it appears that there is next 
to no reference to how Cape Paterson and its population as well as the surrounding 
environment will be affected by any increase in population. The traffic assessment blatantly 
misrepresents reality (timing of traffic survey, traffic flow through Cape Paterson etc.) to 
create a favourable projection. 

Here are some of the reasons speaking against any further expansions: 

Bass Coast C136 Bushfire Hazard Assessment: 
In case of a bush fire panic there are only two escape roads: to Wonthaggi and to Inverloch. 
We do not think these roads have sufficient capacity to carry traffic from about 2000 
dwellings, some of which will have multiple cars in peak season. Roads must be able to cope 
with maximum panic traffic.  

Bass Coast C136 Traffic Engineering Assessment: 
2.4 existing traffic conditions: measurements have been taken out of peak seasons, in July 
and end of February – early March. Peak traffic is predicted to happen only on few 
occasions a year. 
These are times when minimal traffic occurs and therefore do not reflect even average 
traffic conditions. 
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Furthermore, the intersection of Seaward Drive and Tarooh Street is regulated to prevent 
traffic from flowing through Seaward Drive in the east – west direction (see Conclusion 6d), 
distorting future traffic flow. 
The measurements focussed on arrival and departure traffic and the planned street layout 
(entry and exit points) may be appropriate. This, however, does not address the existing 
township traffic, especially during peak season. 
The Bass Coast C136 Planning Report states on page 40 6.5 Traffic Management: 
‘Residential development of the land would create approximately 910 lots, and at full 
development will generate an upper limit in the order of 9,140 additional vehicle trip ends 
per day inclusive of 914 vehicle trip ends during the peak tourist season, which is expected 
to occur only on a few occasions annually’. We do not understand the reason why ‘peak 
tourist season, expected to occur only on a few occasions annually’ should be ignored in the 
assessment. 
Peak traffic conditions occur from mid December to mid February and during the Easter 
school holidays. This is approx. 70 days (almost 20% of the year). Shoulder season extends 
throughout February (still university holidays, holidays for families with preschool children). 
This makes the traffic measurement shown in the submission meaningless as the road 
network and parking facilities must cope with maximum traffic flow not with its average or 
minimum. 
The proposed number of additional dwellings is comparable to the current number of 
dwellings at the original estate. However, the expected local traffic from this expansion is 
expected to be much higher than twice the current one. Because of the distance nobody 
from the Cape Paterson North area is expected to walk to the beach as now most people do. 
During this peak time beach traffic may be up to 4 times a day for each dwelling (morning 
and afternoon beach visits). This creates an additional traffic volume of more than twice the 
current one. 
All this new traffic must flow through the current estate. The most likely route, after C136 
implementation, will be through Spear Street. The resulting chaos at the already inadequate 
beach parking facility is hard to imagine. 
We could not find any proposal for creating additional beach parking. As the further 
shortfall of parking opportunities is caused by the proposed C136 and further expansion this 
problem must be solved by the proponents of C136. See: Frequently Ask Questions: There 
are already parking issues….  
 
Bass Coast C136 Planning Report: 
 
4.3 Insert new Public Open Space Contribution page 30 promises an increased contribution 
of open space of 11% of the net developable area (mandatory 5%) in addition to drainage 
and conservation reserves. The C136 proposal encompasses 53 ha (Bass Coast C136 Council 
minutes). 11% of this is 5.83 ha. Summing up areas of reserve No 3 and 50% of reserve No 1 
and 2 comes to 3.79 ha only. This is only 7.15% of the C136 area.  
Reserve  1 0.67 ha ~50% on C136  0.34 ha 
Reserve  2 1.20 ha ~50% on C136  0.60 ha 
Reserve  3 2.85 ha 100% on C136  2.85 ha 
Total       3.79 ha and not the promised 5.83 ha. 
50% of areas are estimates, precise data is not public. All other reserves on C136 are 
draining or conservation reserves.  



 
6.7 Infrastructure Servicing page 41 states ‘There are no known impediments to provision 
of electricity, water, telephone or sewer to future residential development’ and in the same 
paragraph acknowledges that these services are inadequate and ‘upgrades and new works 
will be required’. Residents consider the current services inadequate now and any 
expansion of Cape Paterson will worsen this situation unless these upgrades are done 
before any consideration can be given to increasing the number of dwellings and potentially 
doubling the population. 
All of these aspects are dealt with superficially in the information provided by the schemes 
proponents. This is seen as deliberately misleading.  
 
8.0 Conclusion page 57 states: ‘The future development of the land will contribute to the 
viability of retail and commercial businesses in the Cape Paterson town centre’. Currently 
one retail business can barely be sustained. This has been demonstrated over the previous 
40 years by the disappearances of a second retail outlet. All other plots earmarked for 
commercial purposes have been converted to residential use. Future development will also 
further worsen the traffic problem, especially during the peak season, as shoppers from 
Cape Paterson North will travel by car to the town centre or, most likely, will go to 
Wonthaggi and therefore not contribute to the local business. 
 
Bass Coast C136basc Explanatory Report: 
How does the Amendment support or implement the Planning Policy Framework and any 
adopted State policy? Is C136 in contradiction to the Planning Policy Framework that 
declares Wonthaggi as the regional growth centre rather than Cape Paterson? 
 
Minutes of Bass Coast Shire Council Ordinary Meeting - 21 March 2018: 
We also find it unethical of the proponents to promise support and gift of land to the Life 
Saving Clubs and the CFA to sway its members to support the Cape Paterson North 
extension. Does this amount to bribery? [I promise you a gift if you support my application. 
Make sure you do.]. 
The use of the often mentioned development contributions for sealing and kerbing of 
existing roadways is exactly what the residents overwhelmingly rejected.  
‘The proponent agreed to limit the number of lots permitted to be built per year to no more 
than 50’ (see pp 70-71). This in no way reduces the final impact this proposal will have on 
the existing township and must not be taken into consideration. 
It is the total development that determines the impact on the existing township, 
irrespective of when this will occur.  
 
Public Consultation 15th Feb 2020:  
In discussion with council staff we were informed that an independent traffic study will be 
undertaken for the reasons I mentioned before. If the original study by Trafix Group is an 
indication of the quality of expert assessments provided by the proponents of C136, does 
this not make all other assessments and reports suspect of bias and omissions?  
It was also conceded, discussing expected traffic flow through Cape Paterson, that 
Wonthaggi will be the predominant benefactor of retail trade increase as all general outlets 
are located there. Cape Paterson only offers one milk bar, one Café and one tavern (and real 
estate agents). The second milk bar closed years ago due to lack of business.  



 
Frequently Asked Questions: 
How is the increase in traffic going to be managed? ‘The future road network will be 
designed to direct the majority of the new traffic through the proposed development to 
Cape Paterson Road and not through the existing township’. Is this 51% or 90%? How is the 
‘future road network design’ preventing traffic flow through Cape Paterson? This can only 
be achieved by widening Seaward Drive and including a continuous median strip from end 
to end. The non-observation of the Tarooh Street - Seaward Drive intersection is proof that 
regulation by traffic sign postings will not work. 
Will the town lose its ‘village’ feel?  As shown before (Bass Coast C136 Planning Report: 4.3) 
the promise of 11% open space is misleading. 
There are already parking issues…. ‘Through the collection and allocation of developer’s 
contribution an opportunity will arise….’ sounds like a promise so vague and undefined and 
is used several times for different possible purposes that it lacks credibility. This parking 
issue must be resolved as part of any C136 or similar proposals. 
 
In summary, we find that any further expansion of the current residential 
areas (Cape Paterson and The Cape) will considerably worsen the liveability 
index of the area by doubling the population size and therefore further 
straining the already limited infrastructure services. This impact, specifically 
the increased in traffic and the associated safety concerns are created by but 
not shared equally with the occupants of the C136 and further extensions. 
This is against the interests of the local community. 
Reading the documentation provided revealed a number of incorrect and 
false statements, intending to mislead the public about the impact C136 will 
have on Cape Paterson.  
Wonthaggi, the designated growth centre, would benefit a great deal more 
from increased business demands stemming from a population expansion. 
 
The change of the town boundaries to enable C136 and further development 
should be reversed in view of the Planning Policy Framework that declared 
Wonthaggi as the regional growth centre. 
Any further development should be directed to east or west of Cape Paterson 
at the beach front, avoiding all the negative impact associated with the Cape 
Paterson North idea. The Cape development is a good example. 
 
The only beneficiaries of a Cape Paterson North expansion will be the 
developers, who are not local residents. 



From:
strategic planning admin

Subject: Objection to C136 re-zoning application
Date: Thursday, 27 February 2020 3:12:56 PM

From

For over 40 years I have been a holiday home resident at Cape Paterson. I am spending a lot of
time in Cape Paterson - a whole month at a time - where we have made many  friends in the
the village of Cape Paterson and in Greater Gippsland.
I wish to lodge a formal objection to the proposed re-zoning of land north of Seaward Drive
that is dealt with by C136 because of Massive Over-development.
A scheme of this size would totally change the village feel of Cape Paterson both in size and
impact on population, not to mention traffic and pollution.
It is less than 5 years that rate payers in large parts of Cape Paterson rejected for the second
time bitumen made roads, stating that they do not want suburbia. They like the unmade roads
and its holiday village feel.  Yet this over-development completely destroys this way of life
and the atmosphere of Cape Paterson. 
In terms of traffic and lack of parking, it gets very busy during holiday periods. Any more than
that, would lessen the quality of any stay, holiday maker or permanent resident. Spear Street,
now quiet and unmade, would become a thoroughfare for people from the new development
driving to the beach. Because it will be the most direct route.
In terms of nature, we must preserve our flora and fauna, not bulldoze to create more dense
development, destroying habitats.It is so unique there: where else would one be able to watch
wombats in the quiet of the evening???
To have the area declared the Bunurong Marine and Coastal Park means a lot and does not
come from out of nowhere. Where is the respect for the preservation of this coastal park and
how do you deal with the threat of contaminated drainage?
Also, when we first came to Cape Paterson as campers, 45 years ago, there were many 
locations sign posted as of indigenous heritage. There were even signs referring to "Aboriginal
artifacts found here". Preserve this heritage, don't destroy it.
Question: Why is this even considered before the Distinctive Areas and Landscape process is
completed?
Bass Coast's strategic plan has always been to concentrate development in high growth areas
such as Wonthaggi. Wonthaggi has more infrastructure, such as schools, transport, shops. 
Put this development into the township of Wonthaggi and people will have their
infrastructure, including electricity.
In Cape Paterson we can't even go from one week to the next without having to re-set all the
clocks. 
Regards, 
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From:
strategic planning admin

Subject: Amendment C136
Date: Tuesday, 25 February 2020 10:21:56 PM

I oppose amendment C136.

Overdevelopment will change the character and amenity of Cape Paterson

The documentation of C136 does not adequately address the significant impact such
a large scale expansion will have on Cape Paterson’s small coastal village character,
amenity and infrastructure

Cape Paterson is a unique coastal village, unspoilt by overdevelopment. It is safe,
small and the township caters to the small number of families who live and
holiday there. For our family’s children, we’ve enjoyed a safe, carefree life there
where the children can all walk around the streets at night to each other’s houses
without fear. The main impact from this development will be  the increased
number of cars from the new development. People who work or socialise late at
night coming home at all hours, then during the day cutting through our street
Park Parade Rd to the beach.
We fought hard to keep our streets bitumen free and we don’t want this to
change. Extra traffic will create extra dust and we don’t want our streets covered
in asphalt to protect against this. We just don’t want the extra traffic.
We are lucky to have a close knit community at Cape. Part of what brings
everyone together is their love and appreciation of the small community. One
thousand extra houses will bring full time workers and families from Wonthaggi
which will inherently change the whole fabric of what makes Cape special.

Overdevelopment will place greater strain on already inadequate existing infrastructure

There is insufficient parking already at peak times with environmental constraints on
increasing parking capacity. This situation is manageable with the current town layout as
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many locals walk to the beach and the village but this will become out of control with a
new development of people who are that bit further from the beach who will drive
everywhere.
Internal roads are unsealed - extra traffic will mean more dust and less safety. We are
proud of the victory we had to keep our roads unsealed. We don’t want extra traffic
causing noise and dusty and speed. Cape residents feel safe to talk on the road at all
times.
Electricity supply is often subject to black out at peak times. We experienced a huge
destructive power surge in Summer 2016 and this will become more frequent with an
overload of 1000 extra houses.

Strategic Planning Issues

--[if !supportLists]-->·      <!--[endif]-->The proposed scale of expansion is a major over-
development, more than doubling the size of the township.  This is contrary to the Bass Coast
Strategic Coastal Framework which states “… Cape Paterson … a local coastal town … with
varying but limited opportunities for additional development”. The government also made a
pre election promise to declare Bass Coast a Distinctive Area and Landscape. Its purpose is to
recognise and protect the importance of distinctive areas and landscapes.

Demand and development should be focussed on Wonthaggi where there is the
infactructure to support such development. There are so schools and minimal transport
and shops in Cape Paterson, which will in no way support a development like C136.
New development will be encouraged if C136 goes ahead and it will encourage further
pressures for new development to the east and west of Cape Paterson
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From:
strategic planning admin

Subject: Amendment C136
Date: Tuesday, 25 February 2020 11:42:11 PM

Good Evening,

I write to oppose the rezoning of 53 hectares of land in Cape Paterson to residential on the
basis of Environmental concerns. I have long appreciated the beauty of the natural cape
paterson environment and would hate to see this destroyed.

I am concerned that the environmental impacts are significant and outweigh any benefits of
additional residential development for the following reasons.

Firstly, the already vulnerable natural flora and fauna of the area will be placed at further risk.
The additional traffic/pollution and increase in the number of domestic animals pose a threat
to natural vegetation, flora and fauna. 

In addition the adjoining Bunurong Marine and Coastal Park May be affected by
contamination due to drainage run off.

Lastly, the extension of the George Bass Walk will place further pressure on endangered flora
and fauna, and increase vehicle and foot traffic through the area.

I hope that you will consider my concerns.

Kind regards,
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From:
To: strategic planning admin
Subject: Amendment C136
Date: Wednesday, 26 February 2020 2:07:22 AM

 My name is 

I am opposed to this amendment as it stands. 

My family has been spending summers and weekends at Cape Paterson for almost 30 years.  
We rented a friend’s house first and then fell in love with the place so we bought a block and
built a small house 24 years ago in . We chose Cape Paterson for its beautiful
unspoiled beaches, the protected Marine Park, the quiet streets and dirt roads, lots of trees and
the bushy feel of the town.  It’s a safe place for families and children.  People walk
everywhere and strangers greet one another as they pass.  It has a village feel about it with
only one shop and the Tavern and this could be spoilt by the proposed development, more than
doubling the size of the town.

I think it was a mistake on Matthew Guy’s part to extend the town boundary against the
recommendations of  the Planning Panel report of 2010  to make way for The Cape Eco
village but that is a fait accompli now and this is a good opportunity to  reduce the town
boundaries to Seaward Drive once again.   Bass Coast’s strategic plan is to concentrate
development in high growth areas like Wonthaggi where there is more infrastructure –
schools, transport, shops,  and should be encouraged.  If C136 is approved this might reduce
the demand in Wonthaggi but also encourage pressure for new development  the the east and
west of Cape Paterson.  Bass Coast Shire has enough land suitable for development without
encouraging linear coastal development.  Do we want  South Gippsland Gold Coast?  The
Distinctive Areas and Landscape process hasn’t been completed yet and incorporated into the
Bass Coast Planning Scheme – Cape Paterson community’s biggest response was for a
reduction to the current town boundary. Should we not wait for this to happen before going
ahead with C136?

I was disappointed  with the community information session I attended.  I wanted to see a
street plan of the proposed development to see where the access roads to Cape Paterson
beaches and shops were…. Nothing available.  I wanted to see or hear  about  housing
design….. were they going to be holiday homes or aiming for permanent residents?  Were
there to be any special ‘conditions’ applied to the type of housing? Nothing available. 

Here are some of the issues which might affect me personally if this proposed development
goes ahead:

How will the residents in the proposed new development  get to the one shop to buy milk, to
the tavern for a beer and to the beach for a swim.  It is too far to walk so I presume they will
drive.  I have read that the traffic consultants commissioned by the developers predict that
60% of the traffic to CP will be via Cape Paterson Road and the  other 40% will use Park
Parade and Spear St to cut through the town.  Both of these streets are narrow dirt roads with
no footpaths – we like it that way, we fought to keep them!   How will that work?

Where will these new residents park when they go to the beach?  The car parks are pretty full
in the peak of summer.  How many more car parks will be needed?  Where will they be built? 
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Will native vegetation be sacrificed for car parks? Will our community be safe on these much
busier roads and who will pay for the road surfaces and the footpaths that the current
population voted against?

And when they get to the two safe, patrolled beaches – where will they sit? The beaches are
pretty full at peak times over January, the Bay Beach is quite small.  Will there be extra life
savers to cater for more swimmers? Or will this force people to the more spacious but
dangerous beaches of Undertow Bay, Second Surf and F Break.

What will the native animals think of all these new people trampling through?

What will the new residents think of the already overstretched telephone and data becoming
unusable at peak times,  the electricity brown and black outs, and the water quality and
inadequate pressure at peak times requiring  heavy chlorination  and bottled water purchase at
one point.

No answers on the community information day that I attended.

 Cape Paterson is a very special  coastal village. Let’s keep it that way.  It should be protected.

 

Thank you for hearing my  point of view,  I hope Council will listen.

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



From:
strategic planning admin

Subject: cape patterson C136 planning
Date: Wednesday, 26 February 2020 8:45:51 AM

Bass Coast Shire Council Planning Scheme Amendment C136
To whom it may concern,

Can I give my support to the new C136 planning application in Cape Patterson. My family and I have
been visitors for many years down to this area and we would like it could expand a little. There
needs to be more houses and land available. We would like to one day build a holiday house in cape
Patterson and retire down there. There is not much on offer. I think it’s a good idea to have some
more public area and more residents to create a bit more atmosphere. These people would also
bring a good economic input to the community.

Thanks
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Objection to C136 rezoning application 

From: 

I love Cape Paterson for its peace and tranquility. I love that I can 
walk along the beach from Cape to Harmers and not see another soul 
(on most days). I love that it is a safe place for children and that they 
can ride safely in a traffic free zone. I love that there is no traffic. I 
love that I can sleep in peace... no noise other than birds chirping in 
the trees. I love that there are echidnas in my back yard and 
occasionally a koala in my trees. I love that I can see kangaroos when 
I walk along the road to Harmers. I love the trees that surround my 
property and the native flora along the cliff walks. I love the peace 
and tranquility that makes Cape Paterson so unique. 

For these reasons I object to the expansion of this unique hideaway. 
More traffic, more people, more rubbish, more roadkill are the 
reasons I object to this expansion. 
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From:
strategic planning admin

Subject: Amendment C136
Date: Wednesday, 26 February 2020 9:17:40 AM

Strategic Planning Department
Bass Coast Shire Council
PO box 118
Wonthaggi

Dear Sirs,

Re Amendment C136

I strongly oppose the above amendment to rezone 53 hectares of farming land and extend
the town boundary of Cape Paterson.

Cape Paterson is a unique ecosystem that does not support more housing and a larger
community of the size proposed.   The beaches, dunes and vegetation are under pressure
already, and there are no services, transport or facilities in Cape Paterson to support a
larger community than the three stages already in existence and which are not yet fully
developed or populated.

The proposal should be rejected entirely.   Wonthaggi has a number of new estates already
underway, and more land and areas proposed for residential living.   It is an economic hub
for the area and has the facilities to cater for a growing population.   There is no
requirement or need to expand Cape Paterson.

To expand Cape Paterson when there is already a large eco village unpopulated and areas
within it approved and still to be developed, and still blocks in the original estate and the
newer estate at Cape is not timely or warranted.  

The environmental impact on that many people, houses, cars on the beaches, dunes and
roads in addition to those already at Cape Paterson will be huge and won’t ever be able to
be reversed.  The beaches now can’t cope with the summer intake of tourists, when you
had further thousands of people it will be environmentally damaging and well as the further
pollution that comes with a large housing estate on the coast.

The amendment should not even be considered until the Statement of Planning Policy is
finalised, including a review of the Cape Paterson town boundary.

We also feel that to consider in future any amendment or changes to the town boundary –
that developers and proponents should provide more detail on the development proposal,
the subdivision design and infrastructure requirements and what they will be contributing to
the community and town as a whole to cater for the impact that their subdivision will have
on the whole community and the facilities needed not just in the subdivision to cope with
the large number of new people living in the area.

Cape Paterson is a small coastal village with a great deal of character and natural
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resources and environment.    It is currently a safe, small cohesive community that is family
oriented.  That is why people live and buy here.  It is pedestrian and bike friendly and will
through traffic and even in summer not a lot of traffic with people walking or riding.   The
impact of hundreds more houses and cars driving to the beach and trying to park will be
devastating to the surrounds and environment.  It is not set up for that, not would we want it
to be.
 
Cape Paterson also often has issues with electricity supply and phone and data issues –
and drainage is a problem – these will all be further impacted by increased population, cars
parking and development.
 
We feel very strongly that the proposal is not in the best interests of Cape Paterson, the
residents or the shire.  And should be rejected at this time.   And if in future it was
reconsidered that any development should be smaller in scale and take into account the
current vacant land and developments underway, the population impact on such a small
coastal village and the environment.  And not be allowed to commence until there was a
need due to population growth, not a developers hip pocket.   Any future development
should be in the best interests of the community and the environment.
 

 



From:
To: strategic planning admin
Subject: Objection to C136 rezoning application
Date: Wednesday, 26 February 2020 9:21:53 AM

I am a Cape Paterson home owner in Cape and have been visiting this beautiful place all
my life, almost 50 years. 

I wish to lodge a formal objection to the proposed rezoning of land north of Seaward Drive
that is dealt with by C136.

The atmosphere and environment of Cape must be maintained. The town has a spirit that is
not found elsewhere. The current roads, public transport, parking and infrastructure does
not allow for such an expansion of this sea side village.

In particular, I would like to highlight.....

Inappropriate Timing
· No development should be approved before the Distinctive Areas and Landscape
process (initiated by the Labor government) is completed.
· The Distinctive Areas and Landscape process has not yet been incorporated into the
Bass Coast Planning Scheme - the Cape Paterson community’s biggest response was to
request a reduction of the current town boundary.
Massive overdevelopment
· A rezoning as proposed would have significant adverse impact on the small coastal
village character, amenity and infrastructure
· Cape Paterson is currently a coastal village with a cohesive community. The rezoning
proposal is lodged by a developer with plans for up to 1000 new dwellings (500 + 500).
Even if each dwelling had only two occupants this would more than triple the town’s
population which was below 900 at the last census.
· This is a massive over-development, both in land size and impact on population
· Despite a Planning Panel report (2010) that said expanding the town boundary to the
West and to the North would result in an oversupply of land, Mathew Guy (2011) approved
both town boundary expansions. C136 provides the first opportunity to correct this by
reducing the over-expanded town boundary.
Ignores Indigenous, Cultural and Historical Heritage
· part of the development area contains an area of cultural heritage sensitivity  and the
proposed development of the land constitutes a high impact activity (ref: Heritage Insight
report). This is inappropriate on cultural heritage grounds. Any development must strictly
heed Cultural Heritage Management requirements
Ruins the Peaceful and Safe Character of Cape Paterson
· Cape Paterson, being small, is a safe place for families, especially children and elderly
· There are very few places like Cape Paterson and that, in itself, means it is worth
preserving the town as is
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·       Cape Paterson is pedestrian friendly with little or no through traffic and few footpaths
but currently safe to walk on road
·       The distance from the beach of the C136 proposed rezoning will result in increased
traffic through existing township. This is envisaged by the traffic report with the C136
proposal which envisages an additional 9140 car trips per day
·       The traffic report is flawed as it is based on a survey conducted in July rather than
peak in Dec/Jan. Also they think that half the people travelling to the beach from the
development would rather make a right turn from Seaward Drive into Cape Paterson Road
(notwithstanding the increased traffic coming down that road thanks to the development),
rather than an easy left turn (a short cut) into Spear Street. I know which I would do......
Will Decimate the Community Feel of This Much-Loved Coastal Village
·       The current community feel means people drive with respect and maintain the safety
of the town
·       Will prompt population that is too rapid to be effectively integrated
·       Will ruin the village feel that means children can walk to the park, shops, go for bike
rides etc in relative safety
Is Environmentally Undesirable
·       Puts wildlife at further risk. The developer’s materials note there are 33 species of
birdlife, as well as wombats and kangaroos. Surprisingly they have not recorded other
species frequently seen including echidnas, snakes, lizards etc. The proposal will result in
loss of habitat for these animals, which in turn is a loss for Cape Paterson where they are
highly valued by residents
·       The new development is car reliant and does nothing to reduce dependence on fossil
fuels
·       There is insufficient parking already at peak times. This is not easily addressed as
expansion of beach parking would have a detrimental impact on the environment and
amenity of the area and is undesirable
·       Internal roads are unsealed (which residents overwhelmingly voted to retain because
they like this laid-back feel) - extra traffic will mean more dust and less safety but is not
easily addressed without altering the “feel” of the town
·       Cape Paterson has a fragile and valuable coastal environment. The beach is already
at capacity in summer.
·       Development brings greater risks to coastal strip with more dogs, cats and invasive
plants that can decimate local flora and fauna
·       Threats to the adjoining Bunurong Marine and Coastal Park including contaminated
drainage run off.
·       Threats to existing Significant Vegetation and Wildlife within the area to be rezoned.
Will put too much pressure on infrastructure
·       Limited capacity of the Lifesaving clubs to service a large increase in beach goers
without major increased funding for paid lifesaving services.
·       Extreme weather events (1 in 100 year) are becoming increasingly common requiring
infrastructure upgrades before further development occurs.
Is not the best way forward for development – more suited to Wonthaggi or Inverloch
·       Bass Coast’s strategic plan is to concentrate development in high growth areas like
Wonthaggi. C136, if approved, will reduce demand in Wonthaggi where there is more urban
infrastructure such as schools, transport, shops.
·       Wonthaggi has existing infrastructure and makes more sense as a place for additional
development
·       Cape Paterson currently has a very different “feel” to Inverloch. We like it that way
The process puts developers before community



·       The reports accompanying C136 have been commissioned and paid for by the
developer and in some cases have been amended following consultation with the
developer. It is difficult to consider them independent.
·       The community has previously made clear its feelings about expansion to the north of
the town
·       Many residents of Cape Paterson are not confident with the objection process and
have not felt heard

 
Finally, if a development of any sort is to go ahead then it must involve:
·       Reducing the town boundary so that the town expands by no more than 25%
·       Waiting until 75% of blocks at The Cape eco-village have sold
·       Include more than 50% open space of the net developable area (as per The Cape)
·       Traffic provisions that do not funnel traffic through the existing township
·       The developer providing far more detailed information regarding protection of heritage
and environment, details of the development proposal, subdivision pattern, design
guidelines, infrastructure requirements and development contributions.
·       Significant plantings of indigenous trees and appropriate green passages for wildlife
·       Limited car spaces to ensure there is not additional traffic pressure on the town
·       High standards regarding sustainability rating, as per the example set by the Cape
·       Lower density building than currently proposed
·       Retention of some green wedges of open green land
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Objection to C136 rezoning application 

I am a Cape Paterson permanent resident and wish to lodge a formal objection to 
the proposed rezoning of land north of Seaward Drive that is dealt with by C136. 

·   Cape Paterson is a unique place to live and enjoy with great beaches, community 
and quiet lifestyle which will be severely impacted by this zoning application being 
approved.. 

In particular, I would like to highlight the following concerns: 
 
Inappropriate Timing 

·       No development should be approved before the Distinctive Areas and Landscape 
process (initiated by the Labor government) is completed. 

·       The Distinctive Areas and Landscape process has not yet been incorporated into 
the Bass Coast Planning Scheme - the Cape Paterson community’s biggest 
response was to request a reduction of the current town boundary. 

Massive overdevelopment 

·       A rezoning as proposed would have significant adverse impact on the small 
coastal village character, amenity and infrastructure 

·       Cape Paterson is currently a coastal village with a cohesive community. The 
rezoning proposal is lodged by a developer with plans for up to 1000 new dwellings 
(500 + 500). Even if each dwelling had only two occupants this would more than 
triple the town’s population which was below 900 at the last census. 

·       This is a massive over-development, both in land size and impact on population 

·       Despite a Planning Panel report (2010) that said expanding the town boundary to 
the West and to the North would result in an oversupply of land, Mathew Guy (2011) 
approved both town boundary expansions. C136 provides the first opportunity to 
correct this by reducing the over-expanded town boundary. 

Ignores Indigenous, Cultural and Historical Heritage 

·       part of the development area contains an area of cultural heritage sensitivity  and 
the proposed development of the land constitutes a high impact activity (ref: Heritage 
Insight report). This is inappropriate on cultural heritage grounds. Any development 
must strictly heed Cultural Heritage Management requirements 

Ruins the Peaceful and Safe Character of Cape Paterson 
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·       Cape Paterson, being small, is a safe place for families, especially children and 
elderly 

·       There are very few places like Cape Paterson and that, in itself, means it is worth 
preserving the town as is 

·       Cape Paterson is pedestrian friendly with little or no through traffic and few 
footpaths but currently safe to walk on road 

·       The distance from the beach of the C136 proposed rezoning will result in 
increased traffic through existing township. This is envisaged by the traffic report with 
the C136 proposal which envisages an additional 9140 car trips per day 

·       The traffic report is flawed as it is based on a survey conducted in July rather 
than peak in Dec/Jan. Also they think that half the people travelling to the beach from 
the development would rather make a right turn from Seaward Drive into Cape 
Paterson Road (notwithstanding the increased traffic coming down that road thanks 
to the development), rather than an easy left turn (a short cut) into Spear Street. I 
know which I would do...... 

Will Decimate the Community Feel of This Much-Loved Coastal Village 

·       The current community feel means people drive with respect and maintain the 
safety of the town 

·       Will prompt population that is too rapid to be effectively integrated 

·       Will ruin the village feel that means children can walk to the park, shops, go for 
bike rides etc in relative safety 

Is Environmentally Undesirable 

·       Puts wildlife at further risk. The developer’s materials note there are 33 species of 
birdlife, as well as wombats and kangaroos. Surprisingly they have not recorded 
other species frequently seen including echidnas, snakes, lizards etc. The proposal 
will result in loss of habitat for these animals, which in turn is a loss for Cape 
Paterson where they are highly valued by residents 

·       The new development is car reliant and does nothing to reduce dependence on 
fossil fuels 

·       There is insufficient parking already at peak times. This is not easily addressed 
as expansion of beach parking would have a detrimental impact on the environment 
and amenity of the area and is undesirable 

·       Internal roads are unsealed (which residents overwhelmingly voted to retain 
because they like this laid-back feel) - extra traffic will mean more dust and less 
safety but is not easily addressed without altering the “feel” of the town 
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·       Cape Paterson has a fragile and valuable coastal environment. The beach is 
already at capacity in summer. 

·       Development brings greater risks to coastal strip with more dogs, cats and 
invasive plants that can decimate local flora and fauna 

·       Threats to the adjoining Bunurong Marine and Coastal Park including 
contaminated drainage run off. 

·       Threats to existing Significant Vegetation and Wildlife within the area to be 
rezoned. 

Will put too much pressure on infrastructure 

·       Limited capacity of the Lifesaving clubs to service a large increase in beach goers 
without major increased funding for paid lifesaving services. 

·       Extreme weather events (1 in 100 year) are becoming increasingly common 
requiring infrastructure upgrades before further development occurs. 

Is not the best way forward for development – more suited to Wonthaggi or 
Inverloch 

·       Bass Coast’s strategic plan is to concentrate development in high growth areas 
like Wonthaggi. C136, if approved, will reduce demand in Wonthaggi where there is 
more urban infrastructure such as schools, transport, shops. 

·       Wonthaggi has existing infrastructure and makes more sense as a place for 
additional development 

·       Cape Paterson currently has a very different “feel” to Inverloch. We like it that 
way 

 
The process puts developers before community 

·       The reports accompanying C136 have been commissioned and paid for by the 
developer and in some cases have been amended following consultation with the 
developer. It is difficult to consider them independent. 

·       The community has previously made clear its feelings about expansion to the 
north of the town 

·       Many residents of Cape Paterson are not confident with the objection process 
and have not felt heard 

  
Finally, if a development of any sort is to go ahead then it must involve  

·       Reducing the town boundary so that the town expands by no more than 25% 
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·       Waiting until 75% of blocks at The Cape eco-village have sold 

·       Include more than 50% open space of the net developable area (as per The 
Cape) 

·       Traffic provisions that do not funnel traffic through the existing township 

·       The developer providing far more detailed information regarding protection of 
heritage and environment, details of the development proposal, subdivision pattern, 
design guidelines, infrastructure requirements and development contributions. 

·       Significant plantings of indigenous trees and appropriate green passages for 
wildlife 

·       Limited car spaces to ensure there is not additional traffic pressure on the town 

·       High standards regarding sustainability rating, as per the example set by the 
Cape 

·       Lower density building than currently proposed 

·       Retention of some green wedges of open green land 

Yours sincerely 

 

 



TO strategic.planningadmin@basscoast.vic.gov.au

FROM

Objection to C136 rezoning application

My family and I own a house at Cape Paterson which we have regularly used since 2003. 
It is disturbing to see the current proposed plans to rezone the land. I therefore wish to 
lodge a formal objection to the proposed rezoning of land north of Seaward Drive that is 
dealt with by C136.

My reasons for objecting are as follows: 

1
The development of small coastal towns should not be confused with developing regional 
towns and cities. 

2
The current proposal is something more suited to a larger regional town or outskirts of 
Melbourne. It far too big a proposal for Cape Paterson, lacking any 

• safety
• cultural or
• environmental integrity

that is essential for the future of coastal town development. 

3
I believe that as a population we are now more educated, informed and aware of the 
importance of 

• preserving wildlife
• our environment and
• acknowledging the value of indigenous cultures.

4
No development should go ahead before the Labor Government’s “Distinctive Areas and 
Landscape” process has been completed
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5
Any new development should wait until this new process has been incorporated into the 
Bass Coast’s planning scheme. 

6
Despite a finding that the sale of land to the North would result in an oversupply of land, 
Mathew Guy (2011) approved both town boundary expansions. 

7
The habitats of valuable wildlife in the area will be greatly jeopardised under this proposed 
development

Thank you for your time.

kind regards,



From:
To: strategic planning admin
Subject: Objection to C136 rezoning application
Date: Wednesday, 26 February 2020 10:19:42 AM

Objection to C136 rezoning application

I am a Cape Paterson resident.
I wish to lodge a formal objection to the proposed rezoning of land north of Seaward Drive that is
dealt with by C136.

I love Cape Paterson because it is a small town and has a lovely community feel. This is at risk if the
rezoning goes ahead as the town would no longer be small and would lose the community feel. Also
the electricity supply to Cape Paterson is struggling to manage with the current residents with regular
black and brown outs now so would not handle the proposed extra houses.

In particular, I would like to highlight the following concerns:
Inappropriate Timing

        No development should be approved before the Distinctive Areas and Landscape process
(initiated by the Labor government) is completed.

        The Distinctive Areas and Landscape process has not yet been incorporated into the Bass
Coast Planning Scheme - the Cape Paterson community’s biggest response was to request a
reduction of the current town boundary.

Massive overdevelopment

       A rezoning as proposed would have significant adverse impact on the small coastal
village character, amenity and infrastructure 

        Cape Paterson is currently a coastal village with a cohesive community. The rezoning
proposal is lodged by a developer with plans for up to 1000 new dwellings (500 + 500). Even
if each dwelling had only two occupants this would more than triple the town’s population
which was below 900 at the last census.

 This is a massive over-development, both in land size and impact on population

       Despite a Planning Panel report (2010) that said expanding the town boundary to the
West and to the North would result in an oversupply of land, Mathew Guy (2011) approved
both town boundary expansions. C136 provides the first opportunity to correct this by
reducing the over-expanded town boundary.

Ignores Indigenous, Cultural and Historical Heritage
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       Part of the development area contains an area of cultural heritage sensitivity  and the
proposed development of the land constitutes a high impact activity (ref: Heritage Insight
report). This is inappropriate on cultural heritage grounds. Any development must strictly
heed Cultural Heritage Management requirements

Ruins the Peaceful and Safe Character of Cape Paterson

        Cape Paterson, being small, is a safe place for families, especially children and elderly

        There are very few places like Cape Paterson and that, in itself, means it is worth
preserving the town as is

        Cape Paterson is pedestrian friendly with little or no through traffic and few footpaths
but currently safe to walk on road

        The distance from the beach of the C136 proposed rezoning will result in increased
traffic through existing township. This is envisaged by the traffic report with the C136
proposal which envisages an additional 9140 car trips per day

        The traffic report is flawed as it is based on a survey conducted in July rather than peak
in Dec/Jan. Also they think that half the people travelling to the beach from the development
would rather make a right turn from Seaward Drive into Cape Paterson Road (notwithstanding
the increased traffic coming down that road thanks to the development), rather than an easy
left turn (a short cut) into Spear Street. I know which I would do......

Will Decimate the Community Feel of This Much-Loved Coastal Village

        The current community feel means people drive with respect and maintain the safety of
the town

        Will prompt population that is too rapid to be effectively integrated

        Will ruin the village feel that means children can walk to the park, shops, go for bike
rides etc in relative safety

Is Environmentally Undesirable

        Puts wildlife at further risk. The developer’s materials note there are 33 species of
birdlife, as well as wombats and kangaroos. Surprisingly they have not recorded other species
frequently seen including echidnas, snakes, lizards etc. The proposal will result in loss of
habitat for these animals, which in turn is a loss for Cape Paterson where they are highly
valued by residents

        The new development is car reliant and does nothing to reduce dependence on fossil
fuels 

        There is insufficient parking already at peak times. This is not easily addressed as
expansion of beach parking would have a detrimental impact on the environment and amenity
of the area and is undesirable

        Internal roads are unsealed (which residents overwhelmingly voted to retain because they



like this laid-back feel) - extra traffic will mean more dust and less safety but is not easily
addressed without altering the “feel” of the town

        Cape Paterson has a fragile and valuable coastal environment. The beach is already at
capacity in summer.

        Development brings greater risks to coastal strip with more dogs, cats and invasive plants
that can decimate local flora and fauna

        Threats to the adjoining Bunurong Marine and Coastal Park including contaminated
drainage run off.

        Threats to existing Significant Vegetation and Wildlife within the area to be rezoned.

Will put too much pressure on infrastructure

        Limited capacity of the Lifesaving clubs to service a large increase in beach goers
without major increased funding for paid lifesaving services.

        Extreme weather events (1 in 100 year) are becoming increasingly common requiring
infrastructure upgrades before further development occurs. 

Is not the best way forward for development – more suited to Wonthaggi or Inverloch

        Bass Coast’s strategic plan is to concentrate development in high growth areas like
Wonthaggi. C136, if approved, will reduce demand in Wonthaggi where there is more urban
infrastructure such as schools, transport, shops.

        Wonthaggi has existing infrastructure and makes more sense as a place for additional
development

        Cape Paterson currently has a very different “feel” to Inverloch. We like it that way

The process puts developers before community

       The reports accompanying C136 have been commissioned and paid for by the developer
and in some cases have been amended following consultation with the developer. It is difficult
to consider them independent.

        The community has previously made clear its feelings about expansion to the north of the
town

        Many residents of Cape Paterson are not confident with the objection process and have
not felt heard

 
Finally, if a development of any sort is to go ahead then it must involve:

        Reducing the town boundary so that the town expands by no more than 25%

        Waiting until 75% of blocks at The Cape eco-village have sold



        Include more than 50% open space of the net developable area (as per The Cape)

        Traffic provisions that do not funnel traffic through the existing township

        The developer providing far more detailed information regarding protection of heritage
and environment, details of the development proposal, subdivision pattern, design guidelines,
infrastructure requirements and development contributions.

        Significant plantings of indigenous trees and appropriate green passages for wildlife

        Limited car spaces to ensure there is not additional traffic pressure on the town

        High standards regarding sustainability rating, as per the example set by the Cape

        Lower density building than currently proposed

        Retention of some green wedges of open green land

     Regards,
     



From:
strategic planning admin

Subject: Objection to C136 rezoning application
Date: Wednesday, 26 February 2020 10:34:46 AM

Dear Planning Department,
I wish to register my opposition to the recent proposal to amend the Planning Scheme with 
Amendment C136. My objection is based on two key issues:
1. The effect this development will have on the character of Cape Paterson as a small seaside
village, and
2. The environmental impacts of additional people, pets and cars.
Before I present my main objections, I would like to articulate my underlying cynicism of this 
process.  
My initial reaction on hearing this proposal was - what is the point of a planning scheme if it is 
seemingly so easy to amend to suit the interests of a developer? To demonstrate: the Planning 
Panel report of 2010 advised that expanding the town boundary to the West and North would 
result in an oversupply of land. Nevertheless, Mathew Guy approved both town boundary 
expansions just one year later.
Having attended a Community Drop-in session at Cape Paterson I came away with the feeling 
that this amendment was, in the minds of decision-makers, already approved, despite the talk 
of “it’s 50-50, it could go either way”. 
The whole process is stacked in favour of the developers: the promise of additional revenue 
from new ratepayers and investment in infrastructure* is too tempting and the people who live 
here (who will be directly impacted by this), are effectively ignored, veneer of consultation 
notwithstanding. *Of course, much of this type of promised infrastructure would not even be 
necessary if the development was not being considered.
This proposal has been rejected by council before. From www.basscoastpost.com/news/cape-
plan-on-backburner (2017):

The proposal has created a groundswell of opposition, based mainly on its size and the 
number of lots.  The proposed development would almost double the size of the current 
township.
In response to concerns raised by the community, the developer, Wallis Watson, has 
formally offered to amend the proposed planning scheme amendment to reduce the scale of 
the rezoning of land.
The original plan included about 900 new residential lots, eight hectares of parks and 12 
hectares of open space for drainage and vegetation protection.

I’m not sure what has changed since this initial ruling. I believe the estimated number of lots is 
now 500-1000, which is obviously a greater number. Developers must recognise that in 
resubmitting amendments to the amendment, again and again, they create such a level of 
exhaustion that residents get protest burnout and give up trying. 
Let me speculate that if opposition letters to this amendment are down, it is NOT because 
residents want this development. One of my neighbours said “It’s going to happen anyway, 
don’t bother writing”, and she’s spending time doing something useful while I’m here 
spending time trying to stop something that should never have been approved in the first place. 
This is no good for community planning.
Now to the issues in question.
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1. The character of Cape Paterson
Cape Paterson is a charming seaside village. It is sleepy, friendly and safe. People say hello, 
kids ride bikes, families go for walks. People love it because it is low-key and relaxed.
Has council recognised that once hundreds of new dwellings are approved, this unique 
ambience will be lost for good? Council, you have a treasure here in this township. The small 
scale of Cape Paterson is one of its attractions. I believe it is a Council Plan Objective: “Our 
Character – Celebrating the uniqueness of our townships”.
2. The environmental impacts
More people = more cars, more dogs and cats, more noise, more waste. 
We have koalas and echidnas that walk the Cape Paterson’s streets and already they face the 
danger of dogs running around off lead and people driving too quickly. We have seen the 
devastation that our summer of bushfires has wrought on the koala population, both here in 
Victoria and interstate. Can you imagine what it will be like for them with possibly double the 
number of people around? This animal is a national icon! Why make their lives harder?
In addition, I believe there are remnant native Manna Gums are on the site. As this is a 
primary food source for koalas, the protection of these trees should be a top priority.
There will be more foot traffic through bushland and dunes, scaring off the native birds and 
animals. We are very lucky to have the vulnerable Hooded Plover here: its ongoing survival is 
a responsibility that must be shouldered by council as well as community.
It is already difficult to protect the sand dunes at First Surf from kids sliding down them with 
their boogie boards. Erosion combined with rising sea levels could devastate our beaches for 
good.
With additional cars there will be parking and traffic problems - and expanded car parks and 
widened roads are not an answer. More tar and bitumen just eats into the natural habitat; 
environmentally it’s better to keep the township limited in size and maintain its natural feel.
In summary:
The C136 Amendment will ruin Cape Paterson. The subsequent residential development 
is too big for such a unique, fragile and precious area.
I hope that Council understands my concerns as a permanent resident of Cape Paterson.

Regards,



From:
strategic planning admin

Subject: C136 rezoning application
Date: Wednesday, 26 February 2020 10:19:18 AM

Objection to C136 rezoning application
From:

I am a Cape Paterson holiday home resident since 1975.
I wish to lodge a formal objection to the proposed rezoning of land north of Seaward Drive
that is dealt with by C136.
I believe this rezoning application threatens the unique collaboration of native flora, fauna
and coast within the preserved village of Cape Paterson.
In particular, I would like to highlight the following concerns:
Inappropriate Timing

No development should be approved before the Distinctive Areas and Landscape process
(initiated by the Labor government) is completed.

The Distinctive Areas and Landscape process has not yet been incorporated into the Bass
Coast Planning Scheme - the Cape Paterson community’s biggest response was to request
a reduction of the current town boundary.

Massive overdevelopment

A rezoning as proposed would have significant adverse impact on the small coastal village
character, amenity and infrastructure

Cape Paterson is currently a coastal village with a cohesive community. The rezoning
proposal is lodged by a developer with plans for up to 1000 new dwellings (500 + 500).
Even if each dwelling had only two occupants this would more than triple the town’s
population which was below 900 at the last census.

This is a massive over-development, both in land size and impact on population

Despite a Planning Panel report (2010) that said expanding the town boundary to the West
and to the North would result in an oversupply of land, Mathew Guy (2011) approved both
town boundary expansions. C136 provides the first opportunity to correct this by reducing
the over-expanded town boundary.

Ignores Indigenous, Cultural and Historical Heritage

part of the development area contains an area of cultural heritage sensitivity  and the
proposed development of the land constitutes a high impact activity (ref: Heritage Insight
report). This is inappropriate on cultural heritage grounds. Any development must strictly
heed Cultural Heritage Management requirements

Ruins the Peaceful and Safe Character of Cape Paterson
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       Cape Paterson, being small, is a safe place for families, especially children and elderly

       There are very few places like Cape Paterson and that, in itself, means it is worth
preserving the town as is

       Cape Paterson is pedestrian friendly with little or no through traffic and few footpaths but
currently safe to walk on road

       The distance from the beach of the C136 proposed rezoning will result in increased traffic
through existing township. This is envisaged by the traffic report with the C136 proposal
which envisages an additional 9140 car trips per day

       The traffic report is flawed as it is based on a survey conducted in July rather than peak in
Dec/Jan. Also they think that half the people travelling to the beach from the development
would rather make a right turn from Seaward Drive into Cape Paterson Road
(notwithstanding the increased traffic coming down that road thanks to the development),
rather than an easy left turn (a short cut) into Spear Street. I know which I would do......

Will Decimate the Community Feel of This Much-Loved Coastal Village

       The current community feel means people drive with respect and maintain the safety of the
town

       Will prompt population that is too rapid to be effectively integrated

       Will ruin the village feel that means children can walk to the park, shops, go for bike rides
etc in relative safety

Is Environmentally Undesirable

       Puts wildlife at further risk. The developer’s materials note there are 33 species of birdlife,
as well as wombats and kangaroos. Surprisingly they have not recorded other species
frequently seen including koalas, echidnas, snakes, lizards etc. The proposal will result in
loss of habitat for these animals, which in turn is a loss for Cape Paterson where they are
highly valued by residents

       The new development is car reliant and does nothing to reduce dependence on fossil fuels

       There is insufficient parking already at peak times. This is not easily addressed as
expansion of beach parking would have a detrimental impact on the environment and
amenity of the area and is undesirable

       Internal roads are unsealed (which residents overwhelmingly voted to retain because they
like this laid-back feel) - extra traffic will mean more dust and less safety but is not easily
addressed without altering the “feel” of the town

       Cape Paterson has a fragile and valuable coastal environment. The beach is already at
capacity in summer.

       Development brings greater risks to coastal strip with more dogs, cats and invasive plants
that can decimate local flora and fauna



       Threats to the adjoining Bunurong Marine and Coastal Park including contaminated
drainage run off.

       Threats to existing Significant Vegetation and Wildlife within the area to be rezoned.

Will put too much pressure on infrastructure

       Limited capacity of the Lifesaving clubs to service a large increase in beach goers without
major increased funding for paid lifesaving services.

       Extreme weather events (1 in 100 year) are becoming increasingly common requiring
infrastructure upgrades before further development occurs.

Is not the best way forward for development – more suited to Wonthaggi or Inverloch

       Bass Coast’s strategic plan is to concentrate development in high growth areas like
Wonthaggi. C136, if approved, will reduce demand in Wonthaggi where there is more urban
infrastructure such as schools, transport, shops.

       Wonthaggi has existing infrastructure and makes more sense as a place for additional
development

       Cape Paterson currently has a very different “feel” to Inverloch. We like it that way

The process puts developers before community

       The reports accompanying C136 have been commissioned and paid for by the developer
and in some cases have been amended following consultation with the developer. It is
difficult to consider them independent.

       The community has previously made clear its feelings about expansion to the north of the
town

       Many residents of Cape Paterson are not confident with the objection process and have not
felt heard.

Finally, if a development of any sort is to go ahead then it must involve:

       Reducing the town boundary so that the town expands by no more than 25%

       Waiting until 75% of blocks at The Cape eco-village have sold

       Include more than 50% open space of the net developable area (as per The Cape)

       Traffic provisions that do not funnel traffic through the existing township

       The developer providing far more detailed information regarding protection of heritage and
environment, details of the development proposal, subdivision pattern, design guidelines,
infrastructure requirements and development contributions.

       Significant plantings of indigenous trees and appropriate green passages for wildlife



       Limited car spaces to ensure there is not additional traffic pressure on the town

       High standards regarding sustainability rating, as per the example set by the Cape

       Lower density building than currently proposed

       Retention of some green wedges of open green land

 
 



From:
To: strategic planning admin
Subject: Amendment C136
Date: Wednesday, 26 February 2020 10:54:07 AM

Good Morning,
My Name Is 
My husband and I are residents of Cape Paterson.
We moved here four years ago after twenty years hustle and bustle in Melbourne CBD.
After holidaying in Cape for many years prior staying at a family holiday home.
Our big move was to go into a small coastal village , one which was safe for families and the elderly alike. That is
why we chose Cape Paterson.

Sent from my iPad
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From:
strategic planning admin

Subject: Amendment C136
Date: Wednesday, 26 February 2020 12:15:18 PM

Good Morning

My name is 

My husband and I are residents of Cape Paterson.
We moved here four years ago after twenty years hustle and bustle in Melbourne CBD.
After holidaying in Cape for many years prior staying at a family holiday home.
Our big move was to go into a small coastal village , one which was safe for families and the elderly alike.
That is why we chose Cape Paterson.

To extend onto Cape paterson and go forward with C136 would not only affect the area I live it would also affect
our  lifestyle.
We live on Anchor parade , my street would become a main thorough fair to and from the beach area , the road is
unsealed , more traffic, more speed, means more dust and less safety.
It would put a strain on the Electricity supply which is often subject to brown out or black out at peak times .
Our Parking in peak times is starting to resemble Inverloch “Crowded”. along surf beach road as car parks are full
making it dangerous.

Last year we witnessed a severe hail storm, and it hit our community very hard. Nearly twelve months later Cape
Paterson is only just starting to recover.
We did not have the infrastructure to cope with this event and that is another reason why we should not even
contemplate further development.

In signing of ,

I ask you please do not overdevelop a beautiful small coastal town with Marine and Coastal parks .
I walk most days, we have wonderful wildlife Koala’s , Echidnas  etc all these animals will disappear if you
overdevelop.

Kind regards
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Making a submission about the Planning Scheme Amendment C136. 

Strategic Planning Department 
Bass Coast Shire Council  
PO Box 118 Wonthaggi 
strategic.planningadmin@basscoast.vic.gov.au 

  

I am writing to oppose C136 planning scheme amendment in Cape Paterson.  As a permanent 
resident of Cape Paterson for the past 13 years I believe the development proposed is way 
too large scaled and will have incredible negative impact on our small coastal village. 

As a resident on seaward drive the traffic would be increased excessively, making it noisy and 
potentially dangerous.  The proposed main road accessing the proposed site is directly in front 
of my driveway which would be extremely inconvenient. 

I have major concerns that not enough information has been provided regarding, if new 
driveways would be coming from the north of seaward drive.   I believe this should be avoided 
and if the development did go ahead a walking/bike track should be placed with trees to 
create a screening from the south of seaward drive.    

The development of this size will severely strain the current infrastructure and change the 
feel of Cape Paterson.  Public transport infrastructure will not cope with the town doubling in 
size nor will other amenities. 

In closing there is already enough development at the Cape (Eco Village) and this extra 
development is way too much for our coastal town.  If you’d like any clarification please do 
not hesitate to contact me. 

Regards 
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From:
strategic planning admin

Subject: Amendment C 136 Cape Paterson
Date: Wednesday, 26 February 2020 11:16:32 AM
Attachments: image001.png

image002.png
image003.png
image004.png

Dear Sir/Madam

I submit my own personal submission.
The council, community and development community have put an immense amount of time and money into the strategic
planning process that determined the Cape Paterson township boundary and identified the land subject to this
amendment as short term residential.
If Council were to ignore this strategic work, it would create a complete lack of confidence in the planning system for all
involved. The community has stated that they expect some growth in this area. In response to the communities wishes
that there only be modest growth, the developers have offered to limit the amount of development to 50 lots per year.
This will allow strategically supported growth to occur while respecting the views of the existing residents.
I really believe this is proper strategic planning which is needed to provide a vibrant community and future jobs and much
needed infrastructure.
After working 30 years in this region I strongly feel it is the right thing to do.
Please council move forward to an independent planning panel which is normal process and practice.
Proper and orderly planning can only work when strategic planning processes are respected by all involved in the process.
When councils abandon proper planning procedure ad hoc and inappropriate outcomes become inevitable and confidence
and faith in strategic planning work is lost.

Regards,
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26 February 2020 

Strategic Planning Department 
Bass Coast Shire Council 
PO Box 118  
Wonthaggi 3995 

Submission re proposed Planning Scheme Amendment C136 

We oppose the proposed Planning Scheme Amendment C136 to rezone land and apply a Development 
Overlay to enable future development of the land for residential development. The existing 
Environmental Significance Overlay (ESO) and Significant Landscape Overlay (SLO) should be retained to 
protect the environment and not be replaced by the proponents proposed Development Overlay. 

Arbitrary relocation of a town boundary does not justify or equate to approval to develop. The boundary 
was re-established as a potential option for future development but given the approval of The Cape 
development (not recommended by the Independent Planning Panel in 2010) the boundaries should be 
realigned to allow for modest expansion, to include the 200+ lots in the already approved The Cape 
development, the 50+ vacant lots in the existing township and a maximum of 100 new lots to the north. 
This would provide approximately 350 available lots, constituting over 30% growth opportunities for the 
township, which in all reports and studies has been recommended for low to moderate growth.  

The proponents have not demonstrated regard for the existing environment nor the residents of Cape 
Paterson, in fact they have exhibited a blatant disregard for the Cape Paterson community. Whilst this is 
not considered a ‘planning issue’ it is reflected in the quality of their proposal and the outdated 
documentation provided along with the insensitive layout of the proposed subdivision. Our experience 
at the community consultation sessions, where the proponent’s presence was required by Council, was 
they were completely dismissive of any resident’s concerns and unwilling to address the issues raised.  

Our objection is based on the following grounds: 

1. The size and scale of the proposed rezoning is inappropriate and contrary to the State
Government’s publicly stated position on coastal villages as well as the Bass Coast Planning
Scheme
a. In January 2019 Acting Planning Minister Lily D’Ambrosio was quoted in The Age saying the

government was setting out to stop “beloved coastal towns like Apollo Bay from losing their
charm to overdevelopment.”
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“We want to see coastal towns like Apollo Bay grow sustainably so its crucial to protect them 
from inappropriate developments that threaten the iconic landscape of the Great Ocean Road 
region”. This also relates to Cape Paterson, where the Council should be providing leadership 
and community engagement to develop a plan to reduce town boundaries and allow sustainable 
development which adds value to the community and does not result in inappropriate over-
development and compromise the existing character of the township.  
(Extract from Program of Review for Structure Plans for Townships, Bass Coast Planning Scheme 
Review 2018, Medium Priority Actions “Define the character of townships in the Planning 
Scheme and develop a design framework that protects and encourages the preferred character 
and built form.”) 

b. A specific commitment was made regarding over-development in Cape Paterson by the Premier
in November 2018: “Under the Liberals, the town boundaries of Cowes and Cape Paterson were
changed against the advice of independent planning panels. Under Labor, any attempt to
expand town boundaries in the declared areas must be agreed to by the Parliament, protecting
locals…”

He also commented: “The declaration (of the DAL) triggers a requirement for a Statement of
Planning Policy, which will set strict height controls and tighten town boundaries to protect the
environment, landscape and local lifestyle.”

We contend the current proposal is in direct contradiction to the Premier’s statement and does
nothing to protect the lifestyle and amenity of Cape Paterson.

c. The proposal is contrary to Bass Coast’s own strategic plan which is to concentrate development
in high growth areas like Wonthaggi, which provides the infrastructure requirements for a
development of the proposed scale. Cape Paterson does not have the infrastructure to
accommodate an expansion of the size proposed. The design proposal is reflective of a growth
area not a coastal village.

d. An Independent Planning Panel report in 2010 concluded that expansion of the Cape Paterson
town boundary to both the west and north would result in an over-supply of land. Given that
the development to the west has proceeded, the current proposal under C136 should be
balanced out by the advice provided by the Independent Panel. This current process provides an
opportunity to re-assess the town boundaries of Cape Paterson to provide small scale
opportunities for expansion to the north which would enhance the township and allow for ‘low
growth’ as designated by the Bass Coast Strategic Framework.

e. The same Panel also concluded that what was considered ‘special’ regarding the proposed Eco
Development was in fact in line with contemporary urban developments. Hence this current
development should not be discounted by the proponents in terms of lot availability. Claims by
the proponent that the Ecovillage development is “different” and may not suit all buyers are
therefore incorrect based on this Panel’s report.
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f. State Government’s announcement in October 2019 relating to the designation of Bass Coast as
a Distinctive Area and Landscape under the Planning and Environment Act 1987 will have a
significant impact on future planning in Bass Coast and any decision on this proposed Planning
Scheme Amendment should be delayed until the Statement of Planning Policy for Bass Coast has
been completed. The proposed Planning Scheme Amendment should be considered in light of
the finalised Statement of Planning Policy.

g. The quality of the proposed subdivision is extremely poor, does not relate in any way to a
coastal subdivision, and is lacking in current community amenity and quality expectations,
without even venturing into future expectations.

h. A development of this size and scale is better located in close proximity to Wonthaggi, not a
vulnerable and intimate coastal village, nestled into a tight corner adjacent to a fragile coastline.
The Gippsland Regional Growth Plan 2014 supports medium scale growth and identifies Cape
Paterson as a secondary township to Wonthaggi.

2. The data provided to Council is outdated and does not reflect community and government
requirements in terms of sustainability, residential amenity and protection of the environment
a. The plans exhibited are dated 2013. Community and government expectations and

requirements in terms of development have changed significantly since 2013. Climate change
has become a major issue impacting all communities and this proposed development does not
acknowledge the impacts such development would have on the environment. The development
to the west of Cape Paterson is a model for sustainable development and adds value to the
community and should provide the minimum benchmark for any future development. The
proposed development does not add any value to the existing community. It is ill-considered
and simply a developer carving up the land for gain making no investment in sustainability and
amenity.

Residents of Cape Paterson are the casualties of the impacts of poor development decisions
with poorly integrated and haphazard street layouts resulting in deficient traffic flows, lack of
pedestrian walkways and parks. This situation should not be compounded by yet another
‘siloed’ subdivision.

b. The minimal open space provision of 11% is unacceptable for a development of this scale. Cape
Paterson has limited open space for recreational activities and any development moving
forward should include areas for passive and active recreation using The Cape development as a
benchmark.

c. The consultants, Beveridge Williams, at the community exhibitions were dismissive of
community concerns regarding environmental and traffic impacts.

3. The township of Cape Paterson does not have the infrastructure to accommodate a development
of the proposed scale and size
a. A development of the scale proposed should be located within easy proximity of existing

infrastructure including community facilities, kindergartens, shops, hospitals, schools, public
transport etc.
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b. The water supply is already under extreme pressure with the existing size of the village and any 
future expansion would further compromise this. 

c. Power supplies are often compromised with frequent brown and black outs, as well as power 
surges impacting the townships. Doubling the demand on this will compromise the power 
impacts further.  

d. The hailstorm in May 2019 demonstrated the vulnerability of the township to the impacts from 
our changing climate and the inability of the existing infrastructure to cope. Any future 
development in the area should be limited to modest in size to minimise future impacts on the 
fragility of our environment and should include stringent requirements to meet high quality 
environmental standards.  

4. The already existing degradation of the coastal environs will be significantly hastened 
a. Parking is grossly inadequate along the foreshore for existing requirements, without 

contemplating accommodating additional growth. The pressure would be significantly increased 
on an already fragile coastal environment and any expansion of parking would result in an 
intrusion into the sensitive coastal landscape. 

b. The sand dunes are showing significant signs of erosion as a result of human intervention and 
present a safety risk, to say nothing of the environmental degradation and the consequences 
that are severe and irreversible. Bass Coast Shire has recently erected new signs on the beach 
alerting users to the potential dangers.  

c. Beaches are not large enough to accommodate additional users. Already at high tide it is like a 
sardine can above high tide mark. 

d. Lifesaving clubs are not equipped to accommodate the potential expansion of users, especially 
given that swimmers would be forced to use the unsafe beaches of Undertow Bay and Second 
Surf and F-break which are not patrolled thus creating safety risks for both swimmers and our 
young lifesavers. 

e. The collapsing and disappearing coastal environs at Inverloch are a stark and frightening 
reminder of the potential impact of over-use on our precious coastline.  

5. Inadequate and flawed traffic management assessment and proposals 
a. Design principles of the layout are not appropriate for a coastal village. The trips estimated are 

reflective of a metropolitan context, thus the estimations are extremely conservative. 

b. The traffic management plan is outdated, incorrect and unrealistic. It fails to consider any traffic 
movements from the western development and downgrades the impact on the existing road 
network. 

c. The existing township already suffers from significant traffic flow issues and last summer saw a 
major increase in traffic traversing minor, unmade roads. 

d. Residents voted overwhelmingly to retain the unmade roads in the township which enhances 
the ambience and retains the coastal village integrity. 



5 | P a g e

e. The traffic management plan indicates ‘minor’ use of Spear Street and Tarooh Street. Both these
roads are not equipped to deal with increases in traffic use. Tarooh and Seaward Drive
intersection has already been the location for a fatal collision, hence why the current traffic
management measures were installed where access to Seaward Drive from the east is not
permitted.

f. The proposition that ‘major’ roads will be used for access to the commercial area and beaches is
naïve and flawed, to say the least. Everybody looks for the quickest way through which is the
existing local road network.

g. The plan has given little regard to Park Parade Road/Anchor Parade, which is the logical through
route to the beaches, boat ramp and commercial area. This also passes the only significant park
for active recreation in the township, frequented by multitudes of families on foot and bicycles
all year around, from early morning exercise sessions to kids playing sport well into the evening.
The safety of these users should be given priority and no traffic from any development to the
north should have access to transverse the existing township.

h. The previously mentioned ‘siloed’ development means the existing layout of the township has
significant traffic flow issues which will be further compounded and exacerbated if the proposal
is approved.

i. The design principles of the proposal are basically car orientated and not suited to a coastal
village. With the confronting impacts of climate change experienced recently, reliance on fossil
fuel should be discouraged, and this proposal is in direct contradiction to reducing car trips by its
very location, well-removed from significant destinations within the township.

j. This summer saw a massive increase in bicycle usage, especially by lifesavers, nippers and
families travelling to the beach. There is nowhere currently for bike parking at any of the
beaches and increased traffic flows would inevitably impact the safety of these young and
vulnerable cyclists.

k. No provision has been made for cycle and pedestrian walkways within the proposed
development.

l. The recent summer period has been a clear and devastating example of the dangers we
confront in terms of bushfires and Cape Paterson is a location which is extremely vulnerable.
Exiting the township could be a major challenge given the limited access routes. Doubling the
size of the township could expose residents to an inability to exit in an emergency.

m. Traffic data, mischieviously, was collated in July, probably one of the quietest months in the
calendar.

n. We strongly reiterate, any development to the north of Cape Paterson should not be permitted
access through the existing township via Seaward Drive, Park Parade Road, Spear Street or
Tarooh Street.

6. Potential destruction of the amenity of the coastal village and surrounds
a. The population swells to almost 3,000 (Cape Paterson Community Infrastructure Needs

Assessment, 2015, and probably well over that figure in 2019/20) in summer. Visitors to the
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town now extend well beyond the summer period increasing the permanent population. If 
approval was given for this PS amendment, based on those well-outdated figures, the seasonal 
population could swell to over 6,000, an unsustainable number for a modest coastal village.  

b. The proposal is a contradiction of the state government’s commitments to protect the integrity
of coastal villages, particularly in light of the Premier’s comments in 2018. “People choose to
make their home in the small communities along the Bass Coast to enjoy a laid-back lifestyle …”
Residents of Cape Paterson have a right to have this lifestyle they have deliberately chosen
protected from insensitive and over-development.

c. Cape Paterson is a safe and pedestrian and bicycle friendly village for families and the elderly,
with limited footpaths. This safety would be substantially compromised by potential increased
traffic flows through the existing township thus impacting significantly on residential amenity.

In conclusion we reiterate our objection to the proposed Planning Scheme Amendment C136 and 
proposed Development Overlay and urge Council to provide the leadership for which they were elected 
to reduce the township boundary and develop, in consultation with the community, a plan for low to 
moderate expansion of the Cape Paterson coastal village and protect its amenity for current and future 
generations. This should align with The Cape Paterson Community Plan 2010. 

 



25 February 2020

Strategic Planning Department
Bass Coast Shire Council
PO Box 118
Wonthaggi   VIC   3995

Email: strategic.planningadmin@basscoast.vic.gov.au

Dear Sir/Madam

RE: Amendment C136

I wish to object to the proposed growth and development to Cape Paterson.

My wife and I purchased a property at Cape Paterson in 2008 for the express purpose of
enjoying the amenity of a small coastal village.  If approved, Amendment C136 will
significantly change the nature, tenor and amenity of Cape Paterson and will prompt me to
reconsider remaining in the area.

Planning Matters. 

Foremost, I am gravely concerned about the governance and oversight of the proposed
Amendment C136 and the fact that it is inconsistent with already approved planning
schemes.

The proposed Amendment C136 permits and massive expansion of the Cape Paterson
township by more than doubling its size.  This is contrary to the Bass Coast Strategic
Coastal Framework which states that  “… Cape Paterson … a local coastal town … with 
varying but limited opportunities for additional development”.

In addition, a Planning Panel report (2010) stated that expanding the town boundary to the
west and to the north would result in an oversupply of land, the then Minister for Planning,
Mathew Guy, approved both town boundary expansions. The consideration of the proposed
Amendment C136 provides the first opportunity to correct this by reducing the over-
expanded town boundary.

The already approved Bass Coast’s strategic plan concentrated development in high growth
areas like Wonthaggi.   If approved, Amendment C136 will reduce demand in Wonthaggi
where there is more urban infrastructure such as schools, transport, shops and other
amenities.   Approving C136 this development will encourage further pressures for new
development to the east and west of Cape Paterson.

Environmental Matters 

Cape Paterson is part of the Bunurong Marine and Coastal Park.  At the time of writing, the
Distinctive Areas and Landscape process has not been completed and incorporated into the
Bass Coast Planning Scheme.
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It is imperative that Amendment C136 should not be considered until the Statement of
Planning Policy (required by the Distinctive Areas and Landscape designation) is finalised.
This should include a review of the Cape Paterson town boundary he current town boundary.

If approved, the proposed Amendment C136 will bring greater risks to the fragile coastal
strip with more dogs, cats and invasive plants that can decimate local flora and fauna.  The
already approved extension to the George Bass Walk will place further pressure on
endangered flora and fauna, and increase vehicle and foot traffic through the area – the
proposed Amendment C136 could well be a tipping point for such matters.

The proposed Amendment C136 poses further threats to the adjoining Bunurong Marine and
Coastal Park including contaminated drainage run off.

Consultation 

I am disgusted by the consultation process for the proposed Amendment C136.  There was
inadequate detail provided about development proposal – online or at the community
information sessions.

We have been totally in the dark about the proposed subdivision pattern, design guidelines,
infrastructure requirements and development contributions.  Clearly much of this work has
been completed by the developers – but they were unwilling to share or even discuss such
basic matters has the road layout and how they will link with the existing Cape Paterson
township.

It is nonsense to say such matters will be decided once the proposed Amendment C136 is
approved as they form the basis of consideration as to whether it should be approved or
rejected.

This is a classic Catch 22 situation and we are being treated like mushrooms.

The Cape (Eco Village) 

In recent years Cape Paterson has gained significant recognition and kudos for the
development of The Cape, an environmental friendly subdivision on the western boundary of
township.

The design guidelines for the project and the brief for the builders mandates solar power and
energy efficient fitout and appliances.  All homes are being rainwater tanks for garden and
toilet flushing, electric vehicle charge points, NBN fibre optic to the home and an electrical
system that is solar storage battery-ready.  In addition, low and zero VOC paints, and low-
carbon construction materials such as rammed earth, radial sawn timber and Weathertex are
also being used.

Given we are experiencing significant climate, extreme bushfires and out of season flood,
these design principles behind this development are those that should be applied to the
proposed Amendment c136.

Impact on Existing Cape Paterson 

If approved, the proposed Amendment C136 will significantly alter Cape Paterson and the
surrounding area.  As presented, the documentation (and consultation session) does not
address the adverse impact such a large scale expansion will have on Cape Paterson.



The existing town is pedestrian friendly with little or no through traffic.  There are few
footpaths, but it presently safe to walk on road.  The distance from the beach of the C136
proposed rezoning will result in increased traffic through existing township.

Cape Paterson is a small coastal village with a cohesive community.  It is a safe place for
families, especially children and elderly.

If approved, the proposed Amendment C136 will significantly alter the character, amenity
and infrastructure of Cape Paterson.

Facilities and Infrastructure 

There are few existing facilities and only basic infrastructure at Cape Paterson and they
barely cope with the existing population and visitors.  Approving Amendment C136 would put
considerable pressure on these.

There are many examples:

 Foreshore – the Cape Paterson foreshore and beaches are already oversubscribed at
peak times.  While there is a proposal for a bay beach masterplan (2014), funding to
complete the planned works has not been forthcoming form the Council.  Put simply, the
foreshore cannot cope with the extra population should Amendment C136 be approved.

 Drainage – there are many drainage problems in Cape Paterson.  The current drainage
system is inadequate for the town and flooding is quite common (for example in May
2019).  When sewerage was installed in the town the contactor cut through many of the
storm water drains and did not reconnect them.  The town cannot cope with additional
drainage.

 Mobile Phones – the mobile system servicing Cape Paterson is already beyond capacity.
At peak times it is very difficult to maintain a useable data connection – and sometimes
impossible to get establish a connection.  Additional users will make this situation worse.

 Electricity Supply – Cape Paterson is already subjected to regular black or brown outs
during peak times.  Additional demand will only compound this problem.

 Internal roads - many roads are unsealed (like where my house is located) which
residents overwhelmingly voted to retain).  Extra vehicle traffic will mean more dust and
a reduction in safety standards.

 Footpaths – as mentioned, there is a considerable lack of footpaths in Cape Paterson.
Extra vehicle traffic and extra pedestrians will results in a reduction in safety.

 Water – the pressure the water supply at Cape Paterson is inadequate at peak times.
Also the water heavily chlorinated requiring residents to purchase bottled water.

 The existing volunteer lifesaving clubs already struggle to service the Cape Paterson
beaches.  Additional visitors would require considerable upgrading of facilities and
probably the introduction of paid lifesavers.

Appeal of Cape Paterson 

On a more subjective level, the proposed Amendment C136 documentation does not
adequately address the significant adverse impact such a large scale expansion will have on
the small coastal village character, amenity and infrastructure.

Cape Paterson is currently a coastal village with a cohesive community.  Being small, it is a
safe place for families, especially children and elderly.  The town is pedestrian friendly with
little or no through traffic and few footpaths but currently safe to walk on road.



The distance from the beach of the C136 proposed rezoning will result in increased traffic
through existing township.

Conclusion  

I therefore respectively recommend that:

 Amendment C136 not be considered until the Statement of Planning Policy (required by
the Distinctive Areas and Landscape designation) is finalised, including a review of the
Cape Paterson town boundary

 Amendment C136 be rejected and be replaced with a planning application that:
o Significantly reduces the Cape Paterson town boundary and the size of the

Development Plan Overlay
o Incorporates the design principles applied to The Cape (Eco Village)

 Full details of proposed Amendment C136 are detail provided online and at a community
session – including the proposed subdivision pattern, design guidelines, infrastructure
requirements and development contributions.

Otherwise I request that Amendment C136 is rejected. 

Yours sincerely

Cc: The Hon. Daniel Andrews MP, Premier - Email daniel.andrews@parliament.vic.gov.au
Ms Jordan Crugnale, Member for Bass - Email Jordan.Crugnale@parliament.vic.gov.au
The Hon. Richard Wynne MP, Minister for Planning - Email richard.wynne@parliament.vic.gov.au

mailto:daniel.andrews@parliament.vic.gov.au
mailto:Jordan.Crugnale@parliament.vic.gov.au
mailto:richard.wynne@parliament.vic.gov.au


To whom it may concern 

Re: Objection to C136 rezoning application 

My name is  and together with my husband , I have been a part time 
resident in Cape Paterson for 15 years.  Despite being only part time, both  and I feel a 
strong sense of belonging to this wonderful village and have many well established friendships 
with both permanent and other part time residents. For over a decade we organised Classical 
Cape music events in support of and collaboration with a number of other local organisations. 
We love Cape and wish to see it retain its’ uniqueness.  

I am deeply troubled by the proposed rezoning of land north of Seaward Drive that is dealt with 
by C136. Cape Paterson is a unique part of the world both in terms of its’ location, natural 
beauty and its’ community. My husband and I spent five years visiting areas of Victoria to 
identify somewhere that offered such intimacy with both other people and with the natural 
world and in particular with the sea/coast line. We have both become keen bird watchers since 
moving to Cape and have come to realise the importance of habitat and environment to 
promoting and protecting not just the endangered species (the plovers etc) but also other 
species, such as the peregrines and red tailed cockatoos etc).  

The proposal represents yet another example of over development (I gather that up to 1000 
new properties are potentially possible) with you the Council following (seemingly sheep like) in 
the footsteps of Victoria’s poor record of protecting the one thing we should be most proud of 
and for which we have a responsibility to protect – our environment. Such a development and 
its’ subsequent significant increase in population will impact on the character, amenity and 
infrastructure of Cape Paterson.  

There are a couple of other specific concerns that I have: 

1. Traffic – given where we live, on Nardoo street we are more aware than many of the recent
increase in traffic (particularly in the summer months). This development will bring even
more cars in to the village many of which will be used by new residents of this development
to get to the beach. This will further impact on the safety of the area for children/families as
well as increasing the stress and  angst that I experienced even this year as people jostled for
parking spots on the beach road.
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2. Environment. I cannot believe that at this particular time (post the fires) after all the critical
(but sadly accurate) international scrutiny of Australia’s attitude towards and response to
environment protection, that you are seriously considering taking a proactive decision to
further impacting negatively on our environment. I am tired of hearing people tell me ‘it’s
difficult… we’re trying..’. We need to stop trying and start doing – and the first step you
can take is not to over develop. The unique opoprutnity that Cape P provides for flora and
fauna (including the Bunnarong Marine and Coastal park) is threatened by this proposal.
Not so long ago the BBC ‘Coast’ included our coastline in one of its’ episodes – will it still be
worth mentioning in 10 years time?

Cape Paterson is a fragile and valuable coastal environment and its’ beaches are already at 
capacity in summer.  This development will increase demand on the beach including more dogs, 
cats and invasive plants that can decimate local flora and fauna 

While I am aware there are many other well informed practical reasons for not going ahead 
with this proposal I’d like to finish by expressing my personal disappointment about how (as 
with other similar proposals in the past) this proposal/process again seems to put the 
developer’s interests ahead of those of the community. From personal experience, I would like 
greater transparency around questions such as ‘who commissioned your reports’ and ‘why the 
traffic survey was done in mid winter etc etc?’.  Sadly we have been down this road before even 
here in Cape P before.  I recall attending many meetings several years ago over the so called 
‘Eco Village’ – a process that also lacked transparency. LIkewsie this does not feel collaborative 
nor transparent.  

Finally Living as we do for much of our lives, in central Melbourne, we already seeing the 
disastrous impact of poorly thought out and built, over crowded ‘communities’ (in the loosest 
sense of the word) with insufficient infrastructure. Cape Paterson and its’ residents (and indeed 
Victoria) deserves better.   

I hope that my concerns will be taken seriously and that the current proposal is revisited in true 
collaboration with the local residents particularly through our community advocacy group 
CPRRA – which does a fantastic job at promoting and protecting all that is important about 
Cape Paterson 

Yours sincerely 



From:
strategic planning admin

Subject: Amendment C136 Opposing
Date: Wednesday, 26 February 2020 11:56:56 AM

To whom it may concern

My name is  and I reside at , Cape Paterson and I write to
you as a resident of Cape Paterson to oppose the proposed redevelopment.  My reasons for
this are as follows:

the proposed redevelopment will ruin prime rural farming land 
the rising sea levels are already eroding the sand dunes and rocks along the
coastline and with an increase in population the current landscape will not be able to
sustain itself.
to preserve our native flora and fauna.  An increase in housing is an increase in
population which leads to destruction of native flora and the native animals will
struggle to survive and forced to leave. The Hooded Plover are an example of this
already happening.
to maintain the ecological integrity, beauty and history of the area
to keep Cape Paterson as a rural township 
to protect the Bunyrong Marine National Park

Yours sincerely
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From:
strategic planning admin

Subject: Bass Coast Planning Scheme Amendment C136
Date: Wednesday, 26 February 2020 12:41:04 PM

I wish to oppose the above mentioned scheme planned by Bass Coast concerning Seaward
Drive Cape Paterson.

I would prefer for there to be no building of houses at all.!
For the land to remain a Farm Zone.
Not only will this impact me directly but also the township of Cape paterson !.
Cape Paterson has already been vastly extended with the additional 220 houses approved at
the Eco Village.
Keep Cape Paterson the beautiful township it is and not become a extension of
Wonthaggi....!!!
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From:
strategic planning admin

Subject: Cape Paterson Development Objection
Date: Wednesday, 26 February 2020 12:49:32 PM

 

I am a Cape Paterson holiday Viator who has been regularly visiting for 30 years .

I wish to lodge a formal objection to the proposed rezoning of land north of Seaward
Drive that is dealt with by C136.

People like myself visit Cape Paterson because of its character and charm and
environmental beauty, both of which will be compromised if this development goes
ahead. 

 In particular, I would like to highlight the following concerns:

Inappropriate Timing

No development should be approved before the Distinctive Areas and Landscape
process (initiated by the Labor government) is completed.

The Distinctive Areas and Landscape process has not yet been incorporated into the
Bass Coast Planning Scheme - the Cape Paterson community’s biggest response
was to request a reduction of the current town boundary.

Massive overdevelopment

A rezoning as proposed would have significant adverse impact on the small coastal
village character, amenity and infrastructure

Cape Paterson is currently a coastal village with a cohesive community. The rezoning
proposal is lodged by a developer with plans for up to 1000 new dwellings (500 +
500). Even if each dwelling had only two occupants this would more than triple the
town’s population which was below 900 at the last census.

This is a massive over-development, both in land size and impact on population

Despite a Planning Panel report (2010) that said expanding the town boundary to the
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West and to the North would result in an oversupply of land, Mathew Guy (2011)
approved both town boundary expansions. C136 provides the first opportunity to
correct this by reducing the over-expanded town boundary.

Ignores Indigenous, Cultural and Historical Heritage

part of the development area contains an area of cultural heritage sensitivity  and the
proposed development of the land constitutes a high impact activity (ref: Heritage
Insight report). This is inappropriate on cultural heritage grounds. Any development
must strictly heed Cultural Heritage Management requirements

Ruins the Peaceful and Safe Character of Cape Paterson

Cape Paterson, being small, is a safe place for families, especially children and
elderly

There are very few places like Cape Paterson and that, in itself, means it is worth
preserving the town as is

Cape Paterson is pedestrian friendly with little or no through traffic and few footpaths
but currently safe to walk on road

The distance from the beach of the C136 proposed rezoning will result in increased
traffic through existing township. This is envisaged by the traffic report with the C136
proposal which envisages an additional 9140 car trips per day

The traffic report is flawed as it is based on a survey conducted in July rather than
peak in Dec/Jan. Also they think that half the people travelling to the beach from the
development would rather make a right turn from Seaward Drive into Cape Paterson
Road (notwithstanding the increased traffic coming down that road thanks to the
development), rather than an easy left turn (a short cut) into Spear Street. I know
which I would do......

Will Decimate the Community Feel of This Much-Loved Coastal Village

The current community feel means people drive with respect and maintain the safety
of the town

Will prompt population that is too rapid to be effectively integrated

Will ruin the village feel that means children can walk to the park, shops, go for bike
rides etc in relative safety

Is Environmentally Undesirable

Puts wildlife at further risk. The developer’s materials note there are 33 species of
birdlife, as well as wombats and kangaroos. Surprisingly they have not recorded other
species frequently seen including echidnas, snakes, lizards etc. The proposal will
result in loss of habitat for these animals, which in turn is a loss for Cape Paterson



where they are highly valued by residents

The new development is car reliant and does nothing to reduce dependence on fossil
fuels

There is insufficient parking already at peak times. This is not easily addressed as
expansion of beach parking would have a detrimental impact on the environment and
amenity of the area and is undesirable

Internal roads are unsealed (which residents overwhelmingly voted to retain because
they like this laid-back feel) - extra traffic will mean more dust and less safety but is
not easily addressed without altering the “feel” of the town

Cape Paterson has a fragile and valuable coastal environment. The beach is already
at capacity in summer.

Development brings greater risks to coastal strip with more dogs, cats and invasive
plants that can decimate local flora and fauna

Threats to the adjoining Bunurong Marine and Coastal Park including contaminated
drainage run off.

Threats to existing Significant Vegetation and Wildlife within the area to be rezoned.

Will put too much pressure on infrastructure

Limited capacity of the Lifesaving clubs to service a large increase in beach goers
without major increased funding for paid lifesaving services.

Extreme weather events (1 in 100 year) are becoming increasingly common requiring
infrastructure upgrades before further development occurs.

Is not the best way forward for development – more suited to Wonthaggi or
Inverloch

Bass Coast’s strategic plan is to concentrate development in high growth areas like
Wonthaggi. C136, if approved, will reduce demand in Wonthaggi where there is more
urban infrastructure such as schools, transport, shops.

Wonthaggi has existing infrastructure and makes more sense as a place for additional
development

Cape Paterson currently has a very different “feel” to Inverloch. We like it that way

The process puts developers before community

The reports accompanying C136 have been commissioned and paid for by the
developer and in some cases have been amended following consultation with the
developer. It is difficult to consider them independent.



The community has previously made clear its feelings about expansion to the north of
the town

Many residents of Cape Paterson are not confident with the objection process and
have not felt heard

Finally, if a development of any sort is to go ahead then these points should be
considered. 

Reducing the town boundary so that the town expands by no more than 25%

Waiting until 75% of blocks at The Cape eco-village have sold

Include more than 50% open space of the net developable area (as per The Cape)

Traffic provisions that do not funnel traffic through the existing township

The developer providing far more detailed information regarding protection of heritage
and environment, details of the development proposal, subdivision pattern,  design
guidelines, infrastructure requirements and development contributions.

Significant plantings of indigenous trees and appropriate green passages for wildlife

Limited car spaces to ensure there is not additional traffic pressure on the town

High standards regarding sustainability rating, as per the example set by the Cape

Lower density building than currently proposed

Retention of some green wedges of open green land
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Objection to C136 rezoning application 
 

 
 

I am a Cape Paterson holiday home resident. 

I wish to lodge a formal objection to the proposed rezoning of land north of Seaward Drive 
that is dealt with by C136. 

• My family have been going to Cape Paterson for 26 years. We have raised our
children in this unique environment. Pristine beaches, unspoilt coastal areas, rare
and endangered birdlife, safe beach village where kids play and ride bikes on the
roads. There is no other place like this in Victoria.

In particular, I would like to highlight the following concerns : 

Inappropriate Timing

• No development should be approved before the Distinctive Areas and Landscape
process (initiated by the Labor government) is completed.

• The Distinctive Areas and Landscape process has not yet been incorporated into the
Bass Coast Planning Scheme - the Cape Paterson community’s biggest response
was to request a reduction of the current town boundary.

Massive overdevelopment

• A rezoning as proposed would have significant adverse impact on the small coastal
village character, amenity and infrastructure

• Cape Paterson is currently a coastal village with a cohesive community. The
rezoning proposal is lodged by a developer with plans for up to 1000 new dwellings
(500 + 500). Even if each dwelling had only two occupants this would more than
triple the town’s population which was below 900 at the last census.

• This is a massive over-development, both in land size and impact on population
• Despite a Planning Panel report (2010) that said expanding the town boundary to the

West and to the North would result in an oversupply of land, Mathew Guy (2011)
approved both town boundary expansions. C136 provides the first opportunity to
correct this by reducing the over-expanded town boundary.

Ignores Indigenous, Cultural and Historical Heritage

• part of the development area contains an area of cultural heritage sensitivity  and the
proposed development of the land constitutes a high impact activity (ref: Heritage
Insight report). This is inappropriate on cultural heritage grounds. Any development
must strictly heed Cultural Heritage Management requirements

Ruins the Peaceful and Safe Character of Cape Paterson

• Cape Paterson, being small, is a safe place for families, especially children and
elderly

• There are very few places like Cape Paterson and that, in itself, means it is worth
preserving the town as is
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• Cape Paterson is pedestrian friendly with little or no through traffic and few footpaths
but currently safe to walk on road

• The distance from the beach of the C136 proposed rezoning will result in increased
traffic through existing township. This is envisaged by the traffic report with the C136
proposal which envisages an additional 9140 car trips per day

• The traffic report is flawed as it is based on a survey conducted in July rather than
peak in Dec/Jan. Also they think that half the people travelling to the beach from the
development would rather make a right turn from Seaward Drive into Cape Paterson
Road (notwithstanding the increased traffic coming down that road thanks to the
development), rather than an easy left turn (a short cut) into Spear Street. I know
which I would do...... 

Will Decimate the Community Feel of This Much-Loved Coastal Village

• The current community feel means people drive with respect and maintain the safety
of the town

• Will prompt population that is too rapid to be effectively integrated
• Will ruin the village feel that means children can walk to the park, shops, go for bike

rides etc in relative safety

Is Environmentally Undesirable

• Puts wildlife at further risk. The developer’s materials note there are 33 species of
birdlife, as well as wombats and kangaroos. Surprisingly they have not recorded
other species frequently seen including echidnas, snakes, lizards etc. The proposal
will result in loss of habitat for these animals, which in turn is a loss for Cape
Paterson where they are highly valued by residents

• The new development is car reliant and does nothing to reduce dependence on fossil
fuels

• There is insufficient parking already at peak times. This is not easily addressed as
expansion of beach parking would have a detrimental impact on the environment and
amenity of the area and is undesirable

• Internal roads are unsealed (which residents overwhelmingly voted to retain because
they like this laid-back feel) - extra traffic will mean more dust and less safety but is
not easily addressed without altering the “feel” of the town

• Cape Paterson has a fragile and valuable coastal environment. The beach is already
at capacity in summer.

• Development brings greater risks to coastal strip with more dogs, cats and invasive
plants that can decimate local flora and fauna

• Threats to the adjoining Bunurong Marine and Coastal Park including contaminated
drainage run off.

• Threats to existing Significant Vegetation and Wildlife within the area to be rezoned.

Will put too much pressure on infrastructure

• Limited capacity of the Lifesaving clubs to service a large increase in beach goers
without major increased funding for paid lifesaving services.

• Extreme weather events (1 in 100 year) are becoming increasingly common requiring
infrastructure upgrades before further development occurs.

Is not the best way forward for development – more suited to Wonthaggi or Inverloch



• Bass Coast’s strategic plan is to concentrate development in high growth areas like
Wonthaggi. C136, if approved, will reduce demand in Wonthaggi where there is more
urban infrastructure such as schools, transport, shops.

• Wonthaggi has existing infrastructure and makes more sense as a place for
additional development

• Cape Paterson currently has a very different “feel” to Inverloch. We like it that way

The process puts developers before community

• The reports accompanying C136 have been commissioned and paid for by the
developer and in some cases have been amended following consultation with the
developer. It is difficult to consider them independent.

• The community has previously made clear its feelings about expansion to the north
of the town

• Many residents of Cape Paterson are not confident with the objection process and
have not felt heard

Finally, if a development of any sort is to go ahead then it must involve; 

• Reducing the town boundary so that the town expands by no more than 25%
• Waiting until 75% of blocks at The Cape eco-village have sold
• Include more than 50% open space of the net developable area (as per The Cape)
• Traffic provisions that do not funnel traffic through the existing township
• The developer providing far more detailed information regarding protection of

heritage and environment, details of the development proposal, subdivision pattern,
design guidelines, infrastructure requirements and development contributions.

• Significant plantings of indigenous trees and appropriate green passages for wildlife
• Limited car spaces to ensure there is not additional traffic pressure on the town
• High standards regarding sustainability rating, as per the example set by the Cape
• Lower density building than currently proposed
• Retention of some green wedges of open green land
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25 February 2020 

Strategic Planning Department 
Bass Coast Shire Council 
PO Box 118 
Wonthaggi 3995 

Submission re proposed Planning Scheme Amendment C136 

We are long term, permanent residents of Cape Paterson and strongly oppose the proposed Planning 
Scheme Amendment C136 to rezone land and apply a Development Overlay to enable future 
development of the land for residential development. 

Our objection is based on the following grounds: 

1. Inappropriate size and scale of development. 
The proposal would result in significant over-development of Cape Paterson. Cape Paterson has 
repeatedly been designated as appropriate for low to medium growth. Potential doubling of the 
available lots does not constitute either low or medium growth. Development of this scale is not 
recommended in any of the studies, planning schemes or panel reports. 

The documentation submitted by the proponent is outdated, incorrect and inadequate. It is not 
reflective of current government and community expectations and reflects a subdivision more 
suited to a metropolitan location not an intimate coastal village, lacking in pedestrian walkways, 
open space ratios for the size and bicycle paths as well as other community facilities. It adds no 
value to the township. 

2. Inadequate infrastructure. 
Cape Paterson does not have the infrastructure to support a development of this scale which would 
compromise the quality and residential amenity of current residents. These infrastructure 
inadequacies will not be met by the developers and will also place a greater financial burden on 
ratepayers. 

Power, water, drainage and pubic transport are not adequate to support potential expansion of the 
proposed size and scale. 

3. Significant impact on traffic flows. 
Doubling the current size of Cape Paterson would result in increased traffic volumes traversing the 
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existing road network, which is inadequate to cater for such large increases and would impact the 
safety of current residents. 

Seabreeze Parade is one of the streets which will be impacted by traffic flows from the proposed 
development. It receives no mention in the outdated and flawed traffic management report 
submitted by the proponent. It is not equipped to cater for additional traffic flows. Likewise, for the 
entire current internal road network as well as the major roads. 

The design principles used are car orientated and will increase pressure on both major and minor 
existing roads. 

4. Amenity of the coastal village will be destroyed if the proposal is approved. 
Cape Paterson is currently a vibrant and safe community nestled into a small corner of the Bunarong 
Coast. This amenity will be compromised by potentially doubling the number of lots available for 
development. 

The township is currently a safe place for residents, particularly families, teenagers and the elderly, 
to traverse the unmade roads both on foot and bicycle. The potential impacts from the increased 
traffic flows will jeopardise this safe environment. Many residents have chosen Cape Paterson 
because of the safety and intimacy it currently affords and do not wish this to be compromised by 
over-development of the township. 

5. Detrimental environmental impacts 

Given the fragility of the Cape Paterson coastline, recognised by the Government in declaring the 
area a Distinctive Area and Landscape, as well as the impacts we have experienced from climate 
change, it is imperative that the Council ensure protection for both current and future users. 

6. Contrary to State Government position and the Bass Coast Planning Scheme. 
This proposal is in contravention to both stated Government position as well as Clauses 11, 12 and 
14 of the Bass Coast Planning Scheme. 

The State Government has declared Bass Coast a Distinctive Area and Landscape and is preparing a 
Statement of Planning Policy to frame any future development. No decision should be made on this 
proposed planning scheme amendment until this Statement of Planning Policy is finalised. 

The proposal is also contrary to the Bass Coast Strategic Coastal Framework which recognises Cape 
Paterson as a local coastal town with varying but limited opportunities for additional development. 
All studies and reports recommend low to moderate growth, hence a development the size and 
scale of that proposed under PS C136 is contrary to these recommendations. 

In light of the above objections we respectfully request that Council reject the current application and 
use the opportunity to reduce the township boundary, retain existing overlays which protect the 
environmental amenity and develop a cohesive framework for the low to moderate growth of the Cape 
Paterson township. 
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TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN 

Re: Development of Land to North of Cape Paterson. Amendment C 136 

I am a ratepayer in the Shire of Bass, and I fully support this proposal. 

I am involved in the Building Industry and from an economic point of view this will be great for the 

area in the future with the creation of jobs to the local trade and construction industry. 

I believe improvements that are being proposed will benefit Cape Paterson particularly with 
drainage upgrade and new recreational facilities. 

Yours sincerely 
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From:
strategic planning admin

Subject: Bass Coast Planning Scheme Amendment C136
Date: Wednesday, 26 February 2020 1:12:56 PM

Dear Angela,

I am writing to you to express my support for the proposed development at Cape Paterson (C136).

As a long term resident and someone that proudly works for a local company that supports and
employ many people in the Bass Coast area I see huge benefits if this development proceed.   
Coldon Homes also employs all local trades and if this development is to proceeds it will insure
continuous work into the future for many people.

Thank you for taking this into consideration.

Kind Regards
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Strategic Planning 
Bass Coast Shire Council 
PO Box 118 Wonthaggi Vic 3995 

    Submission opposing Bass Coast Planning Scheme Amendment C 136 

I oppose the rezoning of the specified land from Farming Zone to General Residential Zone and the 
removal of the Environmental Significance Overlay and the Significant Landscape Overlay from the 
land being rezoned.  I have enjoyed summers at Cape Paterson for over fifty years and owned a 
house at  Cape Paterson since 2001. The area has developed somewhat over this time 
and pressure on the coastal environment has increased but so far remains a beautiful and significant 
area. I fear that the huge residential development planned will vastly increase that pressure to the 
detriment of the beaches and surrounding area. The endangered hooded plovers are already 
struggling to successfully breed over the summer and aboriginal middens are not being protected 
now (2nd surf beach down from the big dune).  Increased pressure on the Western beaches ( 2nd Surf, 
F break etc) is already evident and will escalate with development of the Eco Village and become 
extreme should the proposed development go ahead. 

The swimming beaches at Cape Paterson (Bay Beach and 1st surf) are relatively small and already 
quite crowded at peak holiday times. There is limited parking available near them. It makes no sense 
to develop more residential area near Cape Paterson when there are limited facilities for residents 
already. Clearly Wonthaggi is the logical place for residential development should that be needed. 
Wonthaggi, unlike Cape Paterson, already has schools, shops, medical centre, hospital and many 
other facilities. From a beach holiday point of view Cape Paterson is at maximum enjoyable capacity 
now. Further development will see its decline. If the proposed new development is intended for 
holiday homes the proposed residents will want to drive down to the beaches. Where will they park? 
What roads will they take to get there? Park Rd and Spear St are the likely short cuts. Both are 
unmade dirt roads with dust and corrugation problems. Where Park Rd meets Anchor Parade there 
is a dangerous blind hill. Spear St has a descent to Tarooh St which is prone to corrugations and 
gravel slide. Both places will become more dangerous with increased traffic.  These roads will need 
to sealed and intersections improved. Who will pay for this? Should the development go ahead the 
current residents should not have to foot the bill for road upgrades or suffer more dust and 
dangerous road conditions if this is not done. 

Cape Paterson is a beautiful and unique location with valuable environmental, historical and cultural 
significance and the Bass Coast Council should be doing its utmost to protect this area from 
inappropriate development.  Amendment C136 is inappropriate and unnecessary development. 

Yours sincerely, 
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From:
strategic planning admin

Subject: Amendment C136
Date: Wednesday, 26 February 2020 1:21:58 PM

I wish to oppose amendment C136.

As a regular visitor to Cape Paterson I am concerned about the proposed size of the
development.

The proposal is an enormous change to the  the size Cape Paterson. The unique beauty
of Cape Paterson has to be considered in such a development . From my reading the
Cape Paterson I know will be unrecognisable.  I I understand that development can take
place but please consider reducing the size of the proposal. Is your vision to have a
"Geelong Torquay" corridor that just simply turns into urban sprawl? Wonthaggi Cape
Paterson sprawl will be regrettable step.

Regards,
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We are permanent residents of Cape Paterson and wish to formally object to the 
proposed C136 REZONING of land north of Seaward drive.


We, like other residents, holiday house owners and visitors have chosen this 
beautiful coastal village simply because it is unspoiled by overdevelopment, 
safe, friendly and every day we see wildlife in its natural environment. 
If we wanted to live in a populated urban environment we would have chosen 
Inverloch or Wonthaggi. 

The proposed massive overdevelopment of the area in the C136 rezoning will have 
a detrimental effect on the entire area.

The fragile infrastructure ,roads ,water supply, power supply, telecommunication 
networks have for years been insufficient for the existing town. 


In recent years we have endured total mobile disconnect, lasting at least 7 days.

A power terminal explosion around Park Parade /Anglers rd which resulted in 
thousands of dollars damage and insurance claims. Initial denials of responsibility  
by the Power supplier resulted in stress, worry and expense to the residents

In The summer months the water pressure and quality is dismal.

How will an extra 1,000 houses housing thousands, cope ??????


Cape Paterson beaches are amazing, but we have noticed in the 17 years the 
number of visitors increasing to capacity, and car parking almost impossible.


WHERE are the proposed future residents and visitors going to park??

The Cape Paterson Surf Club has lost 20-30 parking spaces in the new Surf club 
area and have to use the existing public carpark . 

In order for future population and visitor growth not accounting for  “THE LAND 
DEVELOPMENT population” more parking will need to be supplied.  
WHERE?????? There is little public land available 


The distance from the proposed development to the beaches will call for more 
vehicles.   At the moment most of the beach users walk   

To survey the traffic during the Winter months is irrelevant to the summer traffic 
load in the town. The report quoted doesn’t give a true picture.	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 

After viewing the TraffixGruop report it have become abundantly clear PARK 
PARADE RD will become a Main access connector road  from the 
development. 
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Park Parade RD is an unsealed road used by the majority of  residents and 
holiday visitor. The beautiful parkland and playground is continually visited. It 
is the designated “area of last resort” in case of fire. 
Koalas, male female and their joeys are frequently seen in the beautiful gums 
Echidnas and kangaroo also use the park as a safe feeding ground  

How many of our beautiful fragile wildlife will be killed by careless drivers ? 

Parents allow their children to walk and ride their bikes without supervision to 
the park knowing the road users (permanent residents and holiday house 
owners ) are aware of the playground. How will this be possible when it 
becomes a thorough road for 000’S of vehicles../?? 
This is an unsafe proposition as the intersection of Park Parade Rd and Anchor Rd 
is on a rise making it a blind corner which has to be approached with caution. 
Crossing Anglers rd when driving along  Park Parade rd one needs to be aware of 
the sharp corner.


The ratepayers voted overwhelmingly against the proposal put forward by the 
council to seal our unmade roads, it this going to be taken into 
consideration ??   
 If the recommendation to make this beautiful area a public through road who 
is going to pay ?? The majority of residents are retired who are unable or 
unwilling to pay for this necessary infrastructure.  

We have to question the reasoning for such a large development APART FROM 
FINANCIAL GAIN BY DEVELOPERS. 

The township of Wonthaggi is only 8km away   surely this is a more suitable area 
for major development with infrastructure already in place.


It is inevitable that there will be future development of Cape Paterson boundaries  
but this proposal is TOTALLY over-development 


We have been given no information as to the proposed type of housing, open 
spaces community buildings and infrastructure planned 


The Cape ECo-village type of development is more inkeeping with the environment   
taking into consideration, wildlife, community needs, infrastructure and community 
involvement with beautiful walkways,  designated dog of leash park community 
garden.   


We trust our concerns and objection will be taken into consideration


Yours truly,
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Objection to C136 rezoning application 

  

      
    
       

Dear Sir/Madam, 

I am a Cape Paterson holiday home resident. My husband and I purchased  
16 years ago with the intention of retiring there. 

I wish to lodge a formal objection to the proposed rezoning of land north of Seaward 
Drive that is dealt with by C136.

•  I have been coming to Cape Paterson since I was 10 years old every Christmas
holidays. My family camped for three weeks in the camping grounds every year. I
learned to swim through Alan Birt and the Wonthaggi Life Saving Club, and obtained my
Intermediate Star, Bronze Medallion as well as other swimming certificates.  I have a
deep love of the place. I love the ruggedness of the area, the untouched by civilisation
beauty of the area. To me Cape Paterson is a little piece of Heaven. When I married I
continued  holidaying at Cape Paterson with my four sons. They now love Cape
Paterson as much as I do. In 1999 my parents purchased 32 Foam Street, Cape
Paterson, which then became the family holiday home for the past 20 years.

On 10 May last year there was an horrific freak hail storm at Cape Paterson. Our house
at 4 Mermaids Walk was one of many houses flooded due to this storm. It quickly
became apparent to us that the infrastructure in the area was inadequate for the number
of residents already here. The water table was flooded and continued to be flooded for
many months. Our land only dried up late last year. Our house was only finally repaired
just before Christmas, with the carpet being laid on Christmas Eve.

The infrastructure in the area needs major improvement to meet the demands placed on
it. Building a new development with over 1000 homes will put enormous pressure on an
area already unable to cope. It is not only ridiculous it is bad management.

In particular, I would like to highlight the following concerns:

Inappropriate Timing

•  No development should be approved before the Distinctive Areas and Landscape
process (initiated by the Labor government) is completed.

•  The Distinctive Areas and Landscape process has not yet been incorporated into the
Bass Coast Planning Scheme - the Cape Paterson community’s biggest response was
to request a reduction of the current town boundary.
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Massive overdevelopment 

•  A rezoning as proposed would have significant adverse impact on the small coastal
village character, amenity and infrastructure

•  Cape Paterson is currently a coastal village with a cohesive community. The rezoning
proposal is lodged by a developer with plans for up to 1000 new dwellings (500 + 500).
Even if each dwelling had only two occupants this would more than triple the town’s
population which was below 900 at the last census.

•  This is a massive over-development, both in land size and impact on population

•  Despite a Planning Panel report (2010) that said expanding the town boundary to the
West and to the North would result in an oversupply of land, Mathew Guy (2011)
approved both town boundary expansions. C136 provides the first opportunity to correct
this by reducing the over-expanded town boundary.

Ignores Indigenous, Cultural and Historical Heritage

•  part of the development area contains an area of cultural heritage sensitivity  and the
proposed development of the land constitutes a high impact activity (ref: Heritage Insight
report). This is inappropriate on cultural heritage grounds. Any development must strictly
heed Cultural Heritage Management requirements

Ruins the Peaceful and Safe Character of Cape Paterson

•  Cape Paterson, being small, is a safe place for families, especially children and elderly

•  There are very few places like Cape Paterson and that, in itself, means it is worth
preserving the town as is

•  Cape Paterson is pedestrian friendly with little or no through traffic and few footpaths but
currently safe to walk on road

•  The distance from the beach of the C136 proposed rezoning will result in increased
traffic through existing township. This is envisaged by the traffic report with the C136
proposal which envisages an additional 9140 car trips per day

•  The traffic report is flawed as it is based on a survey conducted in July rather than peak
in Dec/Jan. Also they think that half the people travelling to the beach from the
development would rather make a right turn from Seaward Drive into Cape Paterson
Road (notwithstanding the increased traffic coming down that road thanks to the
development), rather than an easy left turn (a short cut) into Spear Street. I know which I
would do to knowing the area as I do.

Will Decimate the Community Feel of This Much-Loved Coastal Village

•  The current community feel means people drive with respect and maintain the safety of
the town

•  Will prompt population that is too rapid to be effectively integrated



3 

•  Will ruin the village feel that means children can walk to the park, shops, go for bike
rides etc in relative safety

Is Environmentally Undesirable

•  Puts wildlife at further risk. The developer’s materials note there are 33 species of
birdlife, as well as wombats and kangaroos. Surprisingly they have not recorded other
species frequently seen including echidnas, snakes, lizards etc. The proposal will result
in loss of habitat for these animals, which in turn is a loss for Cape Paterson where they
are highly valued by residents

•  The new development is car reliant and does nothing to reduce dependence on fossil
fuels

•  There is insufficient parking already at peak times. This is not easily addressed as
expansion of beach parking would have a detrimental impact on the environment and
amenity of the area and is undesirable

•  Internal roads are unsealed (which residents overwhelmingly voted to retain because
they like this laid-back feel) - extra traffic will mean more dust and less safety but is not
easily addressed without altering the “feel” of the town

•  Cape Paterson has a fragile and valuable coastal environment. The beach is already at
capacity in summer.

•  Development brings greater risks to coastal strip with more dogs, cats and invasive
plants that can decimate local flora and fauna

•  Threats to the adjoining Bunurong Marine and Coastal Park including contaminated
drainage run off.

•  Threats to existing Significant Vegetation and Wildlife within the area to be rezoned.

Will put too much pressure on infrastructure

•  Limited capacity of the Lifesaving clubs to service a large increase in beach goers
without major increased funding for paid lifesaving services.

•  Extreme weather events (1 in 100 year) are becoming increasingly common requiring
infrastructure upgrades before further development occurs.

Is not the best way forward for development – more suited to Wonthaggi or
Inverloch

•  Bass Coast’s strategic plan is to concentrate development in high growth areas like
Wonthaggi. C136, if approved, will reduce demand in Wonthaggi where there is more
urban infrastructure such as schools, transport, shops.

•  Wonthaggi has existing infrastructure and makes more sense as a place for additional
development
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•  Cape Paterson currently has a very different “feel” to Inverloch. We like it that way

The process puts developers before community

•  The reports accompanying C136 have been commissioned and paid for by the
developer and in some cases have been amended following consultation with the
developer. It is difficult to consider them independent.

•  The community has previously made clear its feelings about expansion to the north of
the town

•  Many residents of Cape Paterson are not confident with the objection process and have
not felt heard

Finally, if a development of any sort is to go ahead then it must involve:

•  Reducing the town boundary so that the town expands by no more than 25%

•  Waiting until 75% of blocks at The Cape eco-village have sold

•  Include more than 50% open space of the net developable area (as per The Cape)

•  Traffic provisions that do not funnel traffic through the existing township

•  The developer providing far more detailed information regarding protection of heritage
and environment, details of the development proposal, subdivision pattern, design
guidelines, infrastructure requirements and development contributions.

•  Significant plantings of indigenous trees and appropriate green passages for wildlife

•  Limited car spaces to ensure there is not additional traffic pressure on the town

•  High standards regarding sustainability rating, as per the example set by the Cape

•  Lower density building than currently proposed

•  Retention of some green wedges of open green land

Please consider my objections listed above. I am a very concerned resident.  Please feel 
free to contact me if required. 

Yours sincerely, 
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Objection to C136 rezoning application 

From:  

NAME      
ADDRESS    

       

Dear Sir/Madam, 

My parents purchased  Cape Paterson in 1999 as a family holiday home. 
For the past 20 years it has been used by their five children and their families every 
Christmas and Easter holidays, as well as other times during the year. Our family has 
been holidaying at Cape Paterson, mainly camping since 1965, until their purchase of  

n 1999. Our family has a very long association with Cape Paterson. 

I wish to lodge a formal objection to the proposed rezoning of land north of Seaward 
Drive that is dealt with by C136.

•  My father was told about Cape Paterson by a work colleague in 1965 so the family
visited for a day trip and immediately loved the place, booking in for 3 weeks in the
middle camping ground. We continued camping every Christmas afterwards. When I
married I rented Surf Side Flats every Christmas bringing my own four sons with me. My
whole family love Cape Paterson. My parents purchased  t in 1999, and
we've been holidaying there ever since.  My whole family have a deep love of the place.
We love the ruggedness of the area, how it has remained untouched by civilisation and
the sheer beauty of the area. There is nowhere else like it. To me Cape Paterson is a
little piece of Heaven and I know my sons feel the same way.

On 10 May last year there was an horrific freak hail storm at Cape Paterson. It quickly
became apparent to us that the infrastructure in the area was inadequate for the number
of residents already here. The water table was flooded and continued to be flooded for
many months.

The infrastructure in the area needs major improvement to meet the demands placed on
it. Building a new development with over 1000 homes will put enormous pressure on an
area already unable to cope. It is not only ridiculous it is bad management.

In particular, I would like to highlight the following concerns:

Inappropriate Timing

•  No development should be approved before the Distinctive Areas and Landscape
process (initiated by the Labor government) is completed.

•  The Distinctive Areas and Landscape process has not yet been incorporated into the
Bass Coast Planning Scheme - the Cape Paterson community’s biggest response was
to request a reduction of the current town boundary.
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Massive overdevelopment 

•  A rezoning as proposed would have significant adverse impact on the small coastal
village character, amenity and infrastructure

•  Cape Paterson is currently a coastal village with a cohesive community. The rezoning
proposal is lodged by a developer with plans for up to 1000 new dwellings (500 + 500).
Even if each dwelling had only two occupants this would more than triple the town’s
population which was below 900 at the last census.

•  This is a massive over-development, both in land size and impact on population

•  Despite a Planning Panel report (2010) that said expanding the town boundary to the
West and to the North would result in an oversupply of land, Mathew Guy (2011)
approved both town boundary expansions. C136 provides the first opportunity to correct
this by reducing the over-expanded town boundary.

Ignores Indigenous, Cultural and Historical Heritage

•  part of the development area contains an area of cultural heritage sensitivity  and the
proposed development of the land constitutes a high impact activity (ref: Heritage Insight
report). This is inappropriate on cultural heritage grounds. Any development must strictly
heed Cultural Heritage Management requirements

Ruins the Peaceful and Safe Character of Cape Paterson

•  Cape Paterson, being small, is a safe place for families, especially children and elderly

•  There are very few places like Cape Paterson and that, in itself, means it is worth
preserving the town as is

•  Cape Paterson is pedestrian friendly with little or no through traffic and few footpaths but
currently safe to walk on road

•  The distance from the beach of the C136 proposed rezoning will result in increased
traffic through existing township. This is envisaged by the traffic report with the C136
proposal which envisages an additional 9140 car trips per day

•  The traffic report is flawed as it is based on a survey conducted in July rather than peak
in Dec/Jan. Also they think that half the people travelling to the beach from the
development would rather make a right turn from Seaward Drive into Cape Paterson
Road (notwithstanding the increased traffic coming down that road thanks to the
development), rather than an easy left turn (a short cut) into Spear Street. I know which I
would do to knowing the area as I do.

Will Decimate the Community Feel of This Much-Loved Coastal Village

•  The current community feel means people drive with respect and maintain the safety of
the town
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•  Will prompt population that is too rapid to be effectively integrated

•  Will ruin the village feel that means children can walk to the park, shops, go for bike
rides etc in relative safety

Is Environmentally Undesirable

•  Puts wildlife at further risk. The developer’s materials note there are 33 species of
birdlife, as well as wombats and kangaroos. Surprisingly they have not recorded other
species frequently seen including echidnas, snakes, lizards etc. The proposal will result
in loss of habitat for these animals, which in turn is a loss for Cape Paterson where they
are highly valued by residents

•  The new development is car reliant and does nothing to reduce dependence on fossil
fuels

•  There is insufficient parking already at peak times. This is not easily addressed as
expansion of beach parking would have a detrimental impact on the environment and
amenity of the area and is undesirable

•  Internal roads are unsealed (which residents overwhelmingly voted to retain because
they like this laid-back feel) - extra traffic will mean more dust and less safety but is not
easily addressed without altering the “feel” of the town

•  Cape Paterson has a fragile and valuable coastal environment. The beach is already at
capacity in summer.

•  Development brings greater risks to coastal strip with more dogs, cats and invasive
plants that can decimate local flora and fauna

•  Threats to the adjoining Bunurong Marine and Coastal Park including contaminated
drainage run off.

•  Threats to existing Significant Vegetation and Wildlife within the area to be rezoned.

Will put too much pressure on infrastructure

•  Limited capacity of the Lifesaving clubs to service a large increase in beach goers
without major increased funding for paid lifesaving services.

•  Extreme weather events (1 in 100 year) are becoming increasingly common requiring
infrastructure upgrades before further development occurs.

Is not the best way forward for development – more suited to Wonthaggi or
Inverloch

•  Bass Coast’s strategic plan is to concentrate development in high growth areas like
Wonthaggi. C136, if approved, will reduce demand in Wonthaggi where there is more
urban infrastructure such as schools, transport, shops.
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•  Wonthaggi has existing infrastructure and makes more sense as a place for additional
development

•  Cape Paterson currently has a very different “feel” to Inverloch. We like it that way

The process puts developers before community

•  The reports accompanying C136 have been commissioned and paid for by the
developer and in some cases have been amended following consultation with the
developer. It is difficult to consider them independent.

•  The community has previously made clear its feelings about expansion to the north of
the town

•  Many residents of Cape Paterson are not confident with the objection process and have
not felt heard

Finally, if a development of any sort is to go ahead then it must involve:

•  Reducing the town boundary so that the town expands by no more than 25%

•  Waiting until 75% of blocks at The Cape eco-village have sold

•  Include more than 50% open space of the net developable area (as per The Cape)

•  Traffic provisions that do not funnel traffic through the existing township

•  The developer providing far more detailed information regarding protection of heritage
and environment, details of the development proposal, subdivision pattern, design
guidelines, infrastructure requirements and development contributions.

•  Significant plantings of indigenous trees and appropriate green passages for wildlife

•  Limited car spaces to ensure there is not additional traffic pressure on the town

•  High standards regarding sustainability rating, as per the example set by the Cape

•  Lower density building than currently proposed

•  Retention of some green wedges of open green land

Please consider my objections listed above. I am a very concerned resident as are the 
rest of my family.  Please feel free to contact me if required. 

Yours sincerely, 

 



BASS COAST PLANNING SCHEME  AMENDMENT C136 SUBMISSION 
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I appreciate the opportunity to have my say in relation to Amendment C136 

The wonderful news that the current Labor Government was not intending to over 
develop the Bass Coast was welcome, as so many seaside towns are currently 
experiencing stresses on their communities and infrastructure.   

Therefore I have asked myself, what is all this about below and how does it ‘fit in’ in 
relation to Amendment C136?   

“Victoria’s precious Bass Coast region is now permanently protected from over-
development thanks to strengthened planning controls introduced by the Andrews 
Labor Government. 

Minister for Planning Richard Wynne was in the seaside town of Kilcunda today to 
officially declare the Bass Coast Shire including Phillip Island, the Bunurong 
coastlines from Inverloch to Cape Paterson, the George Bass Coastal walk and Bass 
Hills and surrounds as Distinctive Areas and Landscapes (DAL) under the Planning 
and Environment Act 1987.  

The declaration comes after extensive consultation with the local community and 
includes a Statement of Significance from the Bunurong Land Council outlining the 
cultural, spiritual and heritage importance of the Bass Coast to the Bunurong People. 

The Bass Coast Shire is highly valued by locals and tourists alike for its rugged 
coastline, beaches, prime farming land and iconic tourist spots including Philip 
Island, Cape Paterson and the Bunurong coastline. 

The Labor Government will now work closely with Bass Coast Shire Council, 
Traditional Owners and the local community to develop a Statement of Planning 
Policy. 

The Statement will outline a 50-year vision for the area, protect and enhance 
significant attributes and specify long-term settlement boundaries for key townships 
to protect rural and environmental values. 

The Bass Coast is only the third area to be declared under the Act, following the 
recent declaration of the Surf Coast, and the Macedon Ranges in August last year. 

The DAL will be subject to the same strong protections that are in place for 
Melbourne’s permanent Urban Growth Boundary which requires parliamentary 
approval for amendments. 

For more information on Bass Coast Distinctive Area and Landscape Declaration 
visit engage.vic.gov.au/distinctive-areas-and-landscapes-program. 
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Quotes attributable to Planning Minister Richard Wynne 

“This declaration acknowledges the special significance of this region to all 
Victorians and protects it for generations to come.” 

 “We’re looking forward to developing a 50-year vision for the area to protect and 
enhance the attributes of the beautiful Bass Coast.” 

Quote attributable to Member for Bass, Jordan Crugnale 

“The local community is well aware of the assets of our stunning landscape and 
precious coastline and it’s great to see what we love about it being protected for 
future generations.” 

Reading this media release, followed by news of Amendment C136, is it any wonder 
that citizens have lost trust in governments and Australia has slipped down the 
Eldeman Trust Barometer.  

Also, declaring a climate emergency for the Bass Coast and then seeking to remove 
vegetation, build more roads, introduce more people, housing, cars, shops, centres 
and services is not addressing the need to reduce carbon emissions.   

Waste management services have been impacted as a result of the global recycling 
crisis. It’s not recommended to introduce more household waste into a system that 
has not yet recovered. 

And alarmingly, but not well known, is Australia’s huge debt bubble.  It this bubble 
bursts it would probably put this development at risk.  Economic Armaggedon is 
worth considering and planning for by Council, with these simple steps.   

I expect Bass Coast Council to listen to the residents and ratepayers of Cape 
Paterson as a priority. Please consider what will be forever lost to our seaside 
village, in the name of ‘economic development’, if this housing estate proceeds.  

I oppose Amendment C136 for the above specified reasons and I respectfully 
ask my Council to NOT proceed with it. 

 

https://www.premier.vic.gov.au/delivering-lasting-protections-for-the-bass-coast/
https://www.edelman.com/sites/g/files/aatuss191/files/2019-02/2019_Edelman_Trust_Barometer_Global_Report.pdf
https://www.basscoast.vic.gov.au/services/environment/climate-change-taking-action
https://www.abc.net.au/news/2019-01-11/australias-recycling-crisis-one-year-on-whats-changed/10701418
https://www.abc.net.au/news/2019-01-11/australias-recycling-crisis-one-year-on-whats-changed/10701418
https://www.news.com.au/finance/economy/australian-economy/how-to-prepare-for-economic-armageddon/news-story/08c0ab60e4184ee2d2f3e3d199a5a803?fbclid=IwAR3lbIDDfVL-_8n8lJDM0pnCes7eNIN5y-693VAn5G-0WUUI54PS20RG7io#.dgcdq
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Economic_development
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Objection to C136 rezoning application 

From:  

NAME      
ADDRESS    

        

Dear Sir/Madam, 

I am a Cape Paterson holiday home resident. My wife and I purchased  
16 years ago with the intention of retiring there. 

I wish to lodge a formal objection to the proposed rezoning of land north of Seaward 
Drive that is dealt with by C136.

• I have been coming to Cape Paterson for many years for my  Christmas holidays. My
wife’s family camped for three weeks in the camping grounds every year. .  I have a
deep love of the place. I love the ruggedness of the area, the untouched by civilisation
beauty of the area. To me Cape Paterson is a little piece of Heaven. When I married I
continued  holidaying at Cape Paterson with my 2 children and four stepsons. They now
love Cape Paterson as much as I do. In 1999 my wife’s parents purchased 32 Foam
Street, Cape Paterson, which then became the family holiday home for the past 20
years.

On 10 May last year there was an horrific freak hail storm at Cape Paterson. Our house
at 4 Mermaids Walk was one of many houses flooded due to this storm. It quickly
became apparent to us that the infrastructure in the area was inadequate for the number
of residents already here. The water table was flooded and continued to be flooded for
many months. Our land only dried up late last year. Our house was only finally repaired
just before Christmas, with the carpet being laid on Christmas Eve.

The infrastructure in the area needs major improvement to meet the demands placed on
it. Building a new development with over 1000 homes will put enormous pressure on an
area already unable to cope. It is not only ridiculous it is bad management.

In particular, I would like to highlight the following concerns:

Inappropriate Timing

• No development should be approved before the Distinctive Areas and Landscape
process (initiated by the Labor government) is completed.

• The Distinctive Areas and Landscape process has not yet been incorporated into the
Bass Coast Planning Scheme - the Cape Paterson community’s biggest response was
to request a reduction of the current town boundary.
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Massive overdevelopment 

• A rezoning as proposed would have significant adverse impact on the small coastal
village character, amenity and infrastructure

• Cape Paterson is currently a coastal village with a cohesive community. The rezoning
proposal is lodged by a developer with plans for up to 1000 new dwellings (500 + 500).
Even if each dwelling had only two occupants this would more than triple the town’s
population which was below 900 at the last census.

• This is a massive over-development, both in land size and impact on population

• Despite a Planning Panel report (2010) that said expanding the town boundary to the
West and to the North would result in an oversupply of land, Mathew Guy (2011)
approved both town boundary expansions. C136 provides the first opportunity to correct
this by reducing the over-expanded town boundary.

Ignores Indigenous, Cultural and Historical Heritage

• part of the development area contains an area of cultural heritage sensitivity  and the
proposed development of the land constitutes a high impact activity (ref: Heritage Insight
report). This is inappropriate on cultural heritage grounds. Any development must strictly
heed Cultural Heritage Management requirements

Ruins the Peaceful and Safe Character of Cape Paterson

• Cape Paterson, being small, is a safe place for families, especially children and elderly

• There are very few places like Cape Paterson and that, in itself, means it is worth
preserving the town as is

• Cape Paterson is pedestrian friendly with little or no through traffic and few footpaths but
currently safe to walk on road

• The distance from the beach of the C136 proposed rezoning will result in increased
traffic through existing township. This is envisaged by the traffic report with the C136
proposal which envisages an additional 9140 car trips per day

• The traffic report is flawed as it is based on a survey conducted in July rather than peak
in Dec/Jan. Also they think that half the people travelling to the beach from the
development would rather make a right turn from Seaward Drive into Cape Paterson
Road (notwithstanding the increased traffic coming down that road thanks to the
development), rather than an easy left turn (a short cut) into Spear Street. I know which I
would do to knowing the area as I do.

Will Decimate the Community Feel of This Much-Loved Coastal Village

• The current community feel means people drive with respect and maintain the safety of
the town

• Will prompt population that is too rapid to be effectively integrated
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• Will ruin the village feel that means children can walk to the park, shops, go for bike
rides etc in relative safety

Is Environmentally Undesirable

• Puts wildlife at further risk. The developer’s materials note there are 33 species of
birdlife, as well as wombats and kangaroos. Surprisingly they have not recorded other
species frequently seen including echidnas, snakes, lizards etc. The proposal will result
in loss of habitat for these animals, which in turn is a loss for Cape Paterson where they
are highly valued by residents

• The new development is car reliant and does nothing to reduce dependence on fossil
fuels

• There is insufficient parking already at peak times. This is not easily addressed as
expansion of beach parking would have a detrimental impact on the environment and
amenity of the area and is undesirable

• Internal roads are unsealed (which residents overwhelmingly voted to retain because
they like this laid-back feel) - extra traffic will mean more dust and less safety but is not
easily addressed without altering the “feel” of the town

• Cape Paterson has a fragile and valuable coastal environment. The beach is already at
capacity in summer.

• Development brings greater risks to coastal strip with more dogs, cats and invasive
plants that can decimate local flora and fauna

• Threats to the adjoining Bunurong Marine and Coastal Park including contaminated
drainage run off.

• Threats to existing Significant Vegetation and Wildlife within the area to be rezoned.

Will put too much pressure on infrastructure

• Limited capacity of the Lifesaving clubs to service a large increase in beach goers
without major increased funding for paid lifesaving services.

• Extreme weather events (1 in 100 year) are becoming increasingly common requiring
infrastructure upgrades before further development occurs.

. There is no room on the beach for the extra people that would be there over the 
Christmas holidays.  This would force people to head to the 2nd surf beach which is not 
patrolled.  It is a far more dangerous beach than the first surf thus putting people’s lives 
in danger of drowning.

Is not the best way forward for development – more suited to Wonthaggi or
Inverloch 
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• Bass Coast’s strategic plan is to concentrate development in high growth areas like
Wonthaggi. C136, if approved, will reduce demand in Wonthaggi where there is more
urban infrastructure such as schools, transport, shops.

• Wonthaggi has existing infrastructure and makes more sense as a place for additional
development

• Cape Paterson currently has a very different “feel” to Inverloch. We like it that way

The process puts developers before community

• The reports accompanying C136 have been commissioned and paid for by the
developer and in some cases have been amended following consultation with the
developer. It is difficult to consider them independent.

• The community has previously made clear its feelings about expansion to the north of
the town

• Many residents of Cape Paterson are not confident with the objection process and have
not felt heard

Finally, if a development of any sort is to go ahead then it must involve:

• Reducing the town boundary so that the town expands by no more than 25%

• Waiting until 75% of blocks at The Cape eco-village have sold

• Include more than 50% open space of the net developable area (as per The Cape)

• Traffic provisions that do not funnel traffic through the existing township

• The developer providing far more detailed information regarding protection of heritage
and environment, details of the development proposal, subdivision pattern, design
guidelines, infrastructure requirements and development contributions.

• Significant plantings of indigenous trees and appropriate green passages for wildlife

• Limited car spaces to ensure there is not additional traffic pressure on the town

• High standards regarding sustainability rating, as per the example set by the Cape

• Lower density building than currently proposed

• Retention of some green wedges of open green land

Please consider my objections listed above. I am a very concerned resident.  Please feel 
free to contact me if required. 
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If you don’t live in Cape, then stop wanting to change it. It’s just perfect how it is now! 

Yours sincerely, 

 

 



Dear BSCS councillors, 

I,  Cape Paterson, wish to make a submission opposing 
the proposed Amendment C136 to be considered by Bass Coast Shire Council. 

My reasons are as follows: 

1 Progress or preservation Cape Paterson is still a small piece of paradise where the impact of 

humans is minimalised. The Bass Coast is a fragile and sensitive environment, home to endangered 

fauna and flora and we need to fight locally to preserve as much as we can. We cannot allow the 

nearby Bunurong Marine Park to be threatened by the unnecessary and unwanted development of 

Cape Paterson. I understand that development needs to occur in some areas of Bass Shire but there 

has already been recent development in the Cape Paterson township especially with The Cape eco 

village that should fulfil the requirements for years to come. I am not against progress as some may 

infer and fully support the sustainable housing at the Cape. (I have no financial interest in this 

development, but will fight to protect nature from rampant commercialism. Advocates of 

Amendment C136 want to label development as progress but I call it destruction of a unique and 

precious resource. Hence, I oppose Amendment C136. 

2 The DAL and Amendment C136. The State Government gave an undertaking prior to the last 

election to protect Bass townships such as ours from unwanted and unnecessary development. The 

DAL has been established to ensure that the Cape Paterson region does not suffer environmental 

damage due to development, but this will not be finalised until after Amendment C136 is decided. I 

understand that the State government can veto a council decision to approve Amendment C136 if it 

conflicts with the DAL but this means more submissions and political lobbying  will cause much 

anxiety in the local community who fear that their concerns will be overlooked and that legal 

argument from the developer will trump well founded and valid community argument. Amendment 

C136 should not even be considered until the DAL is finalised. Hence, I oppose Amendment C136. 

3 Rezoned land. The way that the town boundary was altered by Matthew Guy should make 

the entire process null and void. The expanded town boundary should return to the pre 2011 

boundary. The expansion of the town boundary was agreed to under dubious circumstances. This 

was despite the Planning Panel Report (2010) that said that expanding to the North and West would 

result in an oversupply of land in the Cape Paterson township. The proposed development is a 

massive overexpansion. New town boundaries have now allowed the lodgement of Amendment 

C136 to rezone the land from Farming to General Residential. Doubling the size of Cape Paterson is 

contrary to the Bass Coast Strategic Coastal Framework recommendations. Is BCSC willing to 

override its own recommendations? The idea that developers will profit by the decision that was 

opposed by the local community to increase the town boundary is repugnant In addition, if 

Amendment C136 is approved, there will be no safeguards of future expansion. Do we want Cape 

Paterson Rd from Wonthaggi to Cape Paterson to be a string of developments as has happened on 

the Surf Coast?  Hence, I oppose Amendment C136. 

4 Indigenous Flora and Fauna. My wife and I bought our Cape property in 1988. We were 

inspecting properties with no real intention to buy but had found the Cape Paterson Caravan Park by 

accident an fallen in love with the cape. We have a double block and a great deal is covered with 

native and indigenous plants; mainly gum trees, many flowering gums of various colours, banksias, 

callistemons, grevillias and correas on our property and a koala that regularly visits. We have seen 

the land south of Coral street developed and there was inevitably huge loss of native flora and fauna 

Sub 223



as the plots sold and new houses arose. The Eco village replaced farmland but it has brought some 

benefits. It has added public land and amenities which has been in short supply and its models of 

sustainable housing are quite impressive though slow to be fully subscribed. Nevertheless, Cape 

Paterson is still a rural and relatively pristine area and wildlife abounds. It is quiet and peaceful most 

of the year and a great relief from suburbia. Echidnas are seen regularly on footpaths, crossing roads 

and birds of all sorts make nests in the abundant flora. While a lot of the land has been cleared in 

the past few years west of Marine St, a great deal of the local indigenous flora remains on private 

property and on nature strips. This new development will destroy what remains of the indigenous 

flora and fauna in the Northern development area and threaten the wildlife corridors that, at 

present, allow wildlife easy access to our village and the surrounding natural environment. Hence, I 

oppose Amendment C136. 

5 Socio-economic mix and infrastructure. What data has been collected to ascertain the 

present socio-economic mix of Cape Paterson? The present Cape Paterson township consists of 

permanent residents, many of whom are retirees or renters, holiday homes which are occupied 

infrequently mainly in summer and during school holiday periods. What effect will this proposed 

development have on the town? If the development becomes suburbia with up to 1000 new homes 

of permanent residents, there will be a demand for infrastructure far greater than that proposed.  

Public transport, drainage, electricity supply, water quality, traffic and safety are already strained. 

New shops, a primary school, medical facilities and even a permanent police presence may be 

necessary. If it is marketed mainly to the holiday home market, there will be little stimulation to the 

local economy except at peak periods. More holiday-makers will increase the need for Life Saving 

Services which are already underfunded. There will be increased need for parking along Surf Beach 

Road in peak periods and more traffic congestion. The proposed development is too far away from 

the beaches and Market Place to walk. Therefore, residents will be car reliant which will not only 

increase traffic and dust but fossil fuel use as well. Traffic will inevitably increase in Spear St and Park 

Parade as it is a more direct route to the beaches. As these roads are unmad, dust will become a 

major problem unless they are sealed which residents strongly oppose. Who will pay for this? We 

were made to pay for our road years ago when it was sealed against our will and without 

consultation because it was designated a private road. While there may be a need to release land in 

Bass Shire for housing, why is it appropriate to thrust suburbia on a seaside village when there is so 

little infrastructure already available, some of which the Council has been asked to provide for 

years? Hence, I oppose Amendment C136. 

6 Mental Health Sanctuary Low cost housing might be marketed to investors who would then 

rent their properties. We have, in the past, rented our property and discovered that Cape Paterson is 

often used as a refuge for people trying to recover their lives from some personal calamity; divorce, 

unemployment, death of a loved one. This place is a little piece of paradise that has let them regain 

their lives and mental health and they move on after a period of recovery. A suburban development 

would not only shatter this environment forever, but not offer them the peace and serenity they 

require. Hence, I oppose Amendment C136. 

7 Infrastructure and council responsibility. The Wonthaggi Life Saving Club facilities was badly 

damaged in the freak May hailstorm. The damage, I believe, was mainly due to inadequate drainage 

in the existing township so that a raging torrent raced from the creek and then through the 

Wonthaggi Surf Club Area tearing the concrete ramp from its position and gouging a huge canyon in 

our beautiful Bay beach. When will the facilities be fully restored/replaced? Is this proposed 

development financing the renovation/rebuilding project or do we have to tolerate inadequate 



facilities with an even greater demand on them? How long will we have ‘temporary’ shipping 

containers in the playground/picnic area. As ratepayers of Cape Paterson for over 30 years, we have 

seen little improvement in the local infrastructure. This development’s proposed infrastructure 

benefits seem to be a way for the Council to provide facilities that are really the council’s 

responsibility and will still not meet the needs of an expanded community. Hence, I oppose 

Amendment C136. 

8 Sustainable development. Any future development at Cape Paterson needs to be 

sustainable development. The Eco village models the type of development that is acceptable and, to 

my knowledge, is not yet fully subscribed. This is not what is proposed in this development. The 

standard of building in the Eco village is far superior to the low cost housing proposed and 

considerably more expensive. In this era of climate change, any development especially in 

environmentally sensitive areas should be of the highest standard possible. On these grounds, 

Amendment C136 should be rejected. Hence, I oppose Amendment C136. 

9 Bushfires. We have just had massive bushfires ravaging this country. Cape Paterson may not 

be surrounded by forest like Mallacoota but that does not make our small village immune from the 

threat of fire. The Bushfire Hazzard Assessment of 2018 did not foresee the potential devastation of 

bushfire given the ferocity seen in the recent fires. How long would it take for a bushfire on the 

outskirts south of Wonthaggi to reach Cape Paterson if fanned by a North wind on an extreme fire 

danger day? The proposed development has one access road in and out. This will cause inevitable 

traffic congestion at peak periods if 1000 houses are occupied but in a direct and urgent ‘Leave now’ 

warning it will cause panic and mayhem. At present, Seaward Drive separates the former farmland 

from the township. It is a buffer of sorts if a grassfire threatens it. If this new development is 

approved, the buffer would be gone, and these houses would be in imminent danger and pose a 

huge threat to the established housing Therefore, any development should be approved only with 

the highest standards of fireproofing available. If this is a condition, the costs of building will increase 

considerably. Once again, I do not believe this is proposed by the developer and a sound reason to 

reject Amendment C136. Alternatively, leaving this land as a sanctuary for wildlife may help to 

recover the wildlife we have lost in the fires. We need as much environmentally friendly land as we 

can find to prevent our endangered species from extinction. Hence, I oppose Amendment C136. 

10 Climate change and coastal protection. The tides are encroaching on our shoreline right 

around Australia. Inverloch has felt the savage effects of a changing coastline. At Cape Paterson, we 

are blessed with a buffer of dunes and indigenous bushland that protect the township from wild 

tides and offer security and safety for wildlife. However, the dunes are being savaged by the sea and 

by holidaymakers who care little for the environment. The council has, at times, made some effort to 

restore and preserve the dunes only to see small gains during the winter months demolished by 

holidaymakers tobogganing down the dunes and wearing new paths through the undergrowth to 

save time and energy. Dogs have been left to run uncontrolled through the plovers’ breeding 

ground. How much worse will this become with an influx of permanent residents and holiday 

makers? The council at present does not send rangers often enough to police these matters. Will the 

council promise to dramatically upgrade its ranger service to ensure that our precious dunes and 

wildlife are adequately protected with the inevitable increase in population? Hence, I oppose 

Amendment C136.  

11 Transparency. Considering the Casey council dismissal regarding property deals done with 

councillors, it is imperative that any Bass Coast councillors who have any association with property 



development or sales recuse themselves from any part of this decision-making process. 

Transparency and honest decision making are essential in this process. I believe at least one 

prominent member of council has a financial interest in property even if it is not immediately related 

to this case. A future flow-on would be inevitable and it would be unconscionable for any such 

councillor to have any input into this decision. Hence, I oppose Amendment C136.   
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Re Overview of C136 Planning Scheme amendment. 
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As a holiday maker and ratepayer in Cape Paterson since 1975, I would like to put in a submission opposing the 
extent of the proposed development of Cape Paterson. 

Most important to residents and holiday makers is the character of Cape Paterson that we wish to preserve. It is 
currently a coastal village with little commercial development, a safe place especially for families and children. 
With few footpaths and little or no through traffic it is safe to walk on the roads. There is little noise on the roads 
in the evening and it feels safe to go for evening walks. Above all we can still enjoy nature on the beach and 
behind it. We come to relax and get away from suburbia. Children can ride their bikes on the road or play cricket. 

The beaches are what they are and cannot be expanded. At high tide there is barely enough space to put towels 
or beach shelters now. The life-savers are stretched now to patrol them. Parking is already inadequate at peak 
times and the new development is too far away to walk, necessitating more cars. 

Infrastructure is also already stretched. Telephone and internet become unusable at peak times. Water quality 
and pressure is inadequate at peak times. Drainage is clearly inadequate as was demonstrated by the hailstorm in 
May 2019. Such extreme weather events are becoming more frequent and cannot be written off as a one in a 
hundred-year event. The increasingly frequent repairs required by such events need to be taken into 
consideration. 

More people are obviously a greater threat to the environment. Numbers matter. People bring more dogs, cats 
and invasive plants which would threaten local flora and fauna. Sadly, not all people take care. It is hard enough 
now, for example, to protect the breeding of the hooded plovers. The Bunarong Marine Park has been successful 
in bringing back a lot of marine life and all the good would be undone by increasing contaminated drainage 
runoff. 

As the planning panel report in 2010 stated, this planned expansion to the north and west of Cape Paterson 
would result in a large-scale oversupply of and. The Eco-village, if we calculate by past selling rates, will satisfy 
demand for many years to come. The Bass Coast Strategic Coastal Framework calls Cape Paterson "a local coastal 
town.... with varying but limited opportunities for additional development". This C136 plan is hardly "limited". 
Bass Coast's strategic plan is to concentrate development in high growth areas like Wonthaggi, where the 
infrastructure, school and shops are already there. I would support this. 

For the above reasons I request that the development of the town boundary of Cape Paterson be significantly 
reduced and that C136 not be considered until the Statement of Planned Policy (required by the Distinctive Areas 
and Landscape designation) is finalised, including a review of the Cape Paterson town boundary. 

Yours sincerely 

ED20/18033
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Subject: Objection to C136 rezoning application
Date: Wednesday, 26 February 2020 3:13:34 PM

Objection to C136 rezoning application

From:

I am a Cape Paterson resident part-time.

I wish to lodge a formal objection to the proposed rezoning of land north of Seaward
Drive that is dealt with by C136.

This rezoning is quite inappropriate. When it was considered, it was explicitly in the
context of extending Cape Paterson EITHER to the west (eco village development) 
OR to the north.  It was a shock to everyone in the community when both west and
north town boundary expansions were accepted by Matthew Guy in 2011,in a huge
exansion of the town boundary. This is the first opportunity to fix this. 

There are many restrictions on cape Paterson, based on the requirement that
substantial services, shopping etc are all based inland, at Wonthaggi. This rezoning
puts even that fundamental part of Cape Paterson’s character at risk. The addition of
hundreds of new homes will inevitably increase the demand for more service
provision within Cape itself.

This proposed rezoning would have a significant adverse impoact on the coastal village
amenity and its infrastructure. This rezoning application has the potential to increase the Cape
population threefold. It would be equivalent to an aplication for an extra twenty thousand
homes around Wonthaggi.

Please ensure this massive development north of Seaward drive cannot go ahead.

Thank you
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Subject: Amendment C136
Date: Wednesday, 26 February 2020 3:14:30 PM

Good afternoon,

I am writing re the application to rezone the large area of farmland at the back of Cape
Paterson to residential use. With many blocks still to be sold and built upon both within the
traditional boundary of Cape Paterson and the Eco Village section, this does not make any
sense and will spoil what is a beautiful, peaceful rural seaside village. Inverloch used to have
this appeal but is now just like any Melbourne suburb due to the excessive development there
over recent years. Phillip Island too is being overdeveloped with multiple estate areas. Please
do not allow Cape Paterson to go the same way!!! There are already many low cost land &
home offers in the Wonthaggi, Dudley South and Dalyston areas - there is no need for yet
another one at the back of Cape Paterson.

Enough with the corporate greed and spoiling of peaceful seaside towns!!!!

Thank you,
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26 February 2020 

Strategic Planning 

Bass Coast Shire Council 

PO Box 118, Wonthaggi VIC 3995 

Dear Strategic Planning Team, 

RE: Submission for the Cape Paterson Northern Development Amendment C136 

 is an independent science-based bird conservation organisation with over 145,000 

supporters throughout Australia and is recognised as a leading authority on the ecology and 

conservation of Australia’s native birds. We have an extensive ongoing program of research, including 

our Beach-nesting Birds project; which was developed in 2006 to inform management of beach 

habitats and to mitigate impacts of beach recreation on the breeding of Australia’s native resident 

shorebirds (e.g. Hooded Plovers). The Beach-nesting Birds project has trained volunteers and land 

managers in on-ground protection of priority breeding sites, as well as engaged local residents and 

schools to raise awareness of the plight of these birds, and established the ‘Friends of the Hooded 

Plover, Bass Coast’ group in 2012. 

Amendment C136 which is proposing to rezone existing farmland to the north of the existing township 

boundary to a General Residential Zone is of serious concern to the integrity of the natural coastal 

values of the area. There are significant Hooded Plover breeding sites located along the coastline close 

to the proposed rezoning area. Hooded Plovers (a native non-migratory shorebird) are listed as 

Vulnerable under National legislation (Environment Protection and Biodiversity Act) and State 

Legislation (the Flora and Fauna Guarantee Act) and both the National Conservation Advice and the 

Victorian Action Statement for the species, identify coastal development and human disturbance from 

recreationists as a key ‘very high’ threat to the breeding of the species. Poor breeding success is 

leading to population declines, which has been evident over the last 30 years with a loss of over 200 

birds from the Victorian popualation (Biennial count data from 1980).  

By expanding the size of Cape Paterson, there will be an increase in the number of people (and 

potentially dogs if developments allow pets) accessing the Hooded Plover breeding sites. Already the 

pair of breeding Hooded Plovers at Undertow Bay, East of the Surf Club, struggle to produce young 

successfully amongst the hoards of beach users. Their eggs and chicks are at risk of being crushed, and 

disturbance leads to exposure to extreme temperatures and starvation of chicks. The only way these 

chicks can survive is if volunteers put in an enormous effort with support and resources from BirdLife 

Australia, the Bass Coast Shire and Parks Victoria. However, these resources are extremely limited and 

currently supported primarily via the National Landcare Program for a limited time.  

The Hooded Plover pairs on the beach at the end of Wilsons Rd have up to the present received fewer 

visitors than the Undertow Bay pair, but with the proposal for more residential development in close 

proximity to the site, the birds will experience levels of disturbance that are likely to be lethal to their 

eggs and chicks. If residents bring their dog to the beach with them, this more than doubles the impact 

to the birds as they perceive dogs as a serious predator and even if the dogs do not directly predate 
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eggs/chicks, the birds will be heavily disturbed by their presence. Currently, off leash dogs are a 

problem at the Wilsons Rd beach, with dog owners from Cape Paterson using this area to avoid the 

crowds at more populated beaches. This negative impact will potentially increase with more 

development bringing in residents with dogs. 

Furthermore, with increased beach use the coastal landscape will undergo change. Erosion control 

will become an issue - potentially residents will use short cuts instead of defined beach access points. 

This will lead to resources devoted to dune stabilisation, which can make habitat completely 

unsuitable for Hooded Plovers leading to their local extinction at sites. Dependent on the size of the 

buffer between development and the dune system, this may also limit future habitat retreat with 

rising sea levels and lead to coastal armouring projects which destroy habitat availability. We also have 

concerns over increased stormwater run off to existing outlets and creeks that are core habitat for the 

birds, whereby nesting site preferences are strongly connected to estuarine and outlet sites. 

In addition, predator populations are known to increase due to the increased food availability 

associated with rubbish and the feeding of birds by residents and beach users; foxes, silver gulls, 

ravens and magpies are all major predators of Hooded Plover eggs and chicks. The close proximity of 

a residential area will also reduce the capacity for land managers to carry out fox control (such as 

baiting and trapping), further amplifying the problem. This will be harmful to not only the threatened 

Hooded Plover, but other wildlife in the area. 

 in our submission and presentation to the Planning Panel C53/93/98 in 2009 

opposed the expansion of the western town boundary and the proposed large increase in the 

Northern town boundary. The Planning Minister, in May 2011 (amendment C119) chose to approve 

both the western boundary expansion (for the ecovillage) and a major expansion of the Northern town 

boundary. 

The pressures on the Hooded Plover nesting sites has already increased and there are still 200 houses 

yet to be built at the Ecovillage, with the western stages adjoining Wilsons Road access point. The 

increasing permanent and visitor population of Cape Paterson is already placing increased pressure 

on the survival of this threatened species with off-lead dogs and greater human visitation rates to 2nd 

Surf beach. The extension of the George Bass Coastal Walk from San Remo through to Inverloch will 

further exacerbate this pressure. Rezoning such a large area of land to the North of Seaward drive for 

a large amount of houses could take this pressure to a tipping point for this species. Despite the best 

efforts of the Hooded Plover volunteers and education campaigns, a large increase in the number of 

houses in Cape Paterson will mean much greater activity on beaches during breeding season and a 

much greater visitor population who are likely to be unaware of the precarious survival rate of this 

endangered species. 

I would like the opportunity for one of my team to also make a submission in person to the 

independent planning panel. 

Yours sincerely, 
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Strategic Planning Department 

strategic.planningadmin@basscoast.vic.gov.au 

Re Amendment C136 

I am writing to register my objection to the rezoning of land for housing development and the 
proposed extension of the town boundary of Cape Paterson.  

This proposal is unreasonably large and the impact on current residents and the character of this 
coastal village has not been adequately assessed or addressed in the proposal.  The effect of further 
development on Cape Paterson is not only poorly thought out it seems quite unreasonable in this 
massive form.  

As a part time resident, I chose to come to Cape Paterson to enjoy its character, its differences from 
surrounding towns.  It is well established as a quiet off the beaten track village and residents tolerate 
poor infrastructure and very few community services as a trade-off for this character.  This is the 
character I was seeking and have been enjoying as a retreat for several years.  I know most residents 
of Cape Paterson feel the same and ask council to stop this unreasonable development.  

The impact on our infrastructure will be totally unreasonable for the current community.  Water and 
electricity supply are already under pressure and our access to communications very variable.  These 
everyday things should be brought up to an acceptable speed before any further development is 
considered by Bass Council.  

There will be a significant effect on road traffic in quiet back streets of Cape Paterson unless all 
traffic is directed out to the main road without direct access to internal streets to gain beach access. 

If this proposal goes ahead the character of Cape Paterson will be forever lost.  There is plenty of 
land around Wonthaggi appropriate for development of this size and with access to existing 
infrastructure, transport links, schools, hospitals etc.  This is just too big and too overwhelming for 
this town! 

The plan is contrary to the Bass Coast Strategic Coastal Framework which states “… Cape Paterson … 
a local coastal town … with varying but limited opportunities for additional development”.  I ask 
council to defer any further consideration until The Distinctive Areas and Landscape has been 
completed and incorporated into the Bass Coast Planning Scheme - the Cape Paterson community’s 
biggest response was to request a reduction of the current town boundary!  

Refusal of this proposal is an opportunity for our Council to stand up and defend a small village and 
prevent the loss of character imposed on other towns through poorly considered and uncontrolled 
development.   

Thank you 

 

mailto:strategic.planningadmin@basscoast.vic.gov.au


Subject: Planning Scheme Amendment C136
Date: Wednesday, 26 February 2020 3:56:55 PM

Dear Strategic Planning Team,

I am writing to voice my dismay about the proposed Planning Scheme Amendment C136.  I have been coming to
Cape Paterson since I purchased a house there in 2005, chosen because of the quiet, unspoiled area, free from any
over-development unsuited to its rural and coastal charm.

There is already a very large development undergoing construction at the Eco village site with approximately 220
homes but with more than 50% of the area left green, and to rezone another site of 53 hectares to be cut up into
housing lots (mostly) seems excessive to say the least.  Then there is the planned overlay of further farmland for
possible future housing bringing the total to 97 hectares.  It will double the size of Cape Paterson.  I would support
reducing the town boundary and the size of the Development Plan as I do understand that growth is inevitable.  It is
the enormity of the proposed site that is completely unacceptable.

The Eco Village seems to me to be in keeping with the nature of the surroundings and I do not believe will impact
on the environment in a detrimental way - which, unfortunately, rezoning and developing this land north of Seaward
Drive, as proposed, will certainly impact in a detrimental way to the integrity of our environment.

The residents in this lovely part of South Gippsland are living here because we appreciate its natural beauty, its
peace, its wildlife.  The building of a new residential area of the size being proposed will double the amount of
traffic, new roads will be built and other amenities to support a much larger population. My house is in Anglers
Road, only one block away from Seaward Drive, and it is a road that carries quite enough traffic as it is.  I feel that a
housing development just across from Seaward Drive would surely increase the traffic flow on my road.  But my
concern is for the town as a whole.

We live in a small coastal village.  There is very little through traffic as it is now, it is safe for pedes  and
especially children to use the roads for walking and riding their bikes. 

I would like to conclude by saying that an expansion of the size that is being proposed will completely change the
character of Cape Paterson.  It will have a significant adverse effect on this lovely village.  I do not believe that the
size of impact has been addressed at all.  It is totally out of character to our little town and has not addressed the
considerations of infrastructure, increased traffic, public transport and safety. 

Perhaps there could be a discussion regarding reducing the town boundary….and about reducing the proposed
expansion which may take into consideration our valid and heartfelt concerns.

With hope!

Regards,
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Subject: Objection to C136 rezoning application
Date: Wednesday, 26 February 2020 4:01:11 PM

I am writing to formally object to the proposed rezoning of land north of Seaward Drive that is
dealt with by C136.  
I am a Cape Paterson holiday home resident and have been enjoying holidaying at Cape
Paterson for 30 years now.  The small town atmosphere of Cape Paterson; the friendly, local,
close knit community feel of this beautiful coastal hamlet are what make it such a special and
unique place.  There is none of the hustle and bustle of larger, more developed and sprawling
towns such as Inverloch; the roads are safe for kids to ride bikes around on, most residents are
within walking distance to the beaches and therefore the main streets are not lined with parked
cars (like you see in other towns) and the small number of contained car parks are currently
sufficient.  
Such an increase in town population as proposed would also see overcrowding of the safe
swimming beaches which would inevitably lead to erosion of dune systems and place the
endangered Hooded Plovers further at risk by limiting their nesting space.  It would also see
beach goers seeking out quieter places to swim which would inevitably be the dangerous and
unpatrolled surrounding beaches.  
As a holiday resident of Spear St, I was disturbed to read that the traffic consultants
commissioned by the developers predict the 40% of new traffic would use Spear St and Park
Parade to cut through town.  The constant stream of cars down our quiet dirt road over
summer would be a nightmare and pose a great safety risk to children playing in front gardens
and playing as they walk to and from the beach. Not to mention that this traffic report is
flawed in that is is based on a survey undertaken in July rather than the summer peak season. 
Having already mentioned the Hooded Plovers, I am drawn to also express my concern for the
33 species of birdlife, wombats, and kangaroos which the developers note.  I am even more
concerned for the species they fail to note, which I regularly observe about town; numerous
echidnas, koalas, snakes and lizards. These animals are a joy to see regularly about town, but
their habitats will be at risk and their disappearance would be a massive loss for the town.

A number of additional points which are of great concern to me regarding this process include;
The inappropriate timing - No development should be approved before the Distinctive
Areas and Landscape process (initiated by the Labor government) is completed.  The
Distinctive Areas and Landscape process has not yet been incorporated into the Bass
Coast Planning Scheme - the Cape Paterson community's biggest response was to
request a REDUCTION of the current town boundary.  Why is the community's voice
being disregarded?
The inappropriate size - The rezoning proposal would potentially TRIPLE the town's
population. A Planning Panel report of 2010 said that expanding the town boundary to
the West and North would result in oversupply of land.  Matthew Guy nevertheless
approved both town boundary expansions in 2011.
Inappropriate on cultural heritage grounds - Part of the development area (high
impact activity) contains an area of cultural heritage sensitivity. Any development
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must strictly heed Cultural Heritage Management requirements. 

The nearby towns of Wonthaggi and Inverloch have the existing infrastructure
for additional development, and development in high growth areas like Wonthaggi is
in keeping with Bass Coast's strategic plan. 
The Cape Paterson community has continually made clear its feelings about
expansion north of town, however many of us residents are not confident with the
objection process and we feel we are not being heard. We feel the developers voice
and needs are being put before those of the community.
The reports accompanying C136 have been commissioned and paid for by the
developer, and in some cases have been amended following consultation with the
developer.  This can hardly be considered independent!!

I sincerely hope that my voice, and the others community submissions, are being heard this
time. 
This development would be a tragic mistake for a beautiful community and coastal landscape. 

Yours sincerely,



Subject: Amendment C136 - Cape Paterson
Date: Wednesday, 26 February 2020 4:14:21 PM

To: Strategic Planning Administration, Bass Coast Shire Council.

To whom it may concern

We would like to lodge our objection to the C136 Planning Scheme Amendment.

Our History with Cape Paterson (CP).

Our parents purchased our home in CP twenty years ago. They were particularly attracted to the
small village feel of the area, the pristine environment of the town and is surrounds and the tight
knit community. We spent most of our weekends at CP riding our bikes, swimming in the rockpool
and playing with the local kids in the area – it was an upbringing reminiscent of “the old days” where
children were safe to play in the neighbourhood unattended and our parents and us alike felt
comforted knowing that each member of the small town were known to, and looking out for, each
other.

Since that time we have watched as the land to the western end of the town has been developed
twice; firstly to the west of Marine St and secondly for the Eco Village. These developments have
provided a clear juxtaposition for developments within the area, namely:

1. the westerly expansion has brought with it a large increase in crime. Police almost never have
any issues in the older, easterly, part of town – the same cannot be said for the new
developments. This obviously has negative effects on the entire CP community resulting in the
loss of the small town safety and neighbourhood watch mentioned above, and will
conceivably impact upon tourism and attraction to Cape Paterson in the future; and

2. conversely, the style and design of the Eco Village compliments the small community feel that
surrounds CP as well as providing a positive blueprint for sustainable living around Australia.

Our Concerns with Amendment C136.

There has been insufficient studies on the impacts that this expansion. For instance:

A.  A cultural study should be undertaken on how the additional development will impact on or
change the existing community feel and small village environment.

B.  An infrastructure study should be undertaken as to how the additional development and
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increased number of residents will impact on the various infrastructure (roads, parking,
beaches, water and services etc).

C.  The development will increase the amount of, and nature of, crime in the area, especially in
the older easterly end of town (where crime is currently almost non-existent). This is of
special concern given that the easterly end of town has a large number of elderly and retired
residents.

D.  Planning Policy needs to be determined with associated overlying guidelines for the
development of infrastructure and housing for C136. Guidelines needs to be enforced such
that, should any part of the Northerly area be developed, it needs to enhance the existing
areas of CP (such as the Eco Village has) and not detract from it turning it into high density
cheap development.

E.  The development is so far from the existing beaches that it necessitates driving. The issues
here are that: 1) there is limited beach parking, and 2) this greatly increases the amount of
traffic on the roads making it more dangerous for the young and elderly who currently walk to
the beach.

F.  CP has been designated as “Distinctive Areas and Landscape”. Planning Policy in support of
this has not been completed. As such amendment C136 is premature as the associated
impacts it may have cannot yet be determined.

Regardless of any of the above, there is no doubt that the quiet amenity and small coastal village
character that currently exist will be destroyed should C136 be approved. It is your role as the
elected city council of Cape Paterson to protect and advocate on behalf of the municipality, this is in
respect of not only the flora and fauna, beaches and wildlife, but also in respect of the community
culture and values – of which Cape Paterson has second to none. You have been elected to this
position to determine a strategic view of the future you wish to achieve for our community and have
taken an oath to carry out your role impartially, to the best of your ability, and in the best interests
of the municipality.   As it currently stands, there is no view of C136 which achieves these objectives,
instead the proposal will result in a loss of the quiet amenity, safety and community culture priceless
to not only the current residents of the town and also for the thousands of visitors we welcome into
the area year round.

Kind regards
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: Objection to C136 rezoning application 

I wish to lodge a formal objection to the proposed rezoning of land north of Seaward Drive that is part 
of amendment C136. 

I am a Cape Paterson holiday home resident with strong connections to the local community. I will be 
directly impacted should C136 be approved, as a development of this size will ruin the small village of 
Cape Paterson which I love and cherish. I feel safe and welcome in Cape Paterson as it is. Any changes 
to the size of the town, especially as outlined in C136 for 1000 additional homes, will have a negative 
impact on my safety and ability to feel secure and safe in a village environment.  

 I am also concerned that Bass Coast Shire is continuing to make significant planning and development 
decisions without having in place a Climate Emergency action plan as well as the DAL process to ensure 
sustainable and climate change ready planning are embedded into all decision making processes that 
effect our precious and vulnerable coastal areas.  

I have grown up visiting the area and love Cape Paterson. I have watched as the rest of Bass Coast 
Shire’s coastal areas, have been ruined by inappropriate and unsustainable development – Council 
has failed to manage the rampant and inappropriate development with Inverloch being a prime 
example of what happens when the local planning authority lacks vision and a good understanding of 
community expectations and a commitment to prioritising the needs and views of residents over those 
of greedy developers.  

Please act now to ensure Cape Paterson remains a small & charming village and not an ugly suburban 
ghetto.  Reject C136, reduce the town boundary back to seaward drive, upgrade the existing 
community infrastructure/facilities and deal with the archaic and inadequate drainage system that 
spews unacceptable amounts of pollution on our beautiful coastline and into our marine waters.   

In particular, I would like to highlight the following concerns I have with the C136 proposal: 

Massive overdevelopment 
• A rezoning as proposed would have significant adverse impact on the small coastal village

character, amenity and infrastructure 
• Cape Paterson is currently a coastal village with a cohesive community. The rezoning proposal is

lodged by a developer with plans for up to 1000 new dwellings (500 + 500). Even if each dwelling 
had only two occupants this would more than triple the town’s population which was below 900 
at the last census. 

• This is a massive over-development, both in land size and impact on population
• Despite a Planning Panel report (2010) that said expanding the town boundary to the

West and to the North would result in an oversupply of land, Mathew Guy (2011)
approved both town boundary expansions. C136 provides the first opportunity to
correct this by reducing the over-expanded town boundary.

Inappropriate Timing 
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• No development should be approved before the Distinctive Areas and Landscape process
(initiated by the Labor government) is completed.
The Distinctive Areas and Landscape process has not yet been incorporated into the Bass Coast
Planning Scheme - the Cape Paterson community’s biggest response was to request a reduction
of the current town boundary

Ignores Indigenous, Cultural and Historical Heritage 
• Part of the development area contains an area of cultural heritage sensitivity. The

proposed development of the land constitutes a high impact activity (ref: Heritage
Insight report). This is inappropriate on cultural heritage grounds. Any development
must strictly heed Cultural Heritage Management requirements

Will Decimate the Community Feel of This Much-Loved Coastal Village 
• The current community feel means people drive with respect and maintain the safety of

the town
• Will prompt population that is too rapid to be effectively integrated
• Will ruin the village feel that means children can walk to the park, shops, go for bike

rides etc in relative safety
Is Environmentally Undesirable 
• Puts wildlife at further risk. The developer’s materials note there are 33 species of

birdlife, as well as wombats and kangaroos. Surprisingly they have not recorded other
species frequently seen including echidnas, snakes, lizards etc. The proposal will result in
loss of habitat for these animals, which in turn is a loss for Cape Paterson where they are
highly valued by residents

• The new development is car reliant and does nothing to reduce dependence on fossil
fuels

• There is insufficient parking already at peak times. This is not easily addressed as
expansion of beach parking would have a detrimental impact on the environment and
amenity of the area and is undesirable

• Internal roads are unsealed (which residents overwhelmingly voted to retain because
they like this laid-back feel) - extra traffic will mean more dust and less safety but is not
easily addressed without altering the “feel” of the town

• Cape Paterson has a fragile and valuable coastal environment. The beach is already at
capacity in summer.

• Development brings greater risks to coastal strip with more dogs, cats and invasive
plants that can decimate local flora and fauna

• Threats to the adjoining Bunurong Marine and Coastal Park including contaminated
drainage run off.

• Threats to existing Significant Vegetation and Wildlife within the area to be rezoned.
Ruins the Peaceful and Safe Character of Cape Paterson 
• Cape Paterson, being small, is a safe place for families, especially children and elderly
• There are very few places like Cape Paterson and that, in itself, means it is worth

preserving the town as is
• Cape Paterson is pedestrian friendly with little or no through traffic and few footpaths

but currently safe to walk on road
• The distance from the beach of the C136 proposed rezoning will result in increased

traffic through existing township. This is envisaged by the traffic report with the C136
proposal which envisages an additional 9140 car trips per day
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• The traffic report is deliberately flawed as it is based on a survey conducted in July (the
quietest month for visitors to the area) rather than peak times of Dec/Jan.

Will put too much pressure on infrastructure 
• Limited capacity of the Lifesaving clubs to service a large increase in beach goers without

major increased funding for paid lifesaving services.
• Extreme weather events (1 in 100 year) are becoming increasingly common requiring

infrastructure upgrades before further development occurs.
Is not the best way forward for development – more suited to Wonthaggi or Inverloch 
• Bass Coast’s strategic plan is to concentrate development in high growth areas like

Wonthaggi. C136, if approved, will reduce demand in Wonthaggi where there is more
urban infrastructure such as schools, transport, shops.

• Wonthaggi has existing infrastructure and makes more sense as a place for additional
development

• Cape Paterson currently has a very different “feel” to Inverloch.
• There is currently no demonstrated need or demand for land and housing development

at Cape Paterson. There are plenty of other options – the Cape Development hasn’t sold
and has been extremely slow to take off.

The process puts developers before community 
• The development proposed as part of C136 does nothing to address or make provision

for affordable or social housing. This housing is purely for profit, not the community
• The developers state that it will contribute to local employment (of trades) but offer no

guarantees, quotas or safe guards. It’s an empty promise that will most likely result in
construction being outsources as is the case with most other developments in the local
area. Even council don’t use local trades when undertaking capital works projects (when
they absolutely should be).

• The reports accompanying C136 have been commissioned and paid for by the developer
and in some cases have been amended following consultation with the developer. It is
difficult to consider them as independent, Unbiased and free of an agenda which only
supports the developer’s views and wishes and outcomes.

• The community has previously made clear its feelings about expansion to the north of
the town – it’s unthinkable that this amendment could proceed when the VAST majority
of people do not support it,  will benefit from it in and will only serve to ruin a small
coastal village.

• Many residents of Cape Paterson are not confident with the objection process and have
not felt heard or consulted.  The process disadvantages the community and favours the
developer. Council should be more supportive of the community and their concerns and
represent these.

 I appreciate your review and consideration of these points when considering the C136 
amendment.  

Best regards 

   



Subject: C136 Amendment - Cape Paterson
Date: Wednesday, 26 February 2020 4:20:55 PM

Objection to C136 rezoning application

I wish to lodge a formal objection to the proposed rezoning of land north of Seaward
Drive Cape Paterson that is dealt with by Amendment C136.

I was alarmed when I first heard of Amendment C136. After decades of visiting Cape
Paterson I am now a permanent resident. After a long career in both Federal and
State government offices I fully understand the idea of progress and planning for
future development. I also fully understand when I can see a major error of judgement
unfolding. Amendment C136 has this written all over it.

I would like to highlight my following concerns .

Cape Paterson is one of those rare and unique remaining coastal villages still existing
in Victoria. Its uniqueness can’t be underestimated or dismissed. It’s small, safe and
has a pace of bygone years. This is the essence of its charms. In all my years of
visiting (usually over Summer) the one extraordinary stand out was the obvious
happiness of  visitors and residents. People were relaxed, out with families and
friends, walking, cycling , swimming, laughing and happy. In a stressful world this was
a wonderful thing to see. This atmosphere doesn't happen by accident, and one of the
overwhelming  factors contributing to this collective happy wellbeing is the small size
of the town. There are none of the distractions of busy lives other than the
natural beauty of the beaches, flora, fauna and glorious coastlines.

However, as with all history of coastal development, once development moves in then
this uniqueness is lost and gone forever.

INFRASTRUCTURE INADEQUACIES

From what I can see, the impact of the prosed amendment would be enormous. Cape
Paterson has basic infrastructure at best. Already there is inadequate parking and
amenities to cope with the current Summer population swell. The C136 proposed
rezoning location is a good distance from the beach which means people will drive to
the beach resulting in increased traffic throughout the town. Currently Cape Paterson
is pedestrian friendly. There are few made footpaths and residents can safely walk on
the roads. This of course would change. One of my unexpected and happy
observations is the number of children out and about playing on the streets,
skateboarding, riding their bikes, being kids because its safe to do so. This safety
would definitely disappear with the increased traffic.
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In terms of other effects on infrastructure, I believe that a development on such
a large scale will definitely put strain on our already inadequate town services. These
include currently:

 disruptions to electricity supplies. (There are often too many brown and black
outs)
 poor telephone and internet access
 Old inadequate drainage infrastructure as highlighted by the storm in 2019
Poor water pressure

WHY?

One thing that keeps running around in my head is actually why is this development
necessary? I understand Wonthaggi has been earmarked as a high regional growth
area. That makes sense because it’s an existing and bustling regional town with
services and infrastructure already in place.

In regard to development around Cape Paterson, there’s no particular reason that
there actually needs to be any further housing development other than the current
development in the Cape Eco village. In terms of the idea of any future sudden
demand for housing, it simply doesn’t exist! The Cape Eco Village has 220
homes with a further 50 vacant sites which covers any future demand.
This C136 development proposal would in essence make Cape Paterson just an
outer suburb of Wonthaggi and it’s identity would disappear for ever.

It also seems remarkable that the Amendment C136 is even being considered before
the DAL (Distinctive Areas and Landscape) process has been completed. From what
I understand this hasn’t even been incorporated into the Bass Coast Planning
Scheme. The overwhelming Cape Paterson community response is to request a
reduction to the current town boundary and not agree to such a huge expansion. The
best outcome would be by reducing the towns boundary by 25% so its distinctiveness
can be retained.

The current proposal has no mention of importantly addressing any Indigenous or
cultural Heritage impacts. Why hasn’t this been considered?

Nor does it address or specify how existing flora and fauna is going to be protected or
any outline of a commitment to assisting recovery if such a huge project goes ahead.

There are so many things wrong with this Amendment. It feels that Amendment C136
doesn't show any interest in in retaining any of the uniqueness of what exists in Cape
Paterson. This is an enormous over- development, both in land size and impact on
the population of a small town.

It’s tempting for Councils to be swayed by developers and the promise of
transformation and modernisation but sometimes you have to actually scrape through
all the promises and clearly realise the importance of holding onto what you already



have. Cape Paterson is unique and it would be very sad if this was lost forever.

With all this in mind, I oppose Amendment C136.

With thanks,
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RE: Objection to C136 rezoning application 

I wish to lodge a formal objection to the proposed rezoning of land north of Seaward Drive that is part 
of amendment C136. 

I am a Cape Paterson holiday home owner with strong connections to the local community. I currently 
reside in Melbourne during the week for employment and retreat to my house in Cape Paterson on 
weekends. It is my intention to retire to Cape Paterson in the next 5 years. I will be directly impacted 
should C136 be approved, as a development of this size will ruin the village of Cape Paterson along 
with my plans of retirement to a small coastal village.  

I have grown up visiting the area and love Cape Paterson. I have watched as the rest of Bass Coast 
Shire’s coastal areas, have been ruined by inappropriate development – Council has failed to manage 
the rampant and inappropriate development with Inverloch being a prime example of what happens 
when the local planning authority lacks vision and a good understanding of community expectations.  

Please act now to ensure Cape Paterson remains a small & charming village and not an ugly suburban 
ghetto.  Reject C136, reduce the town boundary back to seaward drive, upgrade the existing 
community infrastructure/facilities and deal with the archaic and inadequate drainage system that 
spews unacceptable amounts of pollution on our beautiful coastline and into our marine waters.   

In particular, I would like to highlight the following concerns I have with the C136 proposal: 

Inappropriate Timing 
• No development should be approved before the Distinctive Areas and Landscape process

(initiated by the Labor government) is completed. 
• The Distinctive Areas and Landscape process has not yet been incorporated into the Bass Coast

Planning Scheme - the Cape Paterson community’s biggest response was to request a reduction 
of the current town boundary. 

Massive overdevelopment 
• A rezoning as proposed would have significant adverse impact on the small coastal village

character, amenity and infrastructure 
• Cape Paterson is currently a coastal village with a cohesive community. The rezoning proposal is

lodged by a developer with plans for up to 1000 new dwellings (500 + 500). Even if each dwelling 
had only two occupants this would more than triple the town’s population which was below 900 
at the last census. 

• This is a massive over-development, both in land size and impact on population
• Despite a Planning Panel report (2010) that said expanding the town boundary to the

West and to the North would result in an oversupply of land, Mathew Guy (2011)
approved both town boundary expansions. C136 provides the first opportunity to
correct this by reducing the over-expanded town boundary.

Ignores Indigenous, Cultural and Historical Heritage 
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• Part of the development area contains an area of cultural heritage sensitivity. The
proposed development of the land constitutes a high impact activity (ref: Heritage
Insight report). This is inappropriate on cultural heritage grounds. Any development
must strictly heed Cultural Heritage Management requirements

Ruins the Peaceful and Safe Character of Cape Paterson 
• Cape Paterson, being small, is a safe place for families, especially children and elderly
• There are very few places like Cape Paterson and that, in itself, means it is worth

preserving the town as is
• Cape Paterson is pedestrian friendly with little or no through traffic and few footpaths

but currently safe to walk on road
• The distance from the beach of the C136 proposed rezoning will result in increased

traffic through existing township. This is envisaged by the traffic report with the C136
proposal which envisages an additional 9140 car trips per day

• The traffic report is deliberately flawed as it is based on a survey conducted in July
rather than peak times of Dec/Jan.

Will Decimate the Community Feel of This Much-Loved Coastal Village 
• The current community feel means people drive with respect and maintain the safety of

the town
• Will prompt population that is too rapid to be effectively integrated
• Will ruin the village feel that means children can walk to the park, shops, go for bike

rides etc in relative safety
Is Environmentally Undesirable 
• Puts wildlife at further risk. The developer’s materials note there are 33 species of

birdlife, as well as wombats and kangaroos. Surprisingly they have not recorded other
species frequently seen including echidnas, snakes, lizards etc. The proposal will result in
loss of habitat for these animals, which in turn is a loss for Cape Paterson where they are
highly valued by residents

• The new development is car reliant and does nothing to reduce dependence on fossil
fuels

• There is insufficient parking already at peak times. This is not easily addressed as
expansion of beach parking would have a detrimental impact on the environment and
amenity of the area and is undesirable

• Internal roads are unsealed (which residents overwhelmingly voted to retain because
they like this laid-back feel) - extra traffic will mean more dust and less safety but is not
easily addressed without altering the “feel” of the town

• Cape Paterson has a fragile and valuable coastal environment. The beach is already at
capacity in summer.

• Development brings greater risks to coastal strip with more dogs, cats and invasive
plants that can decimate local flora and fauna

• Threats to the adjoining Bunurong Marine and Coastal Park including contaminated
drainage run off.

• Threats to existing Significant Vegetation and Wildlife within the area to be rezoned.
Will put too much pressure on infrastructure 
• Limited capacity of the Lifesaving clubs to service a large increase in beach goers without

major increased funding for paid lifesaving services.
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• Extreme weather events (1 in 100 year) are becoming increasingly common requiring
infrastructure upgrades before further development occurs.

Is not the best way forward for development – more suited to Wonthaggi or Inverloch 
• Bass Coast’s strategic plan is to concentrate development in high growth areas like

Wonthaggi. C136, if approved, will reduce demand in Wonthaggi where there is more
urban infrastructure such as schools, transport, shops.

• Wonthaggi has existing infrastructure and makes more sense as a place for additional
development

• Cape Paterson currently has a very different “feel” to Inverloch.
• There is currently no demonstrated need or demand for land and housing development

at Cape Paterson. There are plenty of other options – the Cape Development hasn’t sold
and has been extremely slow to take off.

The process puts developers before community 
• The development proposed as part of C136 does nothing to address or make provision

for affordable or social housing. This housing is purely for profit, not the community
• The developers state that it will contribute to local employment (of trades) but offer no

guarantees, quotas or safe guards. It’s an empty promise that will most likely result in
construction being outsources as is the case with most other developments in the local
area. Even council don’t use local trades when undertaking capital works projects (when
they absolutely should be).

• The reports accompanying C136 have been commissioned and paid for by the developer
and in some cases have been amended following consultation with the developer. It is
difficult to consider them as independent, Unbiased and free of an agenda which only
supports the developer’s views and wishes and outcomes.

• The community has previously made clear its feelings about expansion to the north of
the town – it’s unthinkable that this amendment could proceed when the VAST majority
of people do not support it,  will benefit from it in and will only serve to ruin a small
coastal village.

• Many residents of Cape Paterson are not confident with the objection process and have
not felt heard or consulted.  The process disadvantages the community and favours the
developer. Council should be more supportive of the community and their concerns and
represent these.

 I appreciate your review and consideration of these points when considering the C136 
amendment.  

Best regards 
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Strategic Planning Department 
Bass Coast Shire Council,  
PO Box 118 Wonthaggi,  
strategic.planningadmin@basscoast.vic.gov.au 

Amendment C136 

We object to this proposal entirely - based on the following grounds: - 

Character and Amenity 

• The character and amenity of Cape Paterson will be lost. This proposal will
effectively double the size of the “village” in a very short period of time.

Infrastructure 

• Water supplies to current residents are already difficult with little pressure available –
it’s worse at peak times during tourist season.

• Electricity brown outs occur at every peak visitor period already.

No foreseeable demand 

• Cape Paterson already has a housing development (The Cape) that will be underway
for at least the next ten years, probably more. A second development is entirely
unnecessary and will depreciate all land values in the area from over supply. This will
also affect Wonthaggi’s land values as well, but also, it will take population away
from Wonthaggi which is better equipped to handle new housing. Infill within the
village itself needs also to be considered, as well as current block subdivision rates.

• Bass MP Jordan Crugnale’s statement (8th Nov 2019) says that The Planning
Minister’s decision to grant the authorisation for the Cape Paterson C136 amendment
is not an indication of whether it will be approved or not. In the authorisation, the
Minister stated very clearly that it has to have regard for the Distinctive Area and
Landscape (DAL) project and in particular any impact on settlement planning, and the
environmental and landscape significance of the land subject to this amendment.  “All
aspects including the town boundary will be considered in this process”  I attended
the last town meeting and could not see evidence that any of this has been considered.
The town boundary already seems very flexible, with “land banking” opportunities
for sale NOW all the way up to Wilson’s Road – it seems that developers see this
“amendment” as a “done deal.”

Environment 

• We see this development as distinctly contravening the Distinctive Area Landscape
for this area of the Bass Coast. Amendment C136 will change the town boundaries
even though this goes “against independent planning panels” (quoted from ALP
statement of 4th Nov 2018). The DAL should be left as is, without Amendment, as
voted for in the last state election by the majority of the people of Bass Coast.

mailto:strategic.planningadmin@basscoast.vic.gov.au
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• The area to be rezoned has been named by the Beveridge Williams as being of “no
significance” – however, this is where the last of Cape Paterson’s koalas live and
there are also migrating swans who come here in the winter.

• Nothing on display showed that better environmental housing options would be
mandated other than “volume builders” stuffing as much as they can onto the
development with some houses facing west (as seen in the proposed street set-out of
the first part of the development). The Cape development has shown we can do better!

Inaccurate Research 
• Parts of Beveridge Williams report show inaccuracies – it has downplayed the

number of lots available for sale in the eco village (“2 year’s worth of supply – 30
lots”) and further, it is misrepresenting the type of housing available here, saying
there are only 10 designs to choose from. This misleading, false information should
make Council reject this report outright.

• The Beveridge Williams report is not only inaccurate, it is well out of date, with
traffic surveying done in 2013. Other figures quoted were from 2009!

• Traffic proposals in this report are entirely inadequate. Basically adding a turning lane
from Seaward Dr to Cape Paterson Rd for what may be 4000 extra car movements per
day (if the 900 lot proposal gets up) is not good enough and creates great risk in an
emergency.

• The Beveridge Williams report says that drainage for the new development will be up
to a 1 in 100-year flood level. We have just had a 1 in 1000-year flood in May’2019.
Bass Coast Council has declared a climate emergency and as such, the proposed
drainage is also totally inadequate.

If any amendment is accepted it should 

• Be significantly smaller than what is currently proposed (a maximum of 200
blocks released in stages)

• Place requirements on; the siting of hoses (not facing into the western sun),
energy efficiency of each home (i.e. 7.5 star) and increase real green space by
NOT allowing the inclusion of infrastructure such as retention basins being
used as part of the “green space.”

 
 
 
 
 



Subject: submission for planning Cape Patterson
Date: Wednesday, 26 February 2020 4:28:30 PM

HI

I’m writing to oppose the Planning Scheme Amendment C136 to rezone 53 hectares of land from
Farming to Residential in Cape Patterson.

The rezoning will have a negative impact on the rural feel of Cape Patterson destroying
aesthetical landscape views.
My family have been going there for holidays for 15 years and it won’t feel as nice with
residents squeezed into tiny blocks like suburbia.
The rezoning with have a negative impact on wildlife reducing habitat for Kangaroos and birds
of prey.
Increased numbers of residential housing will bring with it more pets such as dogs and cats
which hunt native mammals, birds and reptiles reducing the biodiversity of the area.

Kind regards

DISCLAIMER 
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Subject: Objection to C136 rezoning application
Date: Wednesday, 26 February 2020 4:29:24 PM



Objection to C136 rezoning application

From:

 

I am a Cape Paterson ratepayer and 
. 

I wish to lodge a formal objection to the proposed rezoning of land north of
Seaward Drive that is dealt with by C136.

This rezoning is inappropriate For several reasons.

When it was considered by the planning panel originally, it was explicitly in
the context of extending Cape Paterson EITHER to the west (now the
partly built West development)  OR to the north.  

At the time I was  CPRRA.

The community felt undermined, ignored and devastated  when both west
and north town boundary expansions were accepted by Matthew Guy in
2011,in a huge exansion of the town boundary. This is the first and
probably final opportunity to fix this poor decision which flew in the face of
strongly voiced community wishes and the wise  determination of the
planning panel. 

This rezoning puts a  fundamental part of Cape Paterson’s character at
risk. The small community feel and small beachside town character is very
important to the local community and to visitors .The addition of hundreds
of new homes will inevitably increase the demand for more service
provision within Cape itself. The services and infrastructure to serve this
development will have a detrimental impact and more strategically should
occur in Wonthaggi. 
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This proposed rezoning would have a significant adverse impoact on the coastal
village amenity, its infrastructure and its Distinct landscapes . This rezoning
application has the potential to increase the Cape population threefold. It would
be equivalent to an aplication for an extra twenty thousand homes around
Wonthaggi.

The timing of this application is inappropriate when the Distinctive Landscapes process is still
midway. Surely no proposal of this magnitude can be considered in the light of The pending
DAL process due for completion later this year. 

Please ensure this massive development north of Seaward drive cannot go ahead.

Thank you

 

-- 
-- 
.
.
.
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Objection to C136 rezoning application 

From: 

 

I am a rate payer, with a home in Cape Paterson 

I am lodging an objection to C136 

This is an inappropriate rezoning at this time as Bass Coast Shire should take into 
account the recent commitment to a Climate Change Emergency and await the 
outcomes of the Distinctive Areas and Landscape process. 

Cape Paterson is a unique area and development is already under way in the form of 
the Eco Village, further development is not required. 

This area from an environmental perspective is exemplified by the endangered 
Hooded Plover. Each year signs are erected warning people about the presence of 
the nesting birds and the dangers that dogs cause. And yet the Bass Coast shire 
does not police this, does nothing to prevent dogs on beaches. The Bass coast Shire 
mouths words about protecting the environment but does not allocate enough 
resources to deal with the issues. 

If this development is allowed to proceed the negative impact on the natural area is 
only going to increase. It is time to say no to this sort of development. 

There should also be an assessment of the land itself regarding Koori history and 
build this in to any future development proposals. 

The township itself does not have the amenities to deal with further development, it 
is a unique place that offer residents and visitors alike a respite from the usual 
ugliness of over development. 

I object completely to this proposal. 
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I am a Cape Paterson holiday home resident. 

I wish to lodge a formal objection to the proposed rezoning of land north of Seaward Drive that is 
dealt with by C136. 

I love the fact that Cape Patterson is a small town without excessive infrastructure, and it is a 
peaceful retreat from the urban sprawl that is Melbourne. The proposed development will 
completely remove this uniqueness that sets Cape Patterson apart from other coastal settlements. 

I would like to highlight the following concerns: 

Massive overdevelopment 

- This proposed rezoning would have significant adverse impact on the small coastal village 
character and infrastructure. 

- Cape Paterson is currently a coastal village with a cohesive community. The rezoning 
proposal is lodged by a developer with plans for up to 1000 new dwellings. At minimum, this 
would more than triple the Cape Patterson’s population which was below 900 at the last 
census. 

- This would be a massive over-development, both in land size and impact on population. 

Ruins the Peaceful and Safe Character of Cape Paterson 

- Being small, Cape Paterson is a safe place for families, especially ones with children. 
- There are very few places like Cape Paterson, which means it is worth preserving the town 

due to its uniqueness. 
- Cape Paterson is pedestrian friendly with very little through traffic and currently safe to walk 

on roads. 
- The distance from the C136 proposed rezoning to the beach will result in increased traffic 

through the town. 
- Will ruin the village vibe which currently allows children to walk to the park, shops, go for 

bike rides in relative safety. 

Is Environmentally Undesirable 

- The new development is car reliant and does nothing to reduce dependence on fossil fuels. 
- There is insufficient beach parking already at peak times. This is not easily addressed as 

expansion of beach parking would have a detrimental impact on the environment. 
- Cape Paterson has a fragile and valuable coastal environment. The beach is already at 

capacity in summer. 
- Development brings greater risks to coastal strip with more dogs, cats and invasive plants 

that can decimate local flora and fauna. 
- Threats to existing Significant Vegetation and Wildlife within the area to be rezoned. 
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Will put too much pressure on infrastructure 

- Limited capacity of the Lifesaving clubs to service a large increase in beach goers without 
major increased funding for paid lifesaving services. 

Is not the best way forward for development – more suited to Wonthaggi or Inverloch 

- Bass Coast’s strategic plan is to concentrate development in high growth areas like 
Wonthaggi. C136, if approved, will reduce demand in Wonthaggi where there is more urban 
infrastructure such as schools, transport, shops. 

- Wonthaggi has existing infrastructure and makes more sense as a place for additional 
development. 

The process puts developers before community 

- The community has previously made clear its feelings about expansion to the north of the 
town. 

- Many residents of Cape Paterson are not confident with the objection process and have not 
felt heard 

Finally, if a development of any sort is to go ahead then it must involve: 

- Waiting until all the blocks at The Cape eco-village have sold 
- Significant plantings of indigenous trees and appropriate green passages for wildlife 
- High standards regarding sustainability rating, as per the example set by the Cape 
- Lower density building than currently proposed 
- Retention of some green wedges of open green land 

Thank you for taking your time to listen to all the concerns of Cape Patterson residents, 

Regards, 

 



Objection to C136 rezoning application 

From:

 
 

 

 

As a long standing resident of Cape Paterson I now seek to register my formal 
objection to the proposals dealt with by the C136 rezoning application. 

Cape Paterson can best be described as a coastal village and the local landscape 
and town structure limit its capacity to expand. I have seen past proposals where a 
town planning report in 2010 clearly said that expanding the town boundary to the 
West and to the North would see an oversupply and the current Cape development 
to the West was given priority in approval. The current proposal puts in place a 
process where the size of the town would more than double – massive 
overdevelopment particularly where slow land sales at The Cape have shown there 
to be no significant demand for growth. 

Inter alia, the Victorian Premier in a 4 November 2018 Media Release 
stated :“…….People choose to make their home in the small communities along the 
Bass Coast to enjoy a laid-back lifestyle – a lifestyle the Liberals tried to ruin by 
putting the interests of developers ahead of local residents. Former Planning Minister 
Matthew Guy grossly expanded Cape Paterson’s town boundary….” Further adding 
“….Under the Liberals, the town boundaries of Cowes and Cape Paterson were 
changed against the advice of independent planning panels. Under Labor, any 
attempt to expand town boundaries in the declared areas must be agreed to by the 
Parliament,…..”. 

In addition to the above the State Member for Bass Jordan Crugnale in another 
Media Release on 8 November 2019 included a closing remark: “….I want to assure 
the community that this amendment process is overarched by the Bass Coast DAL 
project and any decisions will be made through this lens.” 

It seems incongruous that any recommendations in regard to rezoning of the land as 
proposed can be made ahead of the Distinctive Areas and Landscape process being 
completed. The issues of town boundaries was a key part of the Cape Paterson 
community responses to the DAL and absent Bass Coast Planning Scheme being 
expanded to take account of the final DAL guidelines any decisions would be taken in 
an uninformed manner. At the very least Councillors should defer consideration until 
State guidelines are established. 

The proposal as laid out in the Council website does not clearly show which are 
Council prepared documents as distinct from Applicant prepared documents. It 
becomes evident that the “expert” reports are developer driven and no independent 
views are shown.  
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Aspects such as the Traffic Report which takes numbers in July and also assumes 
most traffic from the new area would go via Cape Paterson Road to the beach, or the 
Bushfire Hazard Assessment which fails to mention the 2004 fires along the 
foreshore are among many where the proponents have just presented a 
flawed/biased commentary. The real increase in traffic flow into Cape Paterson 
central and beach environs would ruin the current safety of the minor streets and 
roads. 

I am aware the local Residents Association are providing a broad range of further 
issues which will no doubt more eloquently reflect my views and that of the clear 
majority of Cape Paterson resident and ratepayers. That said, I do not believe any 
decision to support expansion of the residential zone within the town can be 
responsibly taken as it seems incumbent on our elected representatives to reflect the 
views of their constituents. The interests of a small number via the developer, who is 
not a Bass coast entity, should not take precedence. 

In keeping with the clear local community discontent with the proposal I ask you to 
categorically reject the approach.  

 



Subject: Objection to C136 Planning Scheme Ammendment
Date: Wednesday, 26 February 2020 5:20:10 PM

To Strategic Planning Department – Bass Coast Shire Council,
I wish to formally lodge my OBJECTION to the proposed C136 Planning Scheme Amendment for Cape Paterson.

My objection is based on the serious negative impact that the planning amendment will have on the character, amenity and safety of Cape Paterson in general.  This is over-development of a
small coastal town that is being pursued by a specific cohort of individuals, based on pure economic outcome as opposed to a more strategic and balanced perspective of the needs of this
town and its population, and perhaps most importantly, the significant impact on the environment and its associated flora, fauna and coastal habitats.

Currently Cape Paterson is a small cohesive community, where children are able to ride their bikes to the local store in a safe and calm environment.  It is this environment that I specifically
sought out and covet; a place of natural beauty that residents are naturally proud and protective of.  Is that not a key principle of current national and worldwide discussion – that we must do
more to protect our existing and natural environment.  It is our very recent experience of devastating bushfires and the resulting impact on natural and urban environments, wildlife and
resources  that should be strengthening the resolve to put greater protections in place for existing communities and their surrounding environments, not erode them on the back of economic
and flawed planning incentives.

Based on the traffic management plan associated with the C136 Amendment proposal, a lot of traffic from any new development will be cutting through established residential areas, often on
unsealed roads with no footpaths.  This style of streetscape has been the preferred choice of many Cape Paterson residents, but it is not suitable to carry a significant increased traffic flow.
The distance of the proposed development is so far from the beach that new residents will be forced to drive in most cases.  This means increased dust and greater risk to pedestrians and
cyclists.  Beach parking is already at a premium in summer with many incidents of unsafe parking near the various beach access points regularly observed.

The general infrastructure in Cape Paterson is not suited to a dramatic increase in population based in a development of small blocks with very limited open spaces.  I am simply bewildered at
the council’s support of a redevelopment of this scale whilst ignoring the need to update current basic infrastructure within Cape Paterson over a period of many years now.  I would draw
your attention to the devastating storm event experienced in May 2019 that cause significant damage to many properties due to the lack of adequate storm water management.  So what is
your solution – let’s add an oversized, uncontrolled (from an eco/energy rating requirement) development to the town’s boundaries.  The nearby regional centre of Wonthaggi is much better
suited to service major new developments with its city boundaries.  

The beaches themselves are quite contained and are already getting overcrowded due to the new Eco Village development.  This is impacting the beach amenity and surely straining the local
surf life saving club’s ability to adequately ensure beach safety, whilst additionally impacting the flora and fauna of the dune areas.  The beaches around Cape Paterson are recognised as one
of the few nesting places of the Hooded Plover – areas of the beach are already roped off (& completely disregarded by the increased numbers of beach patrons) to try and protect their
nests.  I have grave concerns of completely losing this species from our area given the survival struggles they are already experiencing over the last couple of summers.

We have had various commitments to protect the amenity and environment of Cape Paterson, but now we have another attempt to ‘cash in’.  The proposed scale of expansion is a major
over-development, more than doubling the size of the township.  This is contrary to the Bass Coast Strategic Coastal Framework which states “… Cape Paterson … a local coastal town … with
varying but limited opportunities for additional development”.  To date the Distinctive Areas and Landscape process has not been completed, so it’s hard to understand how any proposal
could even be considered in the interim.  At the recent information session I attended (27/01), the concerns regarding the impact to the wildlife living in the area in question was raised with
one of the attending redevelopment representatives.  To my astonishment, he responded that an initial survey had NOT identified any wildlife present in the redevelopment zone; and yet
echidnas, wombats, kangaroos, the occasional koala lay dead on the side of the main road alongside this land.  Are we really considered so foolish that a statement of this sort could go
unchallenged? 

So overall, based on my objection, I believe the following needs to occur:

Reducing the town boundary so that no development can occur north of Seaward drive
Reject the proposed amendment entirely

If that is not possible, then:
Requesting that C136 not be considered until the Statement of Planning Policy (required by the Distinctive Areas and Landscape designation) is finalised, including a review of the Cape
Paterson town boundary
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Subject: Objection to the proposed development of the land North of Seaward Drive Cape Paterson
Date: Wednesday, 26 February 2020 5:45:35 PM

Objection to the proposed development 
of the land North of Seaward Drive Cape Paterson

We are residents of Cape Paterson and this is our objection to the development of the
land North of Seaward Drive as proposed in the recent very basic and short on detail
Community consultation sessions that we attended.

In our opinion, the massive development as proposed, double the size of the
existing town,  is all about money and nothing to do with Cape Paterson as a town
or the need for more housing in the area.

The developer wants to make money.
The council wants to make money from the extra rates.

In a discussion with Councillor Brett Tessari at an early Cape Paterson meeting we said
that in our opinion that this developer would undercut The Eco Village, (now The Cape),
land prices to sell the land, and he agreed.

The Bass Coast Council recently announced a Council funded Climate Change project.

Bass Coast Council are the leaders in tackling the household waste problem and
introducing the 3 Bin system to reduce landfill. An environmentally friendly positive
step.

Therefore why would Bass Coast Council agree to a cheap under resourced money
making scheme, when The Eco Village/The Cape, has promoted the area at their expense
and no cost to the Council as a quality low environment impact subdivision.

Let us make it clear, that we do not object to more residential land becoming available in
Cape Paterson, but not now while there is still plenty of land available at The Cape
development.

We need to plan for the expansion of Cape Paterson, particularly sewerage, drainage,
beach parking and our power and water.

The water pressure here is already low and our plumbing is not the problem.
Currently if you have two taps on at once, you only get a dribble from the third one.

Our Infrastructure must be upgraded first to support any proposed expansion of Cape
Paterson.
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When The Cape development is nearly full and the need for more residential land is
necessary, the land should be the same size and price as The Cape, so that the current
environmentally friendly, climate change conscious  image of Bass Coast, is retained 



Strategic Planning Department 
Bass Coast Shire Council,  
PO Box 118 3995 VIC  

26th February 2020 

Submission on Amendment C136 

Dear Sir/Madam 

Please find attached a submission from the Cape Paterson Residents and 
Ratepayers Association regarding Planning Scheme Amendment C136. The 
Association would also like to make a presentation and provide expert witnesses 
at the Planning Panel hearing expected later in the year.   

kind regards 

  
Cape Paterson Residents and Ratepayers Association 
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CAPE PATERSON 

AN ENVIRONMENT 

UNDER THREAT 

Cape Paterson Residents and Ratepayers Association Feb 2020 
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1. Introduction
For ten years the Cape Paterson community has been waiting for an opportunity to reduce the “over-
extended” town boundary of Cape Paterson (Victorian Premier 2018). Despite ongoing community 
and councillor requests no further strategic work to review the town boundaries has been done since 
that time.  Amendment C136 provides the first (and perhaps last) chance for the community to have 
their voice heard and for good strategic planning to prevail.    

Many things have changed in the Strategic Planning Landscape since the Strategic Framework Plan 
was first adopted by Council on. Even back then Council requested that the department and Minister 
should “Review the amount of land to be included in the town boundary to the north. “(BCSC 
Minutes 15/12/2010). That review has still never occurred.   

Prior to this request an Independent Planning Panel drew attention to Council’s contradictory 
approach to Cape Paterson, commenting: “The extent of the proposed new areas represents about a 
200 per cent increase in the area of the existing settlement. …(T)his does not appear to be consistent 
with Cape Paterson’s designation in the Victorian Coastal Strategy 2008 and the MSS as a settlement 
with ‘low spatial growth capacity’”. (Panel report April 2010) 

Despite Council and DPCD concern about the amount of land proposed within the Northern town no 
action was taken. The Panel recommended that that “given the above evaluation of the land to the 
west, it would be inappropriate to adopt both extension areas, and would represent a significant 
oversupply in the planning period.” Rather than adopt the recommendation of the Planning Panel, the 
Planning Minister at the time, Matthew Guy, instead chose to issue a Ministerial Amendment C119 in 
May 2011 which extended the western town boundary as well as adopting the “over-extended” 
Northern town boundary.  

In 2019 the Victorian Government, fulfilling a 2018 election promise, declared all of the Bass Coast 
shire to be a Distinctive Area and Landscape under the Planning and Environment Act (1987). It is 
hoped that the Statement of Planning Policy, yet to be developed, will also provide a similar 
opportunity for the community to be heard, and for the Northern town boundary to finally be reviewed 
and reduced in size.   

The Planning Minister, Richard Wynne and local State Member, Jordan Crugnale have assured the 
Cape Paterson community that the C136 “amendment process is overarched by the Bass Coast DAL 
project and any decisions will be made through this lens.” and that “All aspects including the town 
boundary will be considered in this process”  

2. Reducing the town boundary:
There is strong strategic justification for a reduction in the town boundary for Cape Paterson along 
with a reduction in the Development Plan overlay.  

Most members of the Cape Paterson community, as detailed in a survey (2017) would prefer that there 
is NO NEW DEVELOPMENT in Cape Paterson and that the northern town boundary should be 
pulled back to Seaward drive and become a “protected” town boundary under the DAL.  

The adopted position of the CPRRA, both back in 2009 and now is that a small amount of managed 
land release (maximum 100 lots) will avoid overpricing of existing lots, allow for some development 
to occur, and contribute to the mandatory 15-year land supply across the Bass Coast Shire. When 
combined with the 245 lots available within Cape Paterson this will provide for 345 new housing lots- 
a 34.5% increase in the size of the existing township -more than adequate for Cape Paterson’s 
contribution to short and long term land supply in Bass Coast given the large amounts of designated 
land supply (4,500 lots) in Wonthaggi- a designated high growth area.  
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3. Environment –regional context.  
Bunurong Marine Park and Coastal Reserve  
 

 

 

The Bunurong Marine Park is a protected marine national park located off the coast of Cape Paterson 
in the South Gippsland region of Victoria, Australia. The 2,100-hectare marine national park is 
located about 6 kilometres southwest of Inverloch and about 5 kilometres off the coastline. Bunurong 
Marine National Park features extensive intertidal rock platforms and subtidal rocky reefs which 
extend several kilometres from shore, but which are in relatively shallow water. Marine flora and 
fauna are abundant and diverse, and a number of species have only been recorded from this area or 
reach their eastern distributional limits within the park. It is one of only three Marine National Parks 
in the Central Victoria Marine Bioregion. 

Coastal foreshore reserve  
The Coastal foreshore reserve is home to many indigenous flora and fauna, as identified by studies 
over the years. It now forms part of the Yallock Bulluk Marine and Coastal Park.  

Threats to this fragile environment from overdevelopment and a large increase in visitor numbers 
have already been identified.  
“the number of people living along the coast is increasing in areas that are within two hours’ drive of 
Melbourne……Consequently, where populations are higher and access to the coastline is available, 
pressures on the environment and resources are increasing. A key characteristic of most coastal 
settlements is the relatively high proportion of holiday homes, with non-residents and changes in 
levels of habitation between week days and weekends, and during summer time or school holidays. A 
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total of 36,800 unoccupied dwellings were counted in Victorian coastal towns and cities (excluding 
Melbourne and Geelong) by the 2016 census representing an average winter vacancy rate of around 
37 per cent. The former Victorian Coastal Council and DSE’s commissioned Coastal Spaces 
Landscape Assessment Study (2006) also provides a framework for managing impacts on significant 
landscapes (figure 4.14). DELWP is currently reviewing the implementation and effectiveness of these 
planning instruments in parallel with the Great Ocean Road Action Plan and establishing the 
Distinctive Areas and Landscapes for the Bass Coast, Bellarine Peninsula and Surf Coast” 
http://www.veac.vic.gov.au/documents/VEAC_CoastalRsAssessment_DraftReport2019-LR-.pdf 
 
“However, as coastal settlements become more developed there may be increased pressure to move 
township boundaries and increase availability of visitor facilities which may have effects on coastal 
landscapes and scenic values. There are significant planning challenges. Balancing the pressures of 
population growth with the local social and environmental values that make coastal settlements 
attractive is a challenging task for state and local government. 
Where there is a large difference between resident and peak populations, stress can be placed on 
local services and facilities, many of which are funded by local authorities or staffed by volunteers. 
Increased population may affect the health of the marine and coastal environment. Direct 
environmental impacts include habitat loss and degradation, introduction of invasive and pest 
species, and higher levels of pollutants (e.g. litter, stormwater runoff, wastewater discharges) 
discussed in section 5.4. These impacts are generally greatest in the most popular areas and locations 
within easy access from Melbourne” 
http://www.veac.vic.gov.au/documents/VEAC_CoastalRsAssessment_DraftReport2019-LR-.pdf 
 
Biodiversity implications 
CPRRA believe the Biodiversity (Flora and Fauna) Assessments undertaken by the proponent may 
not have quantified the potential impacts of the proposed subdivision on flora and fauna values within 
the study area. 
 
Any additional flora and/or fauna surveys listed in the DPO Schedule should be completed before any 
rezoning occurs so that the results can be reviewed and tested as part of the Planning Panel review 
process. i.e. targeted surveys for significant flora and fauna species. This will enable panel presenters 
to review and quantify the potential impacts of the proposed subdivision on EPBC and FFG listed 
flora and fauna species within the study area. 
The results of these identified additional surveys should have been published as part of the Exhibition 
Process for C136 and should definitely be available at the Panel hearing.  
 
All native vegetation should be retained within the study area to:  

• protect identified and unidentified flora and fauna values; 
• enhance the biodiversity corridor between native vegetation on the study area and the 

Cape Paterson Nature Conservation Reserve, the Pea Creek corridor and the Cape 
Paterson Foreshore Reserve; 

• provide adequate buffer zones between groups of dwelling lots and flora and drainage 
reserves; 

• maintaining a strong connection between the township and the coastline and bushland; 
• Existing vegetation should be supplemented with appropriate local native species to 

extend and protect flora and fauna habitat,  
• provide and protect wildlife corridors including in the marine environment 
• provide more public open space and  
• minimise the need for offsets. 

Ecological Assessments carried out along the drainage lines may not have been adequate to identify 
the ecological values in relation to potential habitat for species and ecological communities listed 
under the Environment Protection Act 1999 (EPBC Act) and Flora and Fauna Guarantee Act (FFG 
Act) within the study area for this assessment. In addition, the Ecological Assessments carried out 

http://www.veac.vic.gov.au/documents/VEAC_CoastalRsAssessment_DraftReport2019-LR-.pdf
http://www.veac.vic.gov.au/documents/VEAC_CoastalRsAssessment_DraftReport2019-LR-.pdf
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along the outfall sites, drainage lines may not have been adequate to identify potential impacts on 
EPBC and FFG listed species, vegetation communities and aquatic habitats. 
Increased environmental threat from pet ownership in townships adjoining coastal 
reserves and beaches 
There is a trend for increasing Pet Ownership (2.8% from 2013-2016). This is generally 
higher for an older age demographic such as exists in Cape Paterson. This is already placing 
unsustainable pressure on local beach nesting birds such as the Hooded Plover. (see separate 
submission from Birdlife Australia) The Ecovillage development was originally planned to 
be dog and cat free but now allows dogs. They have provided an off-leash dog run but many 
dog owners prefer to take their dogs to the beach.  

 
“Dogs, particularly when off lead, disturb beach-
nesting birds such as hooded plovers leading to egg 
and chick abandonment, nest predation, and 
ultimately breeding failure” 
199. Weston, M.A. and Elgar, M.A. (2005) Disturbance to brood-
rearing hooded plover Thinornis rubicollis: responses and 
consequences. Bird Conservation International 15: 193-209. 
 
With 200 dwellings yet to be built at the 
Ecovillage (within easy walking distance of 
beaches) the threat to beach nesting birds is 

already set to increase. When considered community wide a household penetration of dog 
ownership 38-45% the number of dogs in Cape Paterson (and on beaches) will increase from 
450 in peak season to 540 before any additional rezoning. Adding 1000 new houses will 
increase this by an additional 450 dogs (total 990) over the summer period (Nesting time for 
Hooded Plovers). Bass Coast Local Laws Officers are already unable to deal with the current 
volume of off-lead dogs in designated on-lead areas. How will they deal such a large 
increase-and, more importantly, how will the endangered Hooded Plovers?   
https://animalmedicinesaustralia.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2016/12/AMA_Pet-Ownership-in-
Australia-2016-Report_sml.pdf 
 
Environment –Yallock-Bulluk Marine and Coastal Park 

In a speech introducing the legislation for this park, 
local MLA Member, Jordan Crugnale, said “This park 
is suitably named the Yallock-Bulluk Marine and 
Coastal Park. The name was chosen by the Bunurong 
Land Council Aboriginal Corporation. The name itself 
reflects the significant cultural history of the land over 
thousands of years. Yallock-Bulluk are the clan of the 
Bunurong that cared for this country. Yallock is the 
word for creek or river and Bulluk means swamp. 
Yallock-
Bulluk 
country 
therefore 

extends from Tooradin to the Tarwin River. So important 
is the cultural heritage of this area that the distinctive 
area and landscapes project that was recently declared 
by the Minister for Planning will also have a statement 
of significance with the traditional owners of the area. 
There are a number of significant cultural heritage sites, 

https://animalmedicinesaustralia.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2016/12/AMA_Pet-Ownership-in-Australia-2016-Report_sml.pdf
https://animalmedicinesaustralia.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2016/12/AMA_Pet-Ownership-in-Australia-2016-Report_sml.pdf
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such as shell middens, artefacts and a grinding stone site here, and a richness of history and truth 
telling also needs to be told………In the marine world, there are sea stars, feather stars, crabs, snails 
and 87 species of fish. This coast has the highest recorded biodiversity of intertidal and subtidal 
invertebrates in eastern Victoria, and the range of seaweed species is large. LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY 
DAILY HANSARD WEDNESDAY, 27 NOVEMBER 2019 

Conservation Priorities for Victoria’s Natural Heritage  
Victoria’s marine and coastal ecosystems are under pressure from a multitude of human-driven 

extinction processes. Listed under the Flora and 
Fauna Guarantee Act, for example, are seven 
‘potentially threatening processes’ specific to marine 
and estuarine habitats and another 30 or so directly 
affecting coastal habitats or their catchments. 
Following is an outline of threats in four major 
categories: climate change, habitat loss and 
degradation (e.g. coastal development), dysfunction of 
biological interactions (e.g. invasive species and algal 
blooms) and overexploitation (fishing). Many long-
term threats – coastal development and invasive 

species, for example – are undiminished or intensifying. VNPA (2014) Natural Victoria: Conservation 
Priorities for Victoria’s Natural Heritage. Nature Conservation Review. Full Report. Victorian 
National Parks Association, Melbourne. P’54 

Coastal development  
The Victorian coastline has already suffered much 
damage from urbanisation, industrialisation and 
visitation. Much remnant habitat exists in a narrow 
strip, hemmed in by roads, car parks, caravan parks 
and buildings, and vulnerable to fragmentation, weeds, 
vandalism and dieback. The pressures are increasing, 
with the number of applications for development under 
the Coastal Management Act increasing by about one 
third between 2003-04 and 2009.  
 
 

Between 1980 and 2004 urban areas increased by 
15%, extending from 270 to 311 kilometres, 17% of the 
coastline. (P’95) This trend will continue as Victoria’s 
population grows. About 16% of the population lives 
within five kilometres of the coast, and in the decade 
from 2001 the coastal population grew an average 
1.3% a year to 840,000. Other development pressures 
come from high rates of visitation, an estimated 13 
million visits a year by Victorians.  VNPA (2014) Natural 
Victoria: Conservation Priorities for Victoria’s Natural Heritage. Nature 
Conservation Review. Full Report. Victorian National Parks Association, 
Melbourne. P’96 

4. Existing Strategic Planning Framework 
Gippsland Regional Growth Plan 2014 
Since the Cape Paterson town boundary was over-extended in 2010 Wonthaggi was identified as peri-
urban growth location, however the uptake of new residential development, identified in the 
Wonthaggi framework Plan (4,350 lots), has been slow despite large areas allocated for growth. 
Rezoning a large area of land for 500-1000 houses at a nearby coastal location clearly subverts the 
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intent of the Gippsland Regional Growth Plan by creating disproportionate growth in an 
environmentally sensitive coastal village rather than in designated growth areas.  

 
 
Bass Coast Strategic Coastal Planning Framework 
The adoption of this Framework in to the Planning scheme, with regards to Cape Paterson, was as a 
result of Ministerial Amendment C119. The history to this is relevant. When C53/C93/C98 were 
placed on exhibition the Planning Panel report recommended that C53 (Western town boundary 
expansion for the Ecovillage) not proceed. Council voted to abandon the amendment and it lapsed. 
(Gov’t Gazette 4/08/2010).  Further strategic work was requested on C93 (Framework) and concern 
was expressed about the large amount of land within the Northern boundary. This never occurred 
because in May 2011 Amendment C119, a Ministerial Amendment, was declared to expand the 
western boundary for the ecovillage (previously lapsed C53) and also to “amends clause 21.10 of the 
Bass Coast Planning Scheme to introduce the Cape Paterson Strategic Framework Plan April 
2011”. This was despite the planning panel stating that “it would be inappropriate to adopt both 
extension areas, and would represent a significant oversupply in the planning period.” 
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The Cape Paterson community has 
been waiting for ten years for the 
opportunity to review this excessive 
amount of land being included in the 
Northern town boundary and to 
question the assumptions made in the 
Strategic Coastal Planning Framework, 
and how this led to the “over 
expanded” town boundary for Cape 
Paterson. Despite many questions 
being raised about the strategic 
justification for such a large area of 
land being included within the 
Northern town boundary (by DPCD, 
Council planners, Councilors and the 
Planning Panel) the conclusion was 

reached that the coastal towns would need to accommodate such a large increase in their population, 
with Cape Paterson allocated over one third of the total? The Framework drew on official population 
projections showing that between 2006 and 2026 the municipality would grow by 11,200 people. To 
work out where in Bass Coast these additional people would be accommodated, the Framework 
simply assumed that the existing distribution of the population in the major towns of Wonthaggi, 
Inverloch and San Remo would remain unchanged, saying: “There is no evidence indicating that 
these towns share of total population is likely to vary over time”. With these towns accounting for 
61% of the existing population, it follows that they are assumed to account for the same share of the 
projected growth, with the balance of 4,360 ending up in the coastal towns. Using an assumed 
household size of 2.1, it follows that the coastal towns would need an additional 2,070 dwellings. 
However, as was pointed out earlier, the Framework acknowledged that more than half the dwelling 
stock in coastal areas is for holiday homes, meaning that to deliver an additional 2,070 permanent 
homes the dwelling stock in total would need to increase by around 5,000.  

Distinctive Areas and Landscape (DAL) 
C136 is inconsistent with State Government policy for Bass Coast, which was taken to the last State 
election held in November 2018. At that election, the key planning policy announcement involved 
the Premier declaring his Government’s intention to consider declaring areas of the Bass Coast Shire 
a Distinctive Area and Landscape status under the Planning and Environment Act (1987). This 
requires a Statement of Planning Policy to be developed that will guide planning decisions over the 
next 50 years. This declaration was made in Nov 2019 for the entire shore rather than designated 
areas. Preparation of a draft Statement of Planning Policy is in the process of being prepared. The 
first phase of consultation in 2019 (before declaration) showed overwhelmingly that the people of 
Bass Coast cited overdevelopment as one of the greatest threats to the region. The Cape Paterson 
community, with the greatest number of responses for any area, also clearly stated that they do not 
want a large scale development of the type proposed by C136 with many submissions stressing the 
importance of reducing the town boundary.  
 

The concern expressed was so great that in Nov 2019 the local State member, 
Jordan Crugnale, issued a media release stating:  
“The Planning Minister’s decision to grant the authorisation for the Cape 
Paterson C136 amendment is not an indication of whether it will be approved or 
not. In the authorisation, the Minister stated very clearly that it has to have 
regard for the Distinctive Area and Landscape (DAL) project and in particular 
any impact on settlement planning, and the environmental and landscape 
significance of the land subject to this amendment…… 
She continued by stating:  
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• All aspects including the town boundary will be considered in this process 
•  I want to assure the community that this amendment process is overarched by the Bass Coast 

DAL project and any decisions will be made through this lens.  
The CPRRA will be encouraging the community to make submissions on the draft Statement of 
Planning policy, due some weeks after making submission on C136 but is also aware of “submission 
fatigue” when community members are asked to constantly make submissions on complex planning 
and environmental issues so that they can be “consulted”.  

5. Additional pressure on existing village and infrastructure 
Rural Land Use Strategy 
The Rural Land Use Strategy 2013 was implemented via Planning Scheme Amendment C140 in 
February, 2017. In relation to the Bunurong Coast and Hinterland, the Strategy notes that 
“Development in the near-coastal hinterland will be restricted to the settlement of Cape Paterson or 
set a sufficient distance back from the coast to be nestled in topography and screened from views by 
landscaping and increased vegetation on the inland side of coastal viewpoints.” The map of the 
Proposed Inverloch-Cape Paterson Rural Activity Zone shows the subject land as being within the 
Cape Paterson settlement boundaries. 

The strategy identified land to the east of Cape Paterson as suitable for a Rural Activity Zone to 
facilitate the desired future rural land use outcomes. Currently no development applications have been 
lodged to develop within this zone but when this does occur it will exacerbate the existing safety 
issues on the Inverloch-Cape Paterson, a winding stretch of road with magnificent scenic views and a 
conflict between road users. Popular with bike riders and motorbike riders, it is also popular with 
visiting tourists. The narrowness of the road and lack of road shoulders make it highly dangerous with 
car required to cross double lines to pass bike riders and there have already been two fatalities within 
the last 20 years before any future development takes place. The additional traffic from an extra 1000 
houses when travelling to Inverloch will make this far more dangerous and increase fatalities. 
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Development pressures western town boundary of Cape Paterson 
There have previously been applications from the landowner adjoining the current western boundary 
of Cape Paterson to develop eco-cabins and for this land to be included in the Rural Tourism Zone. 
These were rejected (after appeal at VCAT) because of the distance from the town boundary at the 
time. Now that the western town boundary has been extended to Wilsons’s rod (as part of C119) these 
arguments may not apply and father development applications are likely to be made in the future.   

Transport and Climate Change – a low carbon economy 
The Regional Growth Plan does not address the regional issues associated with transport between 
small towns.  It states “Wonthaggi, Inverloch and Cape Paterson are within convenient commuting 
distance of each other.” but this is mostly by private vehicle, and makes no allowance for poor public 
transport timetabling and lack of regular services. Passengers arriving or departing on the on the Vline 
bus from Wonthaggi to Melbourne via Anderson often have to wait an hour for a connecting local bus 
or catch a taxi, which costs more one-way than a discounted return fare to Melbourne.   
 
“Cape Paterson will rely on combined services at Inverloch and Wonthaggi.” presumes public 
transport availability which does not exist.  
 
“Climate change and the introduction of initiatives to reduce greenhouse gas emissions will have 
major implications for the Gippsland economy…..Gippsland will need to move to a low-carbon 
economy… (Part C 11. Regional economy)  
 
Creating a large urban subdivision dependant on private motor vehicle transport with irregular public 
transport contradicts the many State Government initiatives to move to a low carbon economy. Of 
those in the workforce at Cape Paterson 75% went to work in a private motor vehicle with 70% as the 
driver.  

6. Cape Paterson- a strong sense of community  
 
Cape Paterson Residents and Ratepayers Association (CPRRA) Community Survey on 
Views on Residential Development  
Note: This is an excerpt from the Community Survey. The full survey is attached in the Appendix.  

Purpose  
• The purpose of the survey is to provide a better understanding of the opinions and values of Cape 

Paterson permanent and part-time residents concerning future residential development in Cape 
Paterson, and  

• The CPRRA needed a strong statistical basis for representing the opinions and values of our 
community when we communicate with Bass Coast Shire councillors, Bass Coast Shire planning 
department, the Cape Paterson community and land developers.  

Process  
• In April 2017, the CPRRA distributed a survey to permanent and part-time residents  
• A hardcopy of the survey was delivered to each letter box in Cape Paterson (there are 

approximately 1,010 dwellings in Cape Paterson) 
• An online survey was also distributed via our extensive email contact list  
• 377 surveys were completed and returned, and  
• Approximately half the completed surveys were hardcopy and half were online.  

Summary of Survey Highlights  
• 92% of respondents disagreed with adding a new residential sub-division 
• 95% of respondents stated there is already adequate residential land supply  
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• 79% of respondents stated that, if a new sub-division was unavoidable, the maximum total 
number of lots should be 100  

• 66% of respondents stated that, if a new sub-division was unavoidable, land release staging 
should be regulated by a 'controlled timed staging', and  

• 97% of respondents stated a revised proposal of 450-500 blocks for the Cape Paterson North 
development was too big.  

 
Distinctive Areas and Landscape: Hopefully the importance of township amenity and sense of 
community will be highlighted in the Distinctive Areas and Landscape Statement of Policy (DAL 
SPP) because this is a noticeable gap in the current planning policy framework.   
 
At present there is little in the Bass Coast Planning Scheme to assist Council, the community, permit 
applicants or VCAT to understand the existing character elements within the various townships. 
Similarly, there is little guidance in relation to establishing a future or preferred character. (excerpt 
DAL documentation) 
 
These character elements play a vital role in resilient communities such as Cape Paterson and are 
threatened by overdevelopment.  
A simple example: Currently parents often allow their children to walk to the beach or visit friends, 
along unmade roads with no footpaths and limited traffic. The extra vehicle traffic from hundreds of 
additional cars using these unsealed roads as “rat runs” will make this unsafe. Result:  Children will 
be driven to the beach or to visit friends resulting in extra traffic, no parking; less freedom for the 
children and loss of township amenity.  

Township Character Study - Hansen Partnership April 2019 
1.1 Background  
Bass Coast Shire Council engaged Hansen Partnership to undertake a study of township character 
across the municipality. The Township Character Study (herein referred to as the TCS) is intended to 
identify the valued character attributes of the various townships and in doing so, prioritise those that 
warrant a greater level of protection through additional planning controls.  
The following report has been prepared in conjunction with Council Officers and follows a four-step 
process involving;  
• A background (desktop) review of the townships, the existing planning policy framework, key 

strategic policy documents and other supporting information;  
• Development of a ‘character matrix’ for use in assessing township character;  
• Fieldwork including detailed inspections of the various townships and assessment against the 

‘character matrix’; and  
• An analysis of the information gained and discussion on the need for additional planning controls 

to protect townships identified as having a distinctive character.  
 
The overarching aim of the TCS is to provide Council with the necessary information to determine 
which townships (or parts of townships) have a clearly identifiable character and ascertain whether 
the existing planning controls are adequate in dealing with current and predicted pressures for 
growth. The result of this work will allow Council to prioritise the towns where further strategic work 
is recommended. 
 
Conclusion: Townships with Medium Priority Rating 
There is no urgent requirement to undertake further character studies for any towns with a medium 
priority rating. The existing planning policy framework is considered generally effective in most 
cases. That said, opportunity exists for Council to provide greater protection to parts of towns which 
have a distinctive character through the application of the new residential zones. The task of 
identifying the location and extent of these areas may necessitate dedicated neighbourhood character 
studies to be undertaken. 
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Bass, Cape Paterson, Cowes, Inverloch, Newhaven, Rhyll and Silverleaves were found to 
have a HIGH overall character rating. Cape Paterson and Silverleaves have high pressures 
for growth but benefit from an advanced planning policy framework. These towns therefore 
have a MEDIUM priority rating. Cowes and Inverloch have high pressures for growth but a 
less advanced policy framework. As a result, these towns are considered to warrant a HIGH 
priority rating.  

CPRRA Response: 
Unfortunately, there was absolutely no community involvement or consultation for this study and the 
recommendations reflect this. None of the planning history or community outrage over the expanded 
town boundary was considered. Neither was:  

• the Cape Paterson Community Plan in 2010
• the Ministerial intervention with C119 in 2011
• the abandonment of the Special Charge Scheme (wasting hundreds of thousands of dollars)
• the CPRRA community survey in 2017

By only doing a desktop analysis the study gives little consideration to the threats to the amenity of 
Cape Paterson by overdevelopment, and concludes that it does not warrant further character study. It 
also states:  
Given the apparent low pressures for new development, the priority rating for further character 
investigations of Cape Paterson is identified as MEDIUM. (P’31 Township Character Study-Hansen 
Partnership April 2019) 

The report seems unaware (despite being updated in 2019) to the pending rezoning for 1000 new 
dwellings proposed in 2016 then again in 2019 with C136. Alternatively, it may have simply accepted 
the expanded Northern town boundary forced on the community in 2011 as a fait accompli despite the 
strong community desire to reduce it.  

7. Development Plan Overlay
Need for reduction 
In submissions made to Council in 2018, when C136 was being considered for exhibition the CPRRA 
argued that the community should be consulted and involved in the design of any suggested DPO and 
development plan. We said they should also be consulted about any proposed developer infrastructure 
contribution and how they might be spent. We were aware of promises of donations of land to local 
community groups and Lifesaving clubs and believed that the timing of these promised donations was 
an attempt to influence community members and get Councillors to vote for the proposal. Recent 
events in Casey Shire as documents in IBAC hearings demonstrate the dangers of not having an open 
consultative process when money or potential donations are involved. There has still been no open 
consultation on these promises, and that is all they are at this stage.    

If the DPO is adopted as part of C136, all third party appeal rights by the Councillors and by the 
Community will disappear for the life of any future the development. The development plan will be 
approved by the “responsible authority” i.e.: Council staff without any legally required input or 
consultation with the Community. In effect, if adopted, the DPO is saying “we know what’s best for 
the next 20-30 years in terms of subdivision layout, sustainable housing, infrastructure provision, 
average lot sizes”.   Over a suggested 30-year timeframe there will be 7 new Bass Coast Councils 
elected with no ability to change or modify the adopted Development Plan overlay without going 
through a Planning Scheme Amendment process. This DPO, if adopted, will lock in future councils to 
today’s “best practice” planning guidelines but it will also effectively guarantee the future rezoning 
for an additional 500 houses because of infrastructure, open space, drainage design incorporated into 
the required development plan for C136.  
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For the reasons stated above we believe it is essential that if any land is recommended to be rezoned 
as part of C136 that the DPO needs to be reduced so it only includes the land being rezoned. Having 
additional land within the town boundary included in the DPO will result in poor planning outcomes 
if the town boundary is reduced now as part of C136 or in the future.  

Schedule 26 to clause 43.04 development plan overlay 
Despite two community consultation sessions held at the Cape Paterson Community Hall on 27th Jan 
and 15th Feb 2020 there was little information provided about the development plan. A common 
complaint from community members leaving the hall was the lack of detail provided. The CPRRA 
believes that by only presenting information about the strategic planning process and timeline rather 
than more detail e.g.: proposed subdivision layout with lots and road linkages marked, examples of 
proposed infrastructure contributions within the existing township. Some of these details are 
contained within the exhibited documents, available online, but most community members are 
daunted by the prospect of reading 560 pages to be properly informed.  

We have received advice from the Council planners that there will be further community consultation 
on the development plan if C136 if approved does this does not give the community enough detailed 
information so they can respond; support or disagree; in their submissions. There is also no right of 
appeal to anything in the development plan if C136 is approved. All control goes to the “responsible 
authority” and historically has excluded community involvement. This is an unreasonable abuse of 
open consultative process and results in an alienated and hostile community who become increasingly 
disenfranchised from the planning process.  

The current DPO needs to be rejected for the above reasons. If a modified and reduced rezoning 
proposal is submitted in the future, much more detail (Full draft Development Plan) should be 
provided to the community so they can make an informed response in their submissions and so 
Councillors can also make an informed response when they consider those submissions.  

8. Bass Coast Planning Scheme
When considering any request to amend the Planning Scheme, the Bass Coast Shire Council must be 
satisfied that the proposed amendment is consistent with the Bass Coast Planning Scheme objectives. 
Policies considered relevant to the site and their context that have been summarised in this section are 
as follows: 

State Planning Policy Framework: 
• Clause 11 Settlement
• Clause 11.07 Regional Victoria
• Clause 11.10 Gippsland
• Clause 12 Environmental and Landscape Values
• Clause 13 Environmental Risks
• Clause 14 Natural Resource Management
• Clause 15 Built Environment and Heritage
• Clause 16 Housing
• Clause 18 Transport
• Clause 19 Infrastructure Local Planning Policy Framework:
• Clause 21.01 Council Profile
• Clause 21.02 Settlement
• Clause 21.04 Environment
• Clause 21.05 Landscape and built form
• Clause 21.06 Infrastructure
• Clause 21.09 Low growth settlements
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11.   SETTLEMENT – GIPPSLAND 

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. 
• 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 facilitate sustainable development that takes full advantage of existing 

settlement patterns and investment in transport, utility, social, community and commercial 
infrastructure and services. 

C136 conflicts with the items listed above as it will add pressure to the nearby environmentally 
sensitive areas, is not integrated transport wise with Wonthaggi or other nearby townships 
(Inverloch) and does not have the infrastructure present in Wonthaggi.  

 
11.01-1R  Settlement – Gippsland Strategies 

• Support urban growth in Latrobe City as Gippsland’s regional city, at Bairnsdale, 
Leongatha, Sale, Warragul/Drouin and Wonthaggi as regional centres, and in sub-regional 
networks of towns. 

C136 does not support urban growth in Wonthaggi. It subverts it by encouraging urban growth in 
Cape Paterson.  

• Provide regional social infrastructure in the regional city and regional centres. 
• Plan for increased seasonal demand on services and infrastructure in towns with high holiday 

home ownership. 

Bass Coast Council cannot adequately fund existing infrastructure requirements in Wonthaggi or 
Cape Paterson e.g.: The Bay Beach Masterplan (2014) has not received any funding for further 
development or implementation. The Lifesaving Clubs cannot cope with increasing demand for 
services and the increase in volunteers required. Overcrowded beaches will lead to visitors 
accessing nearby surf beaches which are dangerous for swimming.  

 
11.02-1S Supply of urban land  

Objective 
To ensure a sufficient supply of land is available for residential, commercial, retail, industrial, 
recreational, institutional and other community uses. 
Strategies 
• Plan to accommodate projected population growth over at least a 15-year period and provide 

clear direction on locations where growth should occur. Residential land supply will be 
considered on a municipal basis, rather than a town-by-town basis. 

Planning for urban growth should consider:  
• Neighbourhood character and landscape considerations. 
• The limits of land capability and natural hazards and environmental quality. 
• Service limitations and the costs of providing infrastructure. 
• Monitor development trends and land supply and demand for housing and industry. 

As there is a large land supply at the nearby designated growth centre (Wonthaggi) there is no 
justification for a large urban expansion in Cape Paterson.  
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11.02-2S     Structure planning 

Objective 
To facilitate the orderly development of urban areas. 
Strategies 
Ensure effective planning and management of the land use and development of an area through 
the preparation of relevant plans. Undertake comprehensive planning for new areas as sustainable 
communities that offer high-quality, frequent and safe local and regional public transport and a 
range of local activities for living, working and recreation. 
Facilitate the preparation of a hierarchy of structure plans or precinct structure plans that: 
• Take into account the strategic and physical context of the location.
• Provide the broad planning framework for an area as well as the more detailed planning

requirements for neighbourhoods and precincts, where appropriate.
• Provide for the development of sustainable and liveable urban areas in an integrated manner.
• Assist the development of walkable neighbourhoods.
• Facilitate the logical and efficient provision of infrastructure.
• Facilitate the use of existing infrastructure and services.

C136 will not use existing infrastructure and services located in Wonthaggi. Existing infrastructure 
will need to be upgraded with additional costs not paid by the developer. Instead they will be 
amortised across existing ratepayers. There is little integration between the proposed development 
and the existing Cape Paterson township. C136 will destroy the existing amenity and walkable 
neighbourhood in Cape Paterson by increasing traffic flows to an unsafe level of risk. 

11.03-2S Growth areas 

Objective 
To locate urban growth close to transport corridors and services and provide efficient and 
effective infrastructure to create sustainability benefits while protecting primary production, major 
sources of raw materials and valued environmental areas. 

Cape Paterson is not close to transport corridors. Access to Wonthaggi s generally by private 
motor vehicle dues to limited public bus transport.   It will place unsustainable pressure on the 
adjoining Marine and Coastal park and significant flora and fauna within the Coastal reserve.  

Strategies 
• Concentrate urban expansion into growth areas that are served by high-capacity public

transport.
• Retain unique characteristics of established areas impacted by growth.
• Protect and manage natural resources and areas of heritage, cultural and environmental

significance.
• Create well planned, easy to maintain and safe streets and neighbourhoods that reduce

opportunities for crime, improve perceptions of safety and increase levels of community
participation.

• Respond to climate change and increase environmental sustainability.
• Deliver accessible, integrated and adaptable community infrastructure.
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11.03-3S Peri-urban areas 

Objective 
To manage growth in peri-urban areas to protect and enhance their identified valued attributes. 
Strategies 
• Identify and protect areas that are strategically important for the environment, biodiversity, 

landscape, open space, water, agriculture, energy, recreation, tourism, environment, cultural 
heritage, infrastructure, extractive and other natural resources. 

• Provide for development in established settlements that have capacity for growth having 
regard to complex ecosystems, landscapes, agricultural and recreational activities including 
in Warragul-Drouin, Bacchus Marsh, Torquay-Jan Juc, Gisborne, Kyneton, Wonthaggi, 
Kilmore, Broadford, Seymour and Ballan and other towns identified by Regional Growth 
Plans as having potential for growth. 

Future growth should take place in Wonthaggi where there is established capacity.  
 
11.03-4S Coastal settlement 

Objective 
To plan for sustainable coastal development. 
Strategies 
• Plan and manage coastal population growth and increased visitation so that impacts do not 

cause unsustainable use of coastal resources. 

C136 will place unsustainable pressure on coastal resources. Increased pressure will already occur 
from the adjoining Rural Tourism zone from Cape Paterson to Inverloch and the extension of the 
George Bass walk from Can Remo to Inverloch and the declaration of the Yallock - Bulluk Marine 
and Coastal Park.  

 
• Identify a clear settlement boundary around coastal settlements to ensure that growth in 

coastal areas is planned and coastal values are protected.  

Reducing the Northern town boundary and making a protected boundary under the DAL is 
essential to protect coastal values.  

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

Wonthaggi is capable of accommodating future growth. Cape Paterson is not.  

• 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 linear urban sprawl along the coastal edge and ribbon development in rural 
landscapes. 

Properties adjoining the northern town boundary are already being advertise as “land banking 
opportunity” with inflated prices.  Reducing the town boundary will reduce the risk of further 
linear coastal expansion.  

• Minimise the quantity and enhance the quality of stormwater discharge from new 
development into the ocean, bays and estuaries. 

Stormwater discharge from C136 is a major threat to the Marine and Coastal park as it will flow 
directly through Pea creek – an environmentally sensitive area with endangered flora and fauna 
and a known nesting area of the endangered Hooded Plover.  
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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. 

C136 is in conflict with a number of the clauses following. The subject land contains highly 
sensitive flora and fauna which will be surrounded by urban development with many associated 
risks of non-native species and weed spread, dogs off lead-threat to native wildlife, lack of wildlife 
corridors for animals to move or escape.  These risks will not only apply to the area within the 
subject land but also to the Marine and Coastal park and coastal foreshore areas. The photo below 
illustrates the type of urban density in the existing township that will surround the environmentally 
sensitive area.  
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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: Cumulative impacts. Fragmentation of
habitat. 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.

C136 poses distinct risks to the Hooded Plover nesting sites adjoining the stormwater outfall at Pea 
creek. Extreme weather events such as occurred in 2019 will occur more often especially with such 
a large hard surface area from 1000 additional houses  
The spread of pest plants, animals and pathogens into natural ecosystems will intensify with such a 
large increase in temporary and permanent residents.  
Access by new residents and visitors to the coastal foreshore reserve will increase, as will the 
number of dogs allowed off-lead in on-lead areas as evidenced by Council by-law officers.  

12.01-2S Native vegetation management 

Objective 
To ensure that there is no net loss to biodiversity as a result of the removal, destruction or lopping 
of native vegetation. 
Strategies 
Ensure decisions that involve, or will lead to, the removal, destruction or lopping of native 
vegetation, apply the three-step approach in accordance with the Guidelines for the removal, 
destruction or lopping of native vegetation (Department of Environment, Land, Water and 
Planning, 2017):  
• Avoid the removal, destruction or lopping of native vegetation.
• Minimise impacts from the removal, destruction or lopping of native vegetation that cannot be

avoided.
• Provide an offset to compensate for the biodiversity impact from the removal, destruction or

lopping of native vegetation.

This development, if approved, will have a serious detrimental effect on the area of native 
vegetation within the subject site as well as in the coastal foreshore.  
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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. 
Strategies 
Coordinate land use and planning with the requirements of the Coastal Management Act 1995 to: 
• Provide clear direction for the future sustainable use of the coast, including the marine

environment, for recreation, conservation, tourism, commerce and similar uses in appropriate 
areas. 

• Protect and maintain areas of environmental significance. Identify suitable areas and
opportunities for improved facilities. 

• Apply the hierarchy of principles for coastal planning and management:
Principle 1: Ensure the protection of significant environmental and cultural values. 
Principle 2: Undertake integrated planning and provide clear direction for the future. 
Principle 3: Ensure the sustainable use of natural coastal resources. 
Principle 4: Ensure development on the coast is located in existing modified and resilient 
environments where the demand for development is evident and any impacts can be managed 
sustainably. 

• Plan for marine development and infrastructure that is sensitive to marine national parks and
environmental assets. 

There is almost no mention in the C136 documentation of the adjoining Marine and Coastal Park.  
Increased stormwater run-off, visitor numbers, dogs, litter and plastics will all be detrimental to 
this pristine environment.  
The increase of boat launches and retrievals from the Cape Paterson boat ramp (only possible by 
driving onto the beach) will conflict with beach access for visitors 

• Ensure development protects and seeks to enhance coastal biodiversity and ecological values.
• Ensure development is sensitively sited and designed and respects the character of coastal
• settlements.
• Encourage revegetation of cleared land abutting coastal reserves.
• Maintain the natural drainage patterns, water quality and biodiversity in and adjacent to

coastal estuaries, wetlands and waterways.
• Avoid disturbance of coastal acid sulphate soils.
• Protect cultural heritage places, including Aboriginal places, archaeological sites and historic

shipwrecks.

The coastal foreshore reserve around Cape Paterson, Wreck beach and Harmers Haven is well 
documented for the many features it contains such as aboriginal middens, shipwreck relics 
(Artisan), Barlow rails from the Victorian Coal company railway track from Harmers Haven to 
Cape Paterson (both above ground and underwater). The nearby Dinosaur footprints at the Caves 
(on road to Inverloch) were recently vandalised causing irreparable harm.  

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 
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important natural processes. 

Planning should prepare for and respond to the impacts of climate change. 

13.01-1S  Natural hazards and climate change 

Objective 
To minimise the impacts of natural hazards and adapt to the impacts of climate change through 
risk-based planning. 

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

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

Integrate strategic land use planning with emergency management decision making. 

Direct population growth and development to low risk locations. 

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

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. 

14.01-1S  Protection of agricultural land 

Objective 
To protect the state’s agricultural base by preserving productive farmland. 
Strategies 
Identify areas of productive agricultural land, including land for primary production and intensive 
agriculture. 

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

Protect productive farmland that is of strategic significance in the local or regional context. 

Protect productive agricultural land from unplanned loss due to permanent changes in land use. 

Limit new housing development in rural areas by: 

• Directing housing growth into existing settlements.
• Identify areas of productive agricultural land by consulting with the Department of Economic

Development, Jobs, Transport and Resources and using available information.
• In considering a proposal to use, subdivide or develop agricultural land, consider the:

Desirability and impacts of removing the land from primary production, given its agricultural
productivity.

• Impacts on the continuation of primary production on adjacent land, with particular regard
to land values and the viability of infrastructure for such production.

• Compatibility between the proposed or likely development and the existing use of the
• surrounding land.
• The potential impacts of land use and development on the spread of plant and animal pests

from areas of known infestation into agricultural areas.
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• Land capability.
• Avoid the subdivision of productive agricultural land from diminishing the long-term

productive capacity of the land.

C136 will remove productive agricultural land from farming use permanently.  
Farm properties adjoining the existing town boundary are already being sold as “land banking 
opportunity”. Pressure for further urban development will increase unless the town boundary is 
reduced and any rezoning proposal reduced to no more than 100 lots.  

15 BUILT ENVIRONMENT AND HERITAGE 

Planning should protect places and sites with significant heritage, architectural, aesthetic, 
scientific and cultural value. 

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. “

Whilst the BW planning report says much about the Built Environment and Heritage on the subject 
land, it says nothing about the other aspects of clause 15 that enhance amenity and character of the 
existing township. We contend that this amendment in fact runs counter to the intentions of this 
planning section.  

15.01-1S Urban Design 

There are currently few dedicated paths or cycle tracks in Cape Paterson apart from those closer to 
Surf Beach Parade and the commercial centre. By default, the existing dirt roads become safe 
walking and cycle paths due to the current low volume of vehicular traffic that uses the local roads. 
The proposed amendment will use Park Parade and Spear Street (both dirt roads) as feeder roads to 
the beach and commercial centre, making these roads less safe for walkers and cyclists. The 
proponents argue that there will be an increased demand by retirees for houses in the new estate, 
many of whom will be car dependent for access to the commercial centre and Wonthaggi. 

15.01-2S Building design 

Ensure development is designed to protect and enhance valued landmarks, views and vistas.  

Ensure development provides safe access and egress for pedestrians, cyclists and vehicles.  

Ensure development provides landscaping that responds to its site context, enhances the built form 
and creates safe and attractive spaces. 

The planning report is silent on how the development will enhance the outlook for residents of 
Seaward Drive or how increased traffic will be managed at the corner of Tarooh Street and 
Seaward Drive. House lots on the higher ridgelines will encourage increased building heights to 
maximise sea views. The planning report does not mention how it’s landscape will integrate with 
Cape Paterson. The existing township has no vegetation covenants (indeed, invasive species are 
common and rampant) and The Cape development has covenants to promote indigenous perennial 
planting. 
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15.01-4S Healthy neighbourhoods 

Connected, safe, pleasant and attractive walking and cycling networks that enable and promote 
walking and cycling as a part of daily life.  

Streets with direct, safe and convenient access to destinations. 

The subject land is at least 1 to 1.75 kilometres walking distance to the commercial centre of Cape 
Paterson or the beach. For those who are healthy enough and who have the motivation to exercise, 
this is no obstacle. It is unclear from the documentation provided how those who are unable or 
unwilling to exercise will be encouraged to walk or cycle from this development to the commercial 
centre, especially considering that the way through the existing township contains no dedicated 
public transport, paths or cycle tracks. Instead, it is more likely that people will then proceed to 
Wonthaggi or the beach precinct for their needs by getting in their cars and driving. 

15.01-5S Neighbourhood character 

Objective to recognise, support and protect neighbourhood character, cultural identity, and sense 
of place. 

The existing fabric of Cape Paterson comprises approximately 1000 houses with a further 20 to 25 
houses at The Cape to the west of the township. The character of Cape Paterson could be described 
as that of a ‘village’ in much the same way that other Victorian coastal places were 20 to 50 years 
ago. It is undeniable that former ‘villages’ such as Inverloch, Barwon Heads and Ocean Grove 
have now become coastal towns where suburban sprawl has replaced their formerly low key 
character.  

With 245 lots yet to be built on, an additional doubling the number of house lots available at Cape 
Paterson will irrevocably change its character as proposed by C136 and the DPO.  

Neighbourhood character was one of the drivers for having Bass Coast declared a Distinctive Area 
and Landscape (DAL) in October 2019, especially with regard to the small coastal towns within 
the shire. The Beveridge Williams report includes the Bass Coast DAL Community Engagement 
Key Findings Report as Appendix A in their own planning report, but do not address the key 
finding of threats being “Overdevelopment was overwhelmingly cited as the main threat to the 
identified values of Bass Coast “on page 22 of the DAL report (p111 of the BW report).  

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. 

Current public transport services from Cape Paterson to Wonthaggi run only 3 times per day. The 
development proposed will create further car dependence when efficient strategic planning 
imperatives would be to create more housing in proposed high growth areas like Wonthaggi.  

‘The Cape’ development has set new standards for minimising greenhouse gasses. If any rezoning 
for C136 is approved, these standards should not only be maintained and improved upon. This also 
applies to the amount of open space allocated which should be far in excess of the 11% currently 
proposed.   
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16 HOUSING 

Planning should provide for housing diversity, and ensure the efficient provision of supporting 
infrastructure.  
Planning should ensure the long term sustainability of new housing, including access to services, 
walkability to activity centres, public transport, schools and open space.  
Planning for housing should include the provision of land for affordable housing. 

16.01-1S Integrated housing 

Ensure housing developments are integrated with infrastructure and services, whether they are 
located in existing suburbs, growth areas or regional towns. 

Wonthaggi is flagged as a high growth area with enough existing services and infrastructure to 
accommodate that growth. Cape Paterson is designated as a “low growth” area with infrastructure 
and services that barely meet its current needs. 

16.01-2S Location of residential development 

Objective  To locate new housing in designated locations that offer good access to jobs, services 
and transport. 

Cape Paterson has very limited access to jobs, transport and services. Many long term older 
residents are forced to move from Cape Paterson to Wonthaggi because of the lack of services. 
Beyond the temporary provision of construction work, the developer is not proposing any addition 
to jobs, services or public transport apart from building construction. It is inefficient to build or 
augment existing services away from Wonthaggi where there is capacity to use existing 
infrastructure. 

16.01-4S Housing affordability 

Objective  To deliver more affordable housing closer to jobs, transport and services. 

Typically, coastal land costs will be higher than Wonthaggi which has jobs, transport, 
infrastructure and most importantly, available land. 

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.” 

Cape Paterson is one of the few remaining coastal villages on the Bunurong coast between San 
Remo and Inverloch. The intimate and quiet quality is what attracts tourists to Cape Paterson. 
Adding a suburban development to its unique character will destroy what is special about Cape 
Paterson. Visitor numbers in peak periods are already more than the village is able to 
accommodate with brown outs and poor data reception occurring. Bass Coast already has a high 
proportion of its economy dedicated to tourism and construction. This development proposal does 
nothing to diversify Bass Coast’s economy and comes with an opportunity cost for the 
development of Wonthaggi’s economy. 
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17.02-1S Business 

Objective To encourage development that meets the community’s needs for retail, entertainment, 
office and other commercial services. 

With the development located some distance from Cape Paterson’s commercial centre, car bound 
new residents would be just as likely go to Wonthaggi. It’s gain then would be at the cost of Cape 
Paterson’s commercial centre. 

17.04-1S Facilitating tourism 

Objective  To encourage tourism development to maximise the economic, social and cultural 
benefits of developing the state as a competitive domestic and international tourist destination. 

The addition of a suburban development to the north of Cape Paterson will discourage the 
attractiveness of Cape Paterson as a tourist destination as has happened on the Victorian Surf 
Coast where tourists bypass the areas of Ocean Grove, Barwon Heads and Torquay being attracted 
instead to the Great Ocean Road where natural attractions have been preserved in National Parks 
and areas with little urban development. All the above towns were once attractive villages in their 
own right but the success of their attractiveness is also the very thing that led to unattractive over 
development. 

17.04-2S Coastal and maritime tourism and recreation 

Objective: To encourage suitably located and designed coastal, marine and maritime tourism and 
recreational opportunities. 

Strategies  Support the development of ecotourism, tourism and major maritime events. 

The Ecovillage now known as ‘The Cape’ has encouraged ecotourism and sustainable living 
events. The proponents of the C136 amendment have not demonstrated that this will be an 
equivalent development. 

18 TRANSPORT 

Planning should ensure an integrated and sustainable transport system that provides access to 
social and economic opportunities, facilitates economic prosperity, contributes to environmental 
sustainability, coordinates reliable movements of people and goods, and is safe  

18.01-1S Land use and transport planning 

Objective:  To create a safe and sustainable transport system by integrating land use and 
transport. 

Strategies 
To minimise adverse impacts on existing transport networks and the amenity of surrounding areas. 

Coordinating improvements to public transport, walking and cycling networks with the ongoing 
development and redevelopment of urban areas.” 
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The existing township has a network of mostly unmade roads with no footpaths. Even many of the 
sealed roads have no footpaths and residents voted by an overwhelming majority in recent years to 
leave the unsealed roads as they are.  

The proposed amendment will use two of these existing dirt roads as feeder roads increasing dust, 
noise and traffic as well as reducing safety for pedestrians and cyclists through increased traffic 
volumes. 

Whilst the development plans show walking and cycling paths, most of these are on roads with no 
separate facilities for walking or cycling. This will be dangerous for pedestrians and will result in 
more car use making it more dangerous for pedestrians in the existing Cape Paterson township.  

18.02-1S Sustainable personal transport 

Objective  To promote the use of sustainable personal transport. 
Strategies  
Develop high quality pedestrian environments that are accessible to footpath-bound vehicles such 
as wheelchairs, prams and scooters. 
Ensure cycling infrastructure (on-road bicycle lanes and off-road bicycle paths) is planned to 
provide the most direct route practical and to separate cyclists from other road users, particularly 
motor vehicles. 

Traffic plans show no separate footpaths or cycle ways except for through the required open space. 
Roadways are shown without footpaths. The likelihood is that residents of this development are 
more likely to be car based – especially older people and young families. If any rezoning is 
approved, there should be designated walk and bicycle paths, not adjoining roads as there is in the 
Cape development.  

18.02-4S Car parking 

Objective To ensure an adequate supply of car parking that is appropriately designed and located. 
Strategies Protect the amenity of residential precincts from the effects of road congestion created 
by on-street parking. 

Having a car dependent development will reduce the parking amenity of existing residents 
especially at peak times when parking on Surf Beach Road suffers from a lack of available parking 
spaces. The traffic engineering assessment prepared for the applicant selectively picks times when 
Cape Paterson is in the low season and therefore seriously underestimates the inadequacy of 
parking during the high summer months of December and January. Many of the nearby roads have 
no or little facility for on street parking. 

19 INFRASTRUCTURE 

Planning is to recognise social needs by providing land for a range of accessible community 
resources, such as education, cultural, health and community support (mental health, aged care, 
disability, youth and family services) facilities. 

Planning should facilitate efficient use of existing infrastructure and human services. Providers of 
infrastructure, whether public or private bodies, are to be guided by planning policies and should 
assist strategic land use planning. 

Currently much of the social infrastructure does not exist in Cape Paterson and there is nowhere in 
Cape Paterson where any of these might be sited if Cape Paterson expands from a village to a town 
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as envisaged by the applicants. As mentioned earlier, Wonthaggi has this existing social and 
physical infrastructure with the capacity to expand. 

9.01-1S Energy supply 

Objective  To facilitate appropriate development of energy supply infrastructure. 
Strategies  Facilitate local energy generation to help diversify the local economy and improve 
sustainability outcomes. 

The planning report does not address the provision of local energy generation, only the need for 
the 22kV line along Cape Paterson to be upgraded (p41), again relying on infrastructure that often 
suffers brown outs and black outs at peak times.  

19.03-1S Development and infrastructure contributions plans 

Objective To facilitate the timely provision of planned infrastructure to communities through the 
preparation and implementation of development contributions plans and infrastructure 
contributions plans. 

Over the years, Cape Paterson has suffered greatly from the ad hoc and haphazard implementation 
of storm water drainage to the township. Two recent examples of the results of this are the 
flooding that occurred at the Bay Beach Precinct on the 10th of May 2019 and the discovery of an 
unknown but active storm water drain under the new Cape Paterson Life Saving Club. The 
discovery of the drain cost much time and expense in the construction of the new building due to 
delays and extra earthworks required. The flooding of the Bay Beach precinct and subsequent 
damage to the Wonthaggi Life Saving Club was caused by an inadequate storm water drain taking 
runoff from the north of the town, including runoff from the C136 amendment site when the 
existing drain to the Pea Creek drain was overwhelmed and water flowed over Seaward Drive. 
This is the third time this type of flooding has occurred in the past 20 years in the Bay Beach 
precinct. Whilst the applicant acknowledges that a contribution to existing infrastructure needs to 
be made as a result of this application, the amounts estimated are not included in the 
documentation, and it is unclear whether there will sufficient funds to fix or ameliorate an 
inadequate existing infrastructure despite the increased challenges caused by any new 
development.   

Leaving these important considerations until a development plan and DCS schedule is 
prepared excludes the community from any input and does not allow Councillors or the 
Planning Panel to adequately consider the FULL cost of infrastructure upgrades required 
and what portion will be covered by the developer contributions for off0site works.   

In 2015 residents affected by a proposed civil works programme to seal existing dirt roads in Cape 
Paterson overwhelmingly voted by a 70% majority to reject these works. Council had already 
spent $300,000 on the documentation before acknowledging that it needed the assent of the 
majority of the residents affected. Should the C136 amendment be approved residents will be 
subjected to extra dust and noise from construction and more permanently by through traffic from 
both the Cape site and from the northern development. (It should be noted that there is no direct 
vehicular traffic from The Cape). Again, it is unclear whether future sealing costs (if any) will be 
borne by either developer through a contribution plan.  

If upgrading to any infrastructure works is required, it would be unfair that existing residents will 
be burdened by upgrade costs and need to be informed beforehand.  
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19.03-4S Telecommunications 

Objective To facilitate the orderly development, extension and maintenance of telecommunication 
infrastructure. 

Current non NBN infrastructure already suffers from inadequate capacity during peak times of the 
year. Peak times of the year are also when bushfire is likely to threaten Cape Paterson meaning 
that the population would be unable to access emergency apps for information. 

21.02 SETTLEMENT  

21.02-1  Growth of towns 

Cape Paterson’s place in the Bass Coast Settlement Hierarchy is defined as follows: 

Settlement  Definition  Expansion and infill capacity 
Cape Paterson Village: A settlement with 

moderate population levels and 
seasonal fluctuations. Access 
to basic services. Sewer 
connections vary.  

Moderate to high levels of 
holiday home ownership in 
settlements closer to 
Melbourne or regional centres. 

Low spatial growth capacity  

Encourage growth within 
existing urban or appropriately 
zoned land, primarily through 
infill capacity and defined 
settlement boundaries (our 
emphasis) 

We agree with all the aspects of definition with the exception of “defined settlement boundaries” 
which were imposed on the community by a Planning Minister declaring that Cape Paterson was a 
‘State Significance’ planning issue. This declaration was made against the recommendations of the 
Independent Planning Panel Report of April 10th 2010 that stated: The Panel therefore assumes 
that the additional population to be accommodated across all C93 settlements by 2026 is 
approximately 4,300.”  - p104   

This was over a six settlements including Cape Paterson – no data has been provided to see 
whether these figures are on track or have been reached  

“In the Panel’s view, it is appropriate for Cape Paterson to expand to absorb a percentage of the 
anticipated growth. However, the two proposed extension areas still need to be separately 
evaluated against coastal planning strategies and potential environmental impacts.” –p112 

The Panel notes that: “. if both extension areas were included, there would be a significant 
oversupply over the planning period.” – p115 (discussing extending the settlement boundaries for 
The Cape (Ecovillage) and to the north. 

Based on the issues discussed above, the Panel concludes that: 
• the 100 ha extension to the north is consistent with coastal planning policies and the potential

environmental impacts are low. This area is able to accommodate all the projected growth; 
• the 40 ha extension to the west is inconsistent with coastal policies. There are also potential

adverse environmental impacts on the endangered hooded plover and potential wildfire risks; 
and given the above evaluation of the land to the west, it would be inappropriate to adopt both 
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extension areas, and would represent a significant oversupply in the planning period.”  - 
p116 

“The Panel recommends that the Structure Plan for Cape Paterson be adopted subject to 
deletion of the extension area to the west of the existing settlement” – p117 

In the context of clause 20.02-1, the strategic case for extending both boundaries has never been 
subject to further review. The western boundary extension was approved, has proceeded and now 
has approx. 30 dwellings on it with 200 yet to be built along with 45 vacant lots in the township.  
The current settlement boundaries should be re-assessed for strategic justification and to avoid 
further “land banking” on adjoining properties.  

121 ACRES OF PRIME COASTAL LAND 
Take the tour of the video with this unique opportunity 
to purchase a large site (121 Acres) for potential 
future sub division and development (STCA and future 
re-zoning) in Cape Paterson. Currently developments 
are only 50m away with new infrastructure and homes 
getting built and being only 500m from the coast, this 
location is prime real estate. 

The asking price for this land is far in excess of what 
land zoned as rural should be.  

2011 Sale Price         $1,170,000 

2017 Sale Price         $1,450,000 

2020 Asking Price       $2,400,000-$2,600,000 

At the heart of this clause where Cape Paterson is defined as a village, it is salient to ask whether it 
will remain a village or become a suburban sprawl with endless expansion to the north and west at 
the expense of where the growth is required in Wonthaggi. 

21.02-1 Growth of towns continued 

Objective 1 To identify towns that are suitable for urban growth and to provide for sufficient 
land in these towns for growth until 2030.  

Cape Paterson is defined as a village, the C136 amendment turns it into a town 

Objective 3 To encourage sustainable development and minimise impacts on the environment. 

C136 amendment is a car dependent unsustainable development that puts further strain on the 
existing coastal environment. 
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Objective 6 To enhance the sense of identity for each community. 

The C136 amendment does not address how it will integrate with or respect the identity of the 
Cape Paterson community. It’s public engagement process comes at the end of ten years of 
attempting to turn farm land into residential land. Cape Paterson is desirable because it is rare, 
doubling its size will destroy its unique character. 

Objective 7 To provide for improved public open spaces to meet the needs of growing 
communities. 

Strategy 7.1 Ensure the provision of unencumbered public open space meets the needs of the 
communities it is to serve by improving access, facilities, presentation and environmental 
sustainability. 

The establishment of the Ecovillage now known as ‘The Cape’ to the west of Cape Paterson has 
introduced a new standard in the character and layout of housing. Any new development should 
match this standard, especially in terms of open space which at the ‘The Cape’ is approx. 50%. 
There is also a risk that “The Cape” will become the “usable open space” for residents of any 
future Northern development but is not designed to cope with that volume of people of pets, with 
dogs off-lead already an increasing issue at the Cape, a serious threat to existing wildlife. The BW 
report proposes 11% of the developable land being open space including the drainage basins. The 
necessity of providing retention basins effectively encumbers much of the open space included in 
the BW planning report. The basins may provide habitat but as such are not usable as public space. 
It is unclear whether the retention basins are included in the unencumbered open space. If any 
rezoning is approved the open space contribution should be closer to 50% than 11% to avoid 
disproportionate access to usable open space. 

21.02-2 Housing 

Key Issues: Providing housing to meet the demands of a changing demographic profile. Catering 
for an increasingly aged population. Providing affordable housing in the municipality.” 

Objective 1 To increase housing densities and the consolidation of urban areas in appropriate 
locations and restrict increased housing densities and the consolidation of urban areas in 
inappropriate locations. 

Strategy 1.1 Encourage increased housing densities within Wonthaggi, Cowes/Ventnor, San Remo, 
Inverloch and Grantville: In proximity to commercial centres, community facilities and services. In 
areas nominated in structure plans or Design Frameworks. Within 200 metres of a main 
commercial activity centre.  

Strategy 1.2 Discourage increased housing densities in Cape Paterson, Dalyston, Kilcunda, Bass, 
Corinella, Coronet Bay, Newhaven, Ventnor and Rhyll. Ensure that any development is consistent 
with the prevailing character of the area and is only located in areas where there is adequate 
infrastructure and community services.” 

Objective 3 To provide more affordable housing options in the municipality. 

The application for rezoning does not provide detail about lot sizing apart from the DPO schedule 
“an average lot size of across the entire development generally consistent with the existing Cape 
Paterson township average of 580 sq metres”. There is no mention of social or affordable housing 
– typically housing anywhere near the coast attracts a premium. There is nothing in the
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documentation provided to inspire confidence that the developer intends to provide anything other 
than lowest common denominator housing and house lots more commonly seen in Melbourne’s 
outer suburban development. 

Objective 4 To provide a diversity of lot sizes to meet the needs of all residents and visitors to the 
municipality.  

Strategy 4.1 Encourage the following densities - 1 dwelling per 600 sqm on land located more 
than 800 metres away from a main commercial activity centre or community centre. 

The whole of the land under consideration is well beyond 800m from Cape Paterson’s main 
commercial activity centre. The suggested average lot sizing in the DPO schedule is less than the 
required 600sqm encouraged in this above planning provision. 

Objective 5 To ensure new residential development contributes to the new and upgraded 
infrastructure.  
Strategy 5.3 Ensure public open space contributions are used to improve the provision and quality 
of neighbourhood amenities.” 

Given the shortfalls of existing infrastructure in Cape Paterson it is likely that there will be a 
shortfall between what the development can contribute (DCS levy) and what will be required to 
upgrade the existing infrastructure to deal with the additional pressure created by an extra 1000 
houses and residents. Clarity about these costs is essential to inform planning panel 
recommendations and decision making Councillors and the Minister for Planning.   

21.03 ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 

21.03-1 Economic Development Overview 

Tourism is broadening its focus and seeks to capitalise on a wider tourism product based around 
the agricultural, environmental and landscape values of the rural hinterland.  ….. The 
construction industry is another significant contributor to the local economy. 

Placing a suburban development to the north of Cape Paterson will not encourage tourism where 
visitor numbers are increasingly attracted to natural beauty. Whilst construction is an important 
industry to Bass Coast, at best it provides a temporary employment opportunity that is heavily 
subject to boom and bust cycles. Generally speaking, the service and tourism industries are less 
subject to these cycles and are known to be steady employers. 

21.03-2 Commercial 

Objective 1 To support the development of new and existing businesses within the municipality. 

Given the distance to the commercial heart of Cape Paterson, it is surprising that there is no 
application for at least one or two lots to be zoned commercial. Forcing people into cars will not 
benefit Cape Paterson’s commercial centre as much as Wonthaggi’s. 

21.03-4 Tourism 

There is potential for further development of tourism in the Shire’s rural areas, but this must not 
come at the expense of the landscape, amenity, environmental and agricultural values of the Shire 
or the liveability for residents. 
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The C136 will add an extra 900-1000 houses to an area already suffering some ‘visitor fatigue’ 
during peak periods and will certainly affect liveability. Already many existing long term 
permanent residents leave the area for the peak holiday season because it is too busy. 

21.04 ENVIRONMENT  

21.04-1 Environment Overview 

“The municipality is adjacent to several marine national parks. 

Climate change is predicted to cause an increase in sea levels, a decrease in rainfall and more frequent 
and severe storm events.” 

21.04-2 Key Issues  

“Protecting areas subject to future impacts as a result of climate change. 

• Halting the decline and fragmentation of indigenous vegetation.
• Conserving and enhancing of the municipality’s biodiversity.
• Balancing the competing interests of protecting existing habitat and development pressures.”

21.04-3 Biodiversity Conservation and Habitat Protection 

Habitat protection and enhancement is a high priority, including minimising changes in drainage, 
minimising soil disturbance, retaining top soil wherever practical, and retaining habitat trees with 
hollows (both dead and living) and fallen logs and branches.  

Opportunities to consolidate and link existing fragmented habitat areas and identified wildlife 
corridors and, where possible, the creation of new blocks of habitat and corridors is also a 
priority. 

CPRRA volunteers have spent hundreds of working bee hours over many years doing habitat 
restoration with DELWP, Parks Victoria and Bass Coast Shire Council.  

We are acutely aware of the impacts of weed infestation and domestic and feral animals due to the 
proximity and size of housing development. Our members have frequently been subject to abuse 
when respectfully requesting dog owners to put their dogs on leash in hooded plover breeding 
areas. Adding 900-1000 extra housing blocks to an area already struggling with weed infestation 
will not assist this cause. Wind and water borne weed dispersal will occur from this new housing 
site without strict controls over what can be planted as occurs at ‘The Cape’.   

The significant vegetation contained within the subject site area will be surrounded by housing 
with no wildlife corridors other than crossing Seaward drive which will have large volumes of 
traffic at peak periods.  The DPO schedule proposes building envelope requirements on some 
housing lots with significant vegetation but further clarification is required as to whether this can 
be cleared without a permit under the 10-30 rules if applicable.   

21.04-4 Catchment Management 

Objective 3 To protect waterways, wetlands and floodplain areas of environmental significance; 
protect life, health, safety and community wellbeing from flood hazard and to minimise the 
impact of flooding on the community. 
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The proponent’s drainage system proposes that excessive storm water outfall will be via Pea 
Creek. Whilst the drainage retention may trap some of the heavy pollutants; water soluble 
nutrients, seeds and other pollutants will readily flow through Pea Creek and disperse into the 
coastal reserve and Undertow Bay. This beach is part of the Bunurong Marine and Coastal Park. 
The developer’s drainage strategy relies on rainfall data external to the immediate area of Cape 
Paterson. Given that Cape Paterson has already endured three heavy rain events in the past 20 
years that have flooded the Bay Beach precinct (with a drainage system that is supposed to ensure 
drainage in 1 in 100-year rain events), we believe their modelling to be inaccurate until they 
include peak rainfall data to their calculations from these recent rain events. There is a danger that 
the retention basins as proposed would prove to be inadequate to the task. Intense rain events can 
only be expected to increase with the onset of climate change. There is also a higher risk of other 
pollutants (petro-chemicals, detergents, animal faeces) entering the fragile pea creek ecosystem 
and flowing into the Marine park.  

21.04-6 Climate Change 

Objective 3 To discourage development in areas that may be affected by climate change 

Cape Paterson is particularly vulnerable to coastal change in the three main areas of sea level rise, 
intense rain events and bushfire risk.  

Sea Level Rise: Cape Paterson is already experiencing times when there is no beach at all during 
high tides. This presents a problem especially at First Surf Beach where families are forced onto 
the remnant dune sand at high tides. In the long run this will make the beach environment less 
attractive to beach goers; beach going being one of the main reasons people choose to live at Cape 
Paterson. 

Intense rain events: as mentioned above, these can be expected to increase with resulting impacts 
on any future infrastructure provision and with devastating effects existing ageing storm water 
infrastructure as witnessed in 2019.  

Bushfire risk: There are limited roads into and out of Cape Paterson. Fuel reduction burns have 
not been carried out over many years, leaving the township vulnerable to sudden wind changes, 
especially fires in the Coastal foreshore areas from the south and the south west. Current BALs on 
the subject land are minor.  

The current bushfire evacuation zone located in the recreation reserve on Park Parade has no toilet 
facilities and not even a public tap by way of infrastructure to assist in an emergency.  Any future 
rezoning as part of C136 will require adequate emergency management plans and allocated 
evacuation zones.   

21.05 LANDSCAPE AND BUILT FORM 

21.05-1 Landscape: Overview  

Bass Coast has environmental and landscape values of regional and national significance, 
including Ramsar listed wetlands, marine parks and remnant native vegetation.  

The coastal landscapes and hinterlands are highly valued by the community for their visual, 
environmental and cultural qualities, as well as being productive agricultural land. Many residents 
are attracted to this region by the rolling hills leading down to the coast. Building dwellings 
on ridgelines, to gain views over rural hills, to the water in the distance, has previously been a 
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popular development trend. The municipality is host to several National Trust listed landscapes. 
The landscapes and views of the municipality need protection from inappropriate development.  

Bass Coast Shire’s rural and coastal setting, historic development patterns, and residential 
architecture, combine to give the municipality its unique appearance and character. The Bass 
Valley, Phillip Island, Bass Highway and Bunurong Coastal Drive are locations and corridors 
where the rural farmed landscape and coastal views are key elements of the landscape character. 
Preventing ribbon development between towns, development at township and landscape 
edges and along corridors is critical to maintaining landscape character and values.  

The majority of new residential subdivision estates within the municipality occur on the periphery 
of existing urban centres and at the interface between urban and rural land. New residential 
subdivision design should be responsive to environmental issues and habitat values, and the 
maintenance and protection of viable agricultural land.” (our emphasis) 

21.05-3 Objectives and Strategies 

Objective 3 To protect locally significant views and vistas that contributes to the character of the 
coastal and coastal hinterland region. 

Any proposed rezoning for C136 must protect the ridgelines and higher areas of the subject site 
from excessive building heights to obtain sea views.  

21.05-4 Design and Built Form 

Overview - It is important that the valued aspects of the municipality’s character are not lost 
through redevelopment. 

Objectives and strategies  
Strategy 1.2 Design and site development to complement the context in which it sits. 
Strategy 1.3 Ensure the siting of buildings contributes positively to the public realm and respects 
the character of the area. 

“The Cape” development has now set the new normal for Cape Paterson and any future 
subdivision should reflect this whilst retaining the beachside character of the township.  

Objective 2 To maximise energy saving, water conservation, and the principles of 
Environmentally Sustainable Design. 

21.05-5 New Urban Subdivision 

The State Policy Planning Framework provides clear direction for the design of new residential 
subdivision estate layouts. This clause should be read in conjunction with Clause 56 of the Bass 
Coast Planning Scheme (Residential Subdivision). 

We note that in relation to Clause 56 that the amendment doesn’t allow for safe shared footpath 
and bicycle paths through the existing township nor through the site except for the reserved open 
space. 
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21.06-4 Community Facilities 

Cape Paterson has an ageing population demographic with an increased need for local facilities 
and an increasing reliance on public transport.  

Despite some promised developer contributions, the exiting community facilities will not be 
adequate compared to Wonthaggi.  

The lifesaving clubs struggle to cope at peak times already and will be unable to deal with 
thousands more beachgoers,  

07 HIGH GROWTH REGIONAL CENTRE 

21.07-2 Wonthaggi  

The strategic plan offers Wonthaggi as a place for high growth (compared to Cape Paterson). 
Blocks of land sold in Cape Paterson will be at the expense of Wonthaggi representing an 
“opportunity cost” to Wonthaggi. It makes no sense to promote growth in Wonthaggi when there 
are other blocks of land available nearby. 

21.08 MODERATE GROWTH SETTLEMENTS 

21.08-1 Contents: Inverloch, San Remo, Newhaven, Cowes, Silverleaves, Ventnor, Grantville 

All of these areas are slated for more growth than Cape Paterson. 

21.09 LOW GROWTH SETTLEMENTS 

21.09-1 Contents:Rhyll, Wimbledon Heights, Smiths Beach, Sunderland Bay, Sunset Strip & Surf 
Beach Cape Woolamai, Dalyston, Cape Patterson(sic), Jam Jerrup, Pioneer Bay/Gurdies, Tenby 
Point, Corinella, Coronet Bay, Bass, Kilcunda, Harmers Haven  

Cape Paterson is included as a “low growth” settlement within the planning scheme. It is difficult 
to see how the concept of “low growth” can be accommodated with the addition of 745 houses in 
the immediate term (500 from C136 and 245 existing lots) and an extra 500 houses in the longer 
term once.   

It would appear that the only justification for expansion Cape Paterson is the over-expanded town 
boundary included in the Cape Paterson structure plan. The land supply analysis uses gigures from 
across Bass Coast, including high growth areas to support the claims of growth. Significantly, this 
clause requires “Development north of Seaward Drive should be subject to assessments of required 
utility service upgrades, local traffic analysis, and traffic management measures may be required to 
minimise impacts on the existing road network and surrounding areas, including 
appropriate road extensions, upgrading, reconfiguring, enhancing and landscaping of 
existing impacted streets and intersections.” The documentation for amendment C136 does not 
adequately analyse the impact of this overdevelopment nor how its costs will be borne by the 
existing community. 

Further, this clause specifies that developments “Limit community and commercial facilities in the 
other precincts of town to ensure that the existing main centre remains viable and central to the 
commercial needs of the town.” Effectively rendering the C136 amendment as a car dependent 
development to access the town’s commercial centre. Once residents get in their cars they will 
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have a choice of going to Wonthaggi where there is a greater choice, or going to the local shops 
where the choices are limited. There are no guarantees here that the C136 development will benefit 
the commercial centre of Cape Paterson at all.  

22.01 STORMWATER MANAGEMENT POLICY 

We refer the reader to the later response to the developer’s drainage management plan. 

We note that the Policy reference documents that the strategic plan relies on for this clause have no 
more recent date than 2005. It is unclear whether these documents provide for more extreme 
rainfall events expected with climate change. 

22.03 CULTURAL HERITAGE POLICY 

We refer the reader to the later response regarding the developer’s heritage documentation. 

9. Conclusion
This report has clearly identified the many issues relating to the strategic justification for C136. A ten-
year history of poor strategic planning, Planning panel advice being ignored, Ministerial intervention 
has resulted in C136 being placed on public exhibition to rezone for approximately 500 houses, with 
another 500 houses in the future because of the Development Plan Overlay.  

1. The rezoning is inconsistent with strategic planning guidelines that describe Cape Paterson as
“low growth”.

2. Future urban growth should be directed to designated “high growth” areas such as
Wonthaggi, in line with strategic planning guidelines.

3. There are many critical issues that prevent development of the subject land. These include:
a. On site and off site environmental effects on threatened species of flora and fauna
b. Offsite environmental impacts on stormwater outfalls into the Bunurong Marine and

Coastal Park
c. Lack of infrastructure in existing township (drainage, stormwater, unsealed roads)
d. Threat to amenity and character of existing township
e. Safety and environmental issues from new residents using unsafe, unpatrolled beaches
f. Existing traffic and parking issues at peak times will increase
g. The site is dependent on private motor vehicle use-against local and state government

guidelines for future urban development
4. The proposed infrastructure contributions will not adequately compensate the additional

capital funding requirements on Bass Coast Council to manage the increased traffic, upgrade
of arterial roads, stormwater management, and other infrastructure required.

5. Further residential development in Cape Paterson will exacerbate increased environmental
and amenity pressure from the extension of the George Bass walk and declaration of the
Yallock Bulluk Marine and Coastal Park.

6. The “over-extended” Northern town boundary should be reduced. If any rezoning is approved
it should allow for a maximum of 100 new dwelling lots. Combined with the 245 currently
available will provide 345 lots- a 34.5% increase in the existing township.

7. The development Plan overlay should be reduced to reflect the reduced town boundary.

10. Responses to site and Technical assessments
Response to drainage strategy 
Response to Ecological Assessment external drainage works 
Response to Heritage letter 
Response to Traffic Report 
Response to Biodiversity and Native Vegetation Assessment Reports 
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Response to drainage strategy 
Cape Paterson North Proposed Drainage Strategy, Stormy Water Solutions, 1 February 
2016”  

The drainage strategy attempts to address three water related impacts: 

1. A worsening of the 1 in 100-year flood and town flooding.
2. Increased water borne pollution entering Pea Creek and
3. Increased summer flows washing away Hooded Plover nesting habitat at the mouth of

Pea Ck.

1. A worsening of the 1 in 100-year flood and potential town flooding

Existing township flooding 

The report states that drainage from the C136 area can only get to the sea currently via the 
town system through small culverts under Seaward Drive and it contributes to nuisance 
flooding. The proposed drainage strategy will send all flows, up to the 100-year flood level, 
through a new pipe along Seaward Drive to an existing culvert at the main road where it will 
flow to Pea Creek.   

But on page 7 it says 

 “The main issues in regard to implementation of the drainage strategy is the construction of 
the bypass pipe along Seaward Drive which is required to be relatively deep to meet 
upstream wetland discharge requirements and downstream invert level constraints” 

Questions to the consultant at the community information session were unanswered but in 
February the following response was received. 

 “The fixed level of the upstream wetland is low compared with surrounding ground levels, 
and the outlet needs to be drained by the bypass pipe so the starting level for the pipe is also 
quite low. The grade on the pipe needs to be set so that there is enough flow capacity, so the 
pipe invert gets lower along the way.” 

As evidenced during the 2019 hailstorm and weather event (when many houses on the south 
side of Seaward drive were flooded, the existing town drainage system is not designed to 
cater for any flows coming from the area north of Seaward Drive. Presuming that one pipe 
will adequately provide for all stormwater runoff from such a large development increases 
the risk for existing houses in Seaward drive. If the system design proves to be inadequate the 
Council will be held responsible for remedial works.   

Hydrologic Flood Flow Modelling 

These flow checks indicate that the adopted RORB flood model significantly underestimates 
the 1 in 100-year flood flow and therefore will underestimate the flood impact of the 
proposed development. This is not acceptable. A more accurate RORB model that is 
adequately calibrated to the Cape Paterson area should be used in the flood impact analysis. 
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Increased water borne pollution entering Pea Creek 

The MUSIC urban stormwater model was used to assess the increased water borne pollution 
loads from the proposed housing development. This model was also used to design the area 
of wetlands and water retention times needed within the retarding basins to bring pollutant 
loads back to pre-development levels. 

It is noted that rainfall and evaporation reference year data for Narre Warren North in 1998 
and default base flow generation parameters were used in the model. 

Increased summer flows washing away Hooded plover nesting habitat at the mouth of 
Pea Ck. 

Increased flows down Pea Creek have the potential to cause the mouth to open more often 
during the Hooded Plover breading season and wash away their habitat. The ecological 
advice to protect the Hooded Plover habitat is that the frequency of a flow event which is 
capable of opening the estuary does not increase due to the proposed development. The flow 
event chosen is one that currently occurs on average twice per breeding season. The MUSIC 
model was used to design retarding basins that will prevent these flows from increasing.  

Rainfall data for Croydon was used in the model. Croydon is over 100 km away from Cape 
Paterson, is located much further from the coast and has lower rainfall than Cape Paterson. 
Data from a closer station such as Wonthaggi only 8 km away or Pound Creek 17 km away 
should have been used. The average annual rainfall at Croydon (874 mm) is 8% lower than at 
Cape Paterson (950 mm) whereas Wonthaggi rainfall is only 1% lower. (All figures are from 
the report pages 21 & 25).  

Furthermore, rainfall data from 1980 to 1988 was used in the modelling. This eight-year 
period contains the severe 1982/3 drought. The data is from 40 years ago and won’t include 
the increased frequency and intensity of summer events due to climate change.  

Using this outdated dataset contravenes Bass Coast Council’s Natural Environment Strategy 
which is committed to “preserve, protect, restore and enhance the natural environment” and 
acknowledges that with climate change “there will be: 

• more frequent and intense heavy rainfalls causing flooding,
• sea level rise combined with storm surges causing flooding and other impacts,
• more storms, including hailstorms.”

The rainfall data used in the modelling is not appropriate for assessing summer rainfall events 
and therefore the impacts on the Hooded Plover habitat as the station is located too far away 
and has average rainfall 8% lower than at Cape Paterson. The 40 year old period of record 
used is also inappropriate as it includes the severe 1982/83 drought and does not include the 
more recent intense summer storms due to climate change. 
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Response to Ecological Assessment external drainage works 

“Ecological assessment of a proposed drainage and stormwater strategy for a 
residential development at Cape Paterson North, Seaward Drive, Cape Paterson. 
Shannon Lebel, 5 February 2016”  

Lewin’s Rail 

The Ecological Assessment only identifies one significant species, the Hooded Plover in the 
area of Pea Creek affected by increased runoff from the proposed development. This 
assessment is deficient in that it does not consider the impacts on Lewin’s Rail which also 
lives in the Pea Creek area and is listed as threatened under the Flora and Fauna Guarantee 
Act 1988 which had been documented in studies undertaken in 2018.  

Lewin’s Rail is a secretive, ground-dwelling, 
marshland bird that is seldom seen by 
investigators (Menkhorst et al. 2017). The 
species inhabits dense cover amongst reeds, 
saltmarsh and tussocks of coastal and near 
coastal wetlands where it forages for 
invertebrates in shallow water or on exposed 
mud and bare ground (Menkhorst et al. 
2017). Little is known about the movements 
of Lewin’s Rail and records of the species 
are rare and opportunistic. Consequently, in 
Victoria, Lewin’s Rail is listed as threatened 
under the Flora and Fauna Guarantee Act 

1988 (DELWP 2018). 

The Melaleuca vegetation along Pea Creek, upstream of the small foot bridge and opposite 
the sporting complex, appears to be ideal habitat for Lewin’s Rail and may well support 
other rare and secretive taxa. The lower sections of Pea Creek, below the waterfall, would 
almost certainly support similar species. 

It is of great concern that the Ecological Assessment, prepared in 2016, found no record of 
this species which has since been clearly documented. The risk from increased stormwater 
flow through the pea creek area and into the adjoining Marine National and Coastal park is 
too great for these two endangered species.  

Excerpt from ecological assessment for a proposed drainage and storm water
strategy for a residential development at Cape Paterson North, Seaview Drive,
Cape Paterson.  Date: 5 February 2016  Author: Shannon LeBel   (Senior Botanist)  Ref: 6597 

Introduction

Ecology and Heritage Partners Pty Ltd was engaged by Beveridge Williams Pty Ltd 
undertake an ecological assessment along the alignment of the proposed drainage strategy 
for a proposed residential development at Cape Paterson North, Seaview Drive, Cape 
Paterson. 

Ecology and Heritage Partners Pty Ltd have previously completed flora and fauna 
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assessments within the proposed residential site (Ecology Partners Pty Ltd 2009; 
Ecology and Heritage Partners Pty Ltd 2016). However, it is understood that Bass 
Coast Shire Council has requested that these report be updated to address the 
potential ecological implications associated with the proposed outfall sites incorporated 
as part of the drainage strategy for the site, including where it is proposed to outfall into 
the   ocean. 

The future proposed residential development is located at Cape Paterson North, 
Seaview Drive, Cape Paterson, approximately 110 kilometres south-east of 
Melbourne's CBD (Figure 1). The site is bound by agricultural land to the north and 
west, Seaward Drive to the south and Cape Paterson Road to the east. The drainage 
strategy comprises two outfall points outside of the proposed development, as well as 
an existing informal drainage channel that passes through Parks Victoria land to the 
south-east of the development (the study area) (Figure 1) . This is indicated by the 
orange and blue line in  
According to the Department of  Environment,  Land,  Water  and  Planning  (DELWP))  
Biodiversity  Interactive  Map (DELWP 2015a), the study area occurs within the Gippsland 
Plain Bioregion. It is  located  within  the jurisdiction of the West  Gippsland  Catchment  
Management  Authority  (CMA)  and  the  Bass  Coast  Shire  Council municipality. The 
study area is currently zoned as farming land (FZ) under the Bass Coast Shire Council 
Planning Scheme . An Environmental Significance  Overlay - Schedule  1(ESOl) also  
partially covers the study area (DTPLI  2015) . 

Methods 
Desktop Assessment/Site Inspection: A rapid assessment of the outfall sites and drainage line 
within the Parks Victoria land was undertaken by a qualified ecologist on 8 January 2015. The 
inspections sought primarily to provide ground-truthing of information provided  by the  desktop 
assessment, particularly  in relation to the following:Modelled data for remnant vegetation patches, 
scattered trees and ha bitat for rare or threatened species; and, Potential habitat for species and 
ecological communities  listed  under the  Environment  Protection and Biodiversity Protection Act 
1999 (EPBC Act) and Flora and Fauna Guarantee Act 1998 (FFG Act) that  may be impacted at the 
proposed outfall points, and also where the outfall enters the   ocean. 
Limitations: The short duration of the  survey  meant  that  migratory,  transitory  or  uncommon  fauna  
spec ies  may  have  been absent from typically occupied  habitats  at  the  time  of  the  field  
assessment.  In  addition,  annual  or cryptic flora species such as those that persist via underground 
tubers may also be absent.  Targeted flora  or  fauna surveys were not undertaken as  this  was  beyond  
the  preliminary  scope.  Nevertheless,  the  terrestrial flora and fauna data collected during the field 
assessment and information obtained  from  relevant  desktop  sources is considered adequate to 
provide an accurate and indicative assessment of  the  ecological  values present  within  the  study 
area. 

Response: We believe the limitations to the response above does not adequately address the 
information requested by Council, or required to assess the environmental risk. Since the time 
of the initial survey there has been significant revegetation work carried out by the CPRRA 
and community volunteers in this area, assisted by CoastCare grants who recognised the 
significance of the flora and fauna in this area. The outfall adjoins the Bunurong Marine and 
Coastal park and the beach area is a known nesting area for the Hooded Plover. Further work 
assessing this area needs to be done before any rezoning for C136 is considered.  
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Response to Heritage Report and Letter. 

This Heritage Insight P/L Report suffers from the fact that it has not been updated in 10 
years. It quotes The Aboriginal Heritage Regulations 2007 when these regulations have been 
superseded by the Aboriginal Heritage Regulations 2018 (AHR2018). The quoted Aboriginal 
Heritage Act 2006 contains amendments as recent 12 September 2018. 

This is picked up in a subsequent letter provided by the developer from Heritage Insight 
dated December 3, 2019 which advises that  

“Since the report was prepared in 2009 a Registered Aboriginal Party (RAP) has been 
appointed for the Cape Patterson area, the Bunurong Land Council Aboriginal Corporation, 
and for this reason this organisation would be the statutory evaluating authority for the 
CHMP. Please note that during the preparation of this letter of advice the Aboriginal 
Cultural Heritage Register Information System (ACHRIS) was checked and indicates that a 
CHMP covering the majority of the property is currently in preparation, however nothing is 
known about who may have commenced this process or when it was commenced.” 

It is unclear whether a CHMP, heritage reports or studies have been done on the subject land 
since the Heritage Insight P/L letter was written (16/2/2009).  

The 2009 report notes that 

“The northern section of the property is within an area of Cultural Heritage Sensitivity 
defined in the Aboriginal Heritage Regulations 2007. Because the property is within an area 
of Cultural Heritage Sensitivity and because the proposed subdivision of the land is a high 
impact activity, as defined in the Regulations, the developers will be required to prepare a 
mandatory Cultural Heritage Management Plan (CHMP) for the property. The plan will 
need to be prepared to standards prescribed in the Aboriginal Heritage Act 2006 and the 
Aboriginal Heritage Regulations 2007. The CHMP will not be required for the rezoning, 
unless desired by the developer, but will be required at planning approval stage.” (Bold our 
emphasis)  

The Bunurong Coast has been occupied by Aboriginal people for at least 45,000 years. This 
coast has contained rich habitat for continuous occupation over that period as evidenced by 
countless middens in the fore dunes of the existing coastline some of which the author of the 
report refers to. The author also reports that the subject land partly contains wetlands that 
provided an important food and water source for Australia’s original owners. Given the 
sensitive nature of aboriginal heritage to this part of the coast, it is our opinion that the 
current letter is inadequate because it has not been updated in ten years and that this rezoning 
application should have provided at the very least a comprehensive land survey, if not a 
Cultural Heritage Management Plan.  

Adding a requirement for a CHMP to be completed as part of the DPO Schedule does not 
allow any opportunity for review or challenge. The CPRRA believes a full CHMP must be 
done BEFORE any rezoning is considered and should be presented to the Planning Panel and 
submitters for consideration, not delayed until a planning approval stage (with no right to 
contest). If significant cultural heritage is established it needs to be considered by the 
Planning Panel.  
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Response to traffic management report  

The traffic issues identified in the survey relating to the strategic plan for the CPRRA 
i. The need for increased parking along Surf Beach Road and for the Bay Beach, the

First Surf Beach and Second Surf Beach 
ii. The need to address the identified safety issues relating to Park Parade Road:

• The main north-south through road.
• The two blind corners
• The intersection with Anchor Parade and Scenic Drive
• One lane only
• The lack of footpath for pedestrians

iii. The lack of safety provision for pedestrians [footpaths] and cyclists especially along:
• Park Parade/ Anchor Parade
• Anglers Road
• Marine Street north of Coral Street
• Tarooh Street
• Seaward Drive

iv. Concerns about the Park Parade Reserve, which is the Last Resort Refuge included:
• The lack of toilets and BBQ facilities
• The access via the “unsafe “ Park Parade and Anchor Parade and Scenic Road
• The lack of parking space

v. The safety concerns of the Cape Paterson Road, Surf Road and Wheeler Road
intersection with the entrance to the Caravan Park

Car Parking 

While the construction of the footpath on the south side of Surf Beach Road was a welcome 
safety provision, it reduced parking by the need for parallel parking rather than angle parking. 

The Cape Paterson Bay Beach Activity Area Masterplan does not provide for any increase in 
the provision of car parking. The foreshore area is crown land and there would be strong 
opposition to clearing existing vegetation for additional cap parking. 

Dangerous Intersections and Roads 

Tarooh Street and Seaward Drive 

The ongoing development of “The Cape” has increased: 

• The traffic along Seaward Drive and the Tarooh Street- Anglers Road- Spear Street and
Park Parade diversion for traffic travelling to the west.

• The incidents of vehicles not adhering to the no through sign at Tarooh Street

Park Parade Road/ Anchor Parade and Scenic Road 

The February 2014 Project Overview for the Cape Paterson Estate- Special Charge Scheme 
No 27, which set out the Council’s revised works proposal for the project stated: 

The following two statements were included in the works proposal: 

“As previously advised, the intersection of Park Parade Road and Anchor Parade currently 
has limited sight distance for vehicles into and out of Park Parade Road and Scenic Road due 
to the location of a steep crest. It is proposed to implement a full closure of Park Parade 
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Road at this location. This will remove the ongoing safety problem as well as improving 
safety around the park by eliminating through traffic.” 

Nothing has occurred. There has been an increase in traffic with the development of “The 
Cape”. 

Footpaths 

There will be structural challenges to provide footpaths in between Nardoo Street and Park 
Parade Road on Anchor Parade and along Seaward Drive due to open grain/gutters 

Summary comments on the traffic engineering assessment and section on traffic in the town 
planning report 

The Traffic Engineering Assessment is very out of date- It is dated 2016 but it was prepared 
in August 2013 

Projections “...based on the understanding that there has been limited growth and 
development within the township, it is not expected that traffic conditions have changed 
significantly since the time of the traffic surveys 

The traffic studies were done outside peak periods. The estimates of the traffic do not take 
into account other holiday periods other than the Christmas/January period. The 
documentation relating to the amendment consistently denies or understates the impact that 
the development would have on the existing township.  

The traffic study suggests C136 if approved will be: 

i. Providing footpath links through the existing township

ii. Upgrading the road network within the existing township- sealing and kerbing of
existing roadways.

iii. Improvements to community infrastructure including the Bay Beach area

iv. Improvements to public car parks around Cape Paterson

This is a clear admission that the C136 and the DPO will have a significant and deleterious 
impact on the existing road, footpath and car parking infrastructure within Cape Paterson. 
The Developer Contributions levy does not provide any guarantee that the identified 
problems will be addressed.   

It is essential that the CPRRA and the Cape Paterson community are given an opportunity to 
consider the nature and extent of Developer contributions BEFORE any Development Plan 
Overlay is approved. Adding items to the DPO schedule “to the satisfaction of the 
responsible authority” excludes the community from input into issues about which they know 
best.  

The Assessment incorrectly describes Seaward Drive as having a “relatively low level of 
traffic” as it does not recognize the ongoing development of “The Cape.” [30 houses] with 
200 yet to be built.  

The documentation makes dubious assertions that: 

i. 67% of the traffic from the site would go north to Wonthaggi and only 33% south to
beaches and shops.
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ii. The traffic going north would use the connector road within the site to access Cape
Paterson Road

NB:  The DPO shows 5 access roads into Seaward Drive [2 of which are in the C136 
amendment] and there will be a significant amount of traffic using Seaward Drive to access 
the Northern Development 

The documentation totally underestimates the traffic going to and from Seaward Drive via 
Park Parade Road and Anchor Parade - the north south through way. A desktop analysis does 
not include the information held by local permanent residents who live on these streets.  

The documentation incorrectly states that, ”Apart from the Seaward Drive and Tarooh Street 
intersection being addressed to re-instate the primary east-west function of Seaward Drive, 
the additional traffic can be accommodated within the surrounding road network and will not 
compromise its safety or function.” 

There will need to be upgrades for numerous streets in the existing township such as Park 
Parade Road/Anchor Parade, Spear Street, Tarooh Street and Seaward Drive for the increased 
volume of vehicles and pedestrians. 

The documentation does not address the need “To provide direct, safe and easy movement 
through and between neighbourhoods for pedestrians, cyclists, public transport and other 
vehicles using the neighbourhood street network.” 

The documentation does not address the problem of inadequate parking provisions for Bay 
Beach, First and Second Surf Beaches.  

COMMENTS ON: THE REZONING AND DEVELOPMENT PLAN SEAWARD 
DRIVE, CAPE PATERSON: TRAFFIC ENGINEERING ASSESSMENT,  
PREPARED FOR WALLIS WATSON CAPE PATERSON PTY. LTD 

The Report is dated June, 2016; however the Introduction indicates that the report was 
prepared in August 2013 and submitted to and reviewed by Council. 

• It does not address traffic growth in the period of time
• The development of The Cape [now 30 houses and numerous construction vehicles

with the only sealed road access to The Cape via Seaward Drive]

Existing Traffic Conditions [Page 6] 

The survey data is: 

• Out of date (2013)
• Outside peak holiday periods
• Does not include any traffic going to and from Seaward Drive via Park Parade Road

and Anchor Parade - the north south through way.
• No account of the traffic from The Cape development –
• There are contradictory statements between the C136 land supply analysis and

population growth estimates. Recent developments such as “The Cape” and the
Golden Cape Estate contradict the statement
“ ..based on the understanding that there has been limited growth and development 
within the township, it is not expected that traffic conditions have changed
significantly since the time of the traffic surveys.’ Page 6
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The following statements require further validation: 

i. 67% traffic from development would go north to Wonthaggi and 33% to the south

ii. The traffic going north would use the site access to Cape Paterson Road

iii. The breakdown on the routes for traffic going south

Some of the traffic going north will use Seaward Drive. Park Parade Road/ Anchor Parade 
will be used to a much greater extent [In the DPO three of the site access roads enter Seaward 
Drive to the west of Park Parade making it the first access road to the south[shops and 
beaches] 

4.3. Seaward Drive/Tarooh Street Intersection [page 9] 

The development plan has a roundabout to control this dangerous intersection. 

• The alternative suggestion of closing Tarooh Street to prevent access to Seaward
Drive does not appear to have been evaluated

• The intersection upgrade would need to occur at the beginning of any agreed
development , not at a later time as determined by a traffic assessment.[Already there
is significantly increased traffic and non-adherence to the traffic directions for a left
hand turn at Tarooh Street]

4.4. Cape Paterson Road Site Access / Seaward Drive and Cape Paterson Road Junction 

• Further justification required for the assertion that the intersection of Cape Paterson
Road and Seaward Drive will serve very little traffic associated with the development
and no works necessary

• Seaward Drive and Cape Paterson Road Junction requires the same extra lane
provision for left hand and right hand turns into Seaward Drive. Future development
along the Cape Paterson- Inverloch road (designated rural tourism) will increase
traffic flows at this intersection considerably.

5. CLAUSE 56 ASSESSMENT [page 13]

There is nothing in the document that addresses Clause 56.06-4 Neighbourhood street 
network objective: 

“To provide direct, safe and easy movement through and between neighbourhoods 
for pedestrians, cyclists, public transport and other vehicles using the neighbourhood 
street network.” 

• There will need to be upgrades for some streets in existing township such as Park
Parade Road, Spear Street and Seaward Drive for vehicles and pedestrians.

COMMENTS ON THE TWO TRAFFIC ISSUES FROM THE FREQUENTLY 
ASKED QUESTIONS ON THE C136 AND INFORMATION BROCHURE 2020 

1. There are already parking issues at the foreshore. How will development improve the
issues? 

This is recognition that there are problems in relation to car parking, despite the 
documentation understating the impact of the development on the existing township. 
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2. How is the increase in traffic going to be managed?

The claim that the “future road network will be designed to direct the majority of new traffic 
through the proposed development to Cape Paterson Road and not through the existing 
township” has been strongly disputed in the sections on the Traffic Assessment [3] and the 
Town Planning Report.[4] 

• A significant amount of traffic will travel along Seaward Drive [5 access points for
the C136 and DPO and a recognition of the need to address the Seaward Drive and
Tarooh Street intersection]

• The developer’s documentation understates the amount of traffic that will travel north
–south and vice versa along the existing Park Parade Road. Anchor Parade, Tarooh
Street, Spears Street and Anglers Road/Marine Street 
• There is a designated [by BCSC] dangerous intersection at Park Parade Road,

Anchor Parade and Scenic Drive that would need to be re-engineered at
considerable expense.
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Response to ecology and biodiversity assessment and native vegetation 
CPRRA believe the Biodiversity (Flora and Fauna) Assessments undertaken by the proponent 
may not have quantified the potential impacts of the proposed subdivision on flora and fauna 
values within the study area. 

Any additional flora and/or fauna surveys listed in the DPO Schedule should be completed 
before any rezoning occurs so that the results can be reviewed and tested as part of the 
Planning Panel review process. i.e. targeted surveys for significant flora and fauna species. 
This will enable panel presenters to review and quantify the potential impacts of the proposed 
subdivision on EPBC and FFG listed flora and fauna species within the study area. 
The results of these identified additional surveys should have been published as part of the 
Exhibition Process for C136 and should definitely be available before the Panel hearing.  

All native vegetation should be retained within the study area to: 
• protect identified and unidentified flora and fauna values;
• enhance the biodiversity corridor between native vegetation on the study area and

the Cape Paterson Nature Conservation Reserve, the Pea Creek corridor and the
Cape Paterson Foreshore Reserve;

• provide adequate buffer zones between groups of dwelling lots and flora and
drainage reserves;

• maintaining a strong connection between the township and the coastline and
bushland;

• Existing vegetation should be supplemented with appropriate local native species
to extend and protect flora and fauna habitat,

• provide and protect wildlife corridors including in the marine environment
• provide more public open space and
• minimise the need for offsets.

Ecological Assessments carried out along the drainage lines may not have been adequate to 
identify the ecological values in relation to potential habitat for species and ecological 
communities listed under the Environment Protection Act 1999 (EPBC Act) and Flora and 
Fauna Guarantee Act (FFG Act) within the study area for this assessment.  

In addition, the Ecological Assessments carried out along the outfall sites, drainage lines may 
not have been adequate to identify potential impacts on EPBC and FFG listed species, 
vegetation communities and aquatic habitats. 



Cape Paterson Residents and Ratepayers Association (CPRRA) 

Community Survey on Views on Residential Development  

Purpose 

• The purpose of the survey is to provide a better understanding of the opinions and
values of Cape Paterson permanent and part-time residents concerning future
residential development in Cape Paterson, and

• The CPRRA needed a strong statistical basis for representing the opinions and values of
our community when we communicate with Bass Coast Shire councillors, Bass Coast
Shire planning department, the Cape Paterson community and land developers.

Process 

• In April 2017, the CPRRA distributed a survey to permanent and part-time residents

• A hardcopy of the survey was delivered to each letter box in Cape Paterson (there are
approximately 1,010 dwellings in Cape Paterson)

• An online survey was also distributed via our extensive email contact list

• 377 surveys were completed and returned, and

• Approximately half the completed surveys were hardcopy and half were online.

Summary of Survey Highlights 

• 92% of respondents disagreed with adding a new residential sub-division

• 95% of respondents stated there is already adequate residential land supply

• 79% of respondents stated that, if a new sub-division was unavoidable, the maximum
total number of lots should be 100

• 66% of respondents stated that, if a new sub-division was unavoidable, land release
staging should be regulated by a 'controlled timed staging', and

• 97% of respondents stated a revised proposal of 450-500 blocks for the Cape Paterson
North development was too big.

Next Steps 

• Share this report with CPRRA members, survey respondents (who provided contact
details), the developers of the proposed Cape Paterson North rezoning, Bass Coast
Shire councillors, Bass Coast Shire planning department, and local media

• Meet with the developers of the proposed Cape Paterson North rezoning to ensure the
opinions of survey respondents are represented by CPRRA, and

• Request meetings with Bass Coast Shire councillors and Bass Coast Shire planning
department, to ensure the opinions of survey respondents are represented by CPRRA.



Survey Results 

Question 1.  What is your view about adding a new residential sub-division in Cape 
Paterson? 

Disagree 91.8% 
Neutral 3.7% 
Agree 4.5% 
Total 100.0% 

Question 2.  With 245 blocks currently available in Cape Paterson (incl. the Ecovillage) is 
there already adequate land supply? 

Yes 95.2% 
No opinion 0.8% 
No 4.0% 
Total 100.0% 

Question 3.  If it were unavoidable that a new sub-division is approved in Cape Paterson, 
what is the maximum total number of blocks that should be approved? 

100 78.8% 
200 7.2% 
300 1.3% 
400 or more 1.9% 
No opinion 5.6% 
Hard copy extra  added by respondents: 'Less than 100' 5.3% 
Total 100.0% 

Question 4.  If it were unavoidable that a new sub-division is approved in Cape Paterson, 
should the controls over land release be regulated by 

Market forces i.e. supply and demand 26.3% 
Controlled timed staging e.g. 100 lots over 10 years 65.5% 
No opinion 8.2% 
Total 100.0% 

Question 5.   Do you believe a revised proposal of 450-500 blocks for the Cape Paterson 
North development is? 

Too big 96.6% 
About right 3.2% 
Too little 0.3% 
Total 100.0% 

Note: Questions 6 to 8 were concerning CPRRA membership and asked for contact details. 
Responses to these questions have been excluded from this summary. 



Response 
Percent Survey Monkey Hard

copy TOTAL
91.8% 174 172 346
3.7% 11 3 14
4.5% 8 9 17

193 184 377

Neutral

What is your view about adding a new residential sub-division in Cape Paterson?

100.0%

Disagree

Cape Paterson North Development Plan

Agree

Answer Options

What is your view about adding a new residential sub-division in Cape 
Paterson?

Disagree

Neutral

Agree



Response 
Percent Survey Monkey

Hard copy TOTAL
95.2% 184 175 359
0.8% 1 2 3
4.0% 8 7 15

193 184 377
0

100.0%
skipped question

No opinion

With 245 blocks currently available in Cape Paterson (incl. the Ecovillage) is there 
already adequate land supply?

answered question

Yes

Cape Paterson North Development Plan

No

Answer Options

With 245 blocks currently available in Cape Paterson (incl. the Ecovillage) 
is there already adequate land supply?

Yes

No opinion

No



Response 
Percent Survey Monkey

Hard copy TOTAL
78.8% 154 143 297
7.2% 18 9 27
1.3% 2 3 5
1.9% 5 2 7
5.6% 14 7 21

Hard copy extra  added by respondents: 'Less than 100' 5.3% 20 20
100.0% 193 184 377

No opinion

200

If it were unavoidable that a new sub-division is approved in Cape Paterson, what is the maximum 
total number of blocks that should be approved?

400 or more

100

Cape Paterson North Development Plan

300

Answer Options

If it were unavoidable that a new sub-division is approved in Cape Paterson, what 
is the maximum total number of blocks that should be approved?

100

200

300

400 or more

No opinion



Response 
Percent Survey Monkey

Hard copy TOTAL
26.3% 50 49 99
65.5% 129 118 247
8.2% 14 17 31

193 184 377
0

100.0%

Controlled timed staging e.g. 100 lots over 10 years

If it were unavoidable that a new sub-division is approved in Cape Paterson, should the 
controls over land release be regulated by

Market forces i.e. supply and demand

Cape Paterson North Development Plan

No opinion

Answer Options

If it were unavoidable that a new sub-division is approved in Cape Paterson, 
should the controls over land release be regulated by

Market forces i.e. supply and demand

Controlled timed staging e.g. 100 lots
over 10 years

No opinion



Response 
Percent Survey Monkey

Hard copy TOTAL
96.6% 187 177 364
3.2% 5 7 12
0.3% 1 0 1

193 184 377

100.0%

About right

Do you believe a revised proposal of 450-500 blocks for the Cape Paterson North 
development is?

Too big

Cape Paterson North Development Plan

Too little

Answer Options

Do you believe a revised proposal of 450-500 blocks for the Cape Paterson North 
development is?

Too big

About right

Too little



Subject: Re: Amendment C136
Date: Wednesday, 26 February 2020 6:14:02 PM

Dear Sir/Madam,

I wish to lodge a formal objection to the proposed rezoning of land north of Seaward Drive, Cape Paterson,
that is dealt with by C136.
Cape Paterson is a lovely coastal village with a great community feel about it. It is well thought of due to 
its manageable size. The proposed rezoning would have a hugely negative affect on the Cape residents, 
environment and amenities. 
The town is fairly safe for pedestrians at the moment since vehicular traffic is not excessive. This would 
certainly change if this proposed over development  should go ahead. People in the newer areas would certainly 
be driving to the beaches creating more noise, polluting CO2 emissions and increasing the danger to pedestrians,
especially children.
Previously the residents have told the council that they don't want the town to be over developed with footpaths
ruining the vistas of a nice coastal region. They don't want the town to be turned into a place that looks like an
outer suburb of Melbourne.
There are still many vacant lots of land at the Cape Eco-village. If people are really desperate to live in Cape 
Paterson, then it is logical that these lots should be sold first before providing more.
Any development in the area must occur in Wonthaggi where there is the proper and adequate infrastructure to
handle
more residents.
As for the delicate coastal region itself, we must make sure that this is protected. The Distinctive Area and
Landscape 
process must be completed before any decision is taken on further development.
The council's duty is to look after the community, not developers.
I am not confident that the reports commissioned accompanying C136 are independent.
For all these reasons I object to the proposed rezoning of land at Cape Paterson, north of Seaward Drive.

Yours sincerely,

Sub 244



TO: Strategic Planning Department 
Bass Coast Shire Council,  
PO Box 118 Wonthaggi,   
strategic.planningadmin@basscoast.vic.gov.au 

Reference:  Amendment C136.  

I am writing to vehemently oppose amendment C136 as suitable scientific or ethical consideration 
has been given to the impact on the character and amenity of Cape Paterson or the surrounding 
environs. There is already too much development considering the nature of the area and the lack of 
infrastructure.  

We moved to Cape Paterson because of the serenity and peaceful, natural environments it offers 
The staggering increase in  ratio of number of dwellings compared to the  number of residents 
already established in Cape Paterson  will degrade this to become urban sprawl due to greedy 
developers with quite frankly,  poor and dodgy submission which should never have seen the light of 
day.  

There is absolutely no consideration to the sleepy seaside village that draws us to living at Cape. Not 
everyone wants to live amongst urban sprawl, this has major implications on our mental health and 
wellbeing. If I wanted that I could live in Wonthaggi, Inverloch or the city. We as ratepayers should 
get a say in what is appropriate development  and the native flora and fauna should be protected 
We as residents should have a right to appropriate development and the choice to live somewhere 
quieter when there are so many other places nearby that offer services for people that want to live 
somewhere  more populated. 

The Marine park and natural beauty of the area is to be cherished and protected at all costs, not 
urbanised and over developed like has happened to so many other coastal areas including Inverloch  
am rejecting the proposed amendment entirely in no way does this benefit the community, through 
added infrastructure or amenities, it will have a detrimental impact on the local roads, footpaths and 
parking. The natural environment will be impacted, and the fauna will have even more pressure 
placed on it through increased traffic movements, less open space, domestic animals.  

The current electricity supply is already stretched and has regular interruptions, the development 
will only add more pressure to this and create more blackout periods, cause undue stress and 
problems for current residents and rate payers. There is a single lane road that is already put under 
pressure during peak season, not to mention there is already minimal parking at these times. 

Water quality and pressure will be severely impacted and as it is already sub standard it will not 
improve. We understand that many of the studies they have done are inappropriate for the area and 
we are aware of these and will fight you every step of the way. We are not going to give up as it is 
totally inappropriate, we already have the ecovillage and that is enough growth let alone putting a 
ridiculous amount of strain, and an ugly eyesore on our little coastal town. 

Drainage and sewers will be impacted and as shown in the recent flood and hail event in May of 
2019 it cannot cope well now. That infrastructure will be placed under more pressure with the 
development laying more sealed surfaces and more unnatural run off being created and pushed into 
the system.  

Telephone and Data are already poor and under pressure at peak times, this will only degrade with 
such and impact. With many residents already adversely effected and placed in dangerous situations 
through lack of contact to emergency services.  If a fire went through like the recent fires I have 
been informed we would not be able to cope – get your heads out of the clouds and see the real 
picture, its disgusting and so many of us are  very angry about this. 
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In summary Development of this scale and type is in my view and my family and friends is 
extraordinarily inappropriate and ill considered. It will impact our lives in many ways from traffic, to 
noise, to degradation of the natural world and fauna.  

Once this is done it cannot be undone, it will lead to more application of a similar nature and the 
area will be degraded and changed forever.  

I ask that amendment C136 be reject in total. 

We will not take this lying down so you may as well abandon the project now before wasting your 
time and money on something which could ultimately make people miserable and I have every 
intention to protest to the last 
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Objection to C136 Rezoning Application 

From: 

 

 

 

We are Cape Paterson holiday home residents. We wish to lodge a formal objection to the C 136 
proposed rezoning of land north of Seaward Drive. 

The increase in size of the Cape township by this ridiculous amount would destroy the ambience and 
amenity of this quiet coastal village, which we have treasured for many years. Its wonderful peaceful  
beaches have been a joy. The “eco village” is already on the way to compromising this. Please let us 
have no more!! 

Inappropriate Timing:   No development should be approved before the Distinctive Areas and 
Landscape process, initiated by the Labour Govt, is completed. It has not yet even been incorporated 
into the Bass Coast Planning Scheme – Cape Paterson community’s biggest response was to request  a 
reduction of the current town boundary. 

The developer plans for up to 1000 new dwellings! Even if each one had only 2 occupants this would 
more than triple the township’s population of less than 900 at the last census! 

Despite a Planning Panel report (2010) that said expanding the town boundary to the West and North 
would result in an oversupply of land, Mathew Guy (2011) approved both town boundary expansions. 
C136 provides the first opportunity to correct this by reducing the over-expanded town boundary. 

Cape Paterson has a fragile and valuable coastal environment. Over-development brings greater risks 
to the coastal strip with more dogs, cats and invasive plants. These threats will also apply to the 
Bunurong Marine and Coastal Park. 

Infrastructure (such as beach car parking) will not cope with the increased population -  it struggles 
now with the Summer crowds. 

Please do not allow this development to proceed. 

 

 



Subject: Objection to C136 rezoning application
Date: Wednesday, 26 February 2020 5:59:32 PM

I am a new Cape Paterson permanent resident. I wish to lodge a formal objection to the
proposed rezoning of land north of Seaward Dve. that is dealt with by C136.
Despite the potential hypocrisy of a resident of the new Ecovillage estate objecting to another
new development, I have some particular concerns.

I moved from Mallacoota to be closer to family, and a new granddaughter. I chose Cape
Paterson because it was a small coastal village, of similar population and similar in character
in many ways to Mallacoota.

The proposed redevelopment, particularly in its full extent (1000 houses) will significantly
change the character of the village, pushing it close to the population of Wonthaggi itself
(1000 houses equates to a population of about 2500, plus the completion of the Ecovillage,
and the existing township population, will mean close to 4000 population).

It is well known that many new developments have ignored the infrastructure needs of their
size, creating significant problems for the new populations, and difficult demands on local and
state governments. These mistakes should not be repeated, they are now well known.
The existing development plans seem to make little provision for space for infrastructure. 

While I am not totally opposed to further development, the Council, if it is to approve any
development, has a 'one off' opportunity to insist on first class infrastructure provisions.

Some of my concerns in this regard are;

Density of the development/Open space allowance. 

By comparison with the Ecovillage, each of the 2 stages of the new development propose 500
houses on land parcels of a similar size to the Ecovillage, which only contains about 220. The
Ecovillage has allowed about 50% of its land as open space, and in the spirit of inclusiveness
with the original township, made these spaces publicly accessible. The open space in the new
development is obviously minimal by comparison. As a resident of the Ecovillage, I pay,
through the owners corporation, for the maintenance of these spaces. The addition of the large,
high density new estate, lacking in it's own open space, will likely increase the use and
maintenance requirements of the Ecovillage owners corporation. That is an expense I would
resent, if the new development was able to avoid making similar open space provisions.

Traffic/Beach parking.

Like most holiday destinations, the town is already stretched by these issues in the summer
season. I note that the traffic reports in the proposal are quite old, and were conducted in mid
winter. There is little opportunity to increase parking in the foreshore area without significant
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destruction of the coastal vegetation which is very important to the character of the town. In
any case, it would be a significant cost for the Council. The best option may be to convert the
existing Illawong Caravan Park, but that means a significant loss of revenue.

Traffic issues would also become a problem. The development is sufficiently far from the
beach that many people, especially families with lots of kids and clutter, will probably chose
to drive to the beach from the new development. 
Footpaths/shared cycle paths are few within the existing township. This is less of a problem
with the current population, but will become so with that much of a population increase. I
would suggest that the developers be required to pay for the construction of suitable shared
paths, not just on the new estate, but through the existing township, to facilitate safe non
vehicle access to the foreshore and business precinct.
I also note that Spear St and Park Parade, which are likely routes to the beach from the new
estate, are unsealed. They should be sealed (and have shared paths added) for safety, and it is
unreasonable that the residents of these streets should have to pay for this to accommodate the
new estate.

Public Transport.

Public transport is already inadequate. With such a development, a more frequent (than the
current 2 hourly) bus service to Wonthaggi will be required. However, I would also suggest a
frequent local town bus (every 30min minimum) to minimise car usage between the new
development and the beach/commercial area. Ideally, this would be paid for by the developer
(at least set-up costs) , and free to use, as generally the cost of fare collection makes it not
worthwhile. Small modern electric buses are now available to minimise environmental
impacts, and before long, self driving buses may be possible, eliminating labour costs. Such a
service would be a significant boast for the council and the town.

Space for infrastructure.

A town of the size envisaged by this development would require significant infrastructure. In
particular, I would see the need for a local Child care centre/Preschool, ideally a primary
school, a medical clinic, and an aged care facility. There may also be a need for a small
industrial area. I don't see any provision for these type of things in the proposal. The developer
should provide land for the future building of all these facilities. I did note the developers
provision of 2 blocks as a donation the the Life Saving Clubs, however, these blocks will still
eventually be built on, and in fact, only represent 0.2% of the total blocks. Once the blocks are
cut up and sold, it is always too late when some-one thinks they are needed for some essential
infrastructure. Council should learn from the mistakes of so many other councils, and insist
that appropriate provision is made at the outset.  

Environmental Issues.

The Ecovillage has set a standard for environmental building, both in the construction phase
with waste, and the long term efficiency of the houses. This minimises it's drain on
infrastructure (particularly electrical) and the climate. Given the Council's declaration of a
Climate Emergency, it should hold the new development to similar standards wherever it has
the power. The cost increase is pretty small in the overall scheme of things, and it is expected
that the thermal rating standards (currently 6 star) will be raised soon anyway. We don't need
any more cut price 'cooky cutter' type suburbs as we see so often on the outskirts of



Melbourne.  

regards,



Subject: Bass Coast Planning Scheme Amendment C136
Date: Wednesday, 26 February 2020 7:09:08 PM

Bass Coast Planning Scheme Amendment C136.3

This is a submission OPPOSING the development application north of Seaward Drive in its entirety
for the following specified reasons for our family and way of life :

We live on Park Parade Road, which is a dirt road, and there has already been an
increase in traffic travelling along the road to the beach from “The Cape”. It shows that
Park Parade Road will be a direct line for this development to the beach and with an
expected 500+ additional houses, I cannot even imagine the extra traffic and the dust
through our house, totally unacceptable.
The park located on Park Parade (viewed from our house) would become an extremely
dangerous place for children to play in the future, over the years I have witnessed
serious speeding, and out of control cars resulting in near misses with children and cars
– a horrible thought to imagine.
There are no footpaths along the roads in the area and as a results adults and children
walk along the roads, this will become a huge safety issue with increased traffic.
The increase traffic in our summer period will double on our road.  We are totally
opposed to this idea.  The traffic survey/reports were undertaken/based during July
which is the quieter months in winter in Cape Paterson and would only account for
permanent or homeowners, therefore does not reflect correct traffic flow information.
Cape Paterson is currently a coastal village with a great community and way of life. 
Building this amount of additional houses within Cape Paterson will change the
demographic and community spirit.  It is a safe place for families, especially children and
the elderly, and this is the reason we chose to buy in this community.
With the current bushfires that have swept through Victoria and New South Wales the
access out of Cape Paterson would be extremely difficult with double the residents,
there is only 1 tarmac road and 1 dirt road to Wonthaggi.
There is currently insufficient car parking at the beaches at peak times and the distance
from the C136 proposal to the beach will result in all residents driving to the beach.
 How will this be overcome, what happens to our environmental area and coastal
bushes/trees ?
The Life Saving Clubs, of which our family have been involved with, are manned with
volunteers, they will not cope with double the people on the beach, ensuring safe
swimming zones.  The beaches are small and overcrowded during December – April at
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the moment.  We also have 2 extremely dangerous swimming zones, adjoining these
beaches – Undertow Bay and “second beach” – which are not manned.  Will people go
to these beaches ?
Currently the mobile telephone and data towers cannot cope and becomes extremely
unusable at peak times, this will be impacted even more and will require upgrading.
Our electricity supply currently drops out at least every week and cannot cope with the
current population, this is will impacted dramatically.
The current water pressure and supply tower is in overload currently and the quality is
under strain.  During the peak times it already requires heavy chlorination to cope with
the additional usage, this is be greatly impacted with this development.
The proposed development is a major “over-development” of our community, more
than doubling the size and the area will not be improved it will be degraded, too many
people to the small size of the coastal village feel.
The Bunurong Marine and Coastal Park is such a beautiful area, how will council
maintain and ensure that this will remain untouched.  Also, will any additional water
run-off from this new area not cause more drainage problems, as seen in 2019.  Will
additional drainage be included in the new development ?
 The threat to the local wildlife specifically seen in this area, wombats, koalas, echidnas
and many nocturnal mammals will be significantly affected by this new development.  It
is a huge area of natural habitat for the wildlife. 

Kind regards,



Subject: Objection to C136 rezoning application
Date: Wednesday, 26 February 2020 8:27:27 PM

Strategic Planning Department

Bass Coast Shire Council, 

PO Box 118 Wonthaggi, 

Or email to strategic.planningadmin@basscoast.vic.gov.au

Dear Strategic Planning Department

I have been holidaying at Cape Paterson since 1983, have owned a holiday home
since 1989 and am planning on retiring there.

Thanks for the opportunity to comment on the proposed amendment to the Planning
Scheme.  I am very much opposed to changing the farming zone to a residential zone
and extending the Cape Paterson township north of Seaward Drive and wish to
formally lodge my objection.  Even the current State Government recognises how
inappropriate and destructive this extension of the township will be as stated in the
following press release from 2018.

Sunday, 4 November 2018

STOPPING DEVELOPERS RUINING PHILLIP ISLAND AND THE BASS COAST

A re-elected Andrews Labor Government will permanently protect Phillip Island and the Bass
Coast from over development, with planning protection enshrined in law.

People choose to make their home in the small communities along the Bass Coast to enjoy a
laid-back lifestyle – a lifestyle the Liberals tried to ruin by putting the interests of developers
ahead of local residents.

Former Planning Minister Matthew Guy grossly expanded Cape Paterson’s town boundary
and rezoned 24 hectares of pristine coastal farmland overnight for a housing estate at Ventnor,
on Phillip Island, despite clear community and council opposition.

A re-elected Labor Government will make sure this can never happen again by declaring the
Bass Coast a Distinctive Area and Landscape under the Planning and Environment Act 1987.

The declaration triggers a requirement for a Statement of Planning Policy, which will set strict
height controls and tighten town boundaries to protect the environment, landscape and local
lifestyle.

Under the Liberals, the town boundaries of Cowes and Cape Paterson were changed against
the advice of independent planning panels. Under Labor, any attempt to expand town
boundaries in the declared areas must be agreed to by the Parliament, protecting locals from
the Liberals and their sneaky secret deals at kitchen tables.
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The Statement will be developed within the first year of Government in consultation with the
local council and residents who know their community best. The Bass Coast Council has
asked for their area to be declared.

A re-elected Labor Government will also develop a new town plan to consolidate Cowes
within its existing boundaries to stop over development and make sure the whole island is
managed as a low growth area.

It has been revealed Mr Guy used $3.5 million of taxpayers’ money to avoid facing a judge to
explain his role in the Ventnor scandal, admitting he would lose his job if he did.

Phillip Island and the Bass Coast have outstanding natural beauty and small-town lifestyle that
Matthew Guy and the Liberals tried to destroy – only Labor will make sure it is permanently
protected.

Quotes attributable to Premier Daniel Andrews

“The Liberals put the interests of developers first and tried to turn Phillip Island and the Bass
Coast into the Gold Coast – given the chance they’ll do it again.”

"Only Labor will protect the lifestyle that locals on Phillip Island and the Bass Coast enjoy
with permanent planning protection, enshrined in law.”

Quote attributable to Minister for Planning Richard Wynne

“History will judge Matthew Guy’s intervention in Ventnor as one of the darkest days in the
history of planning in this state.”

The proposed amendment should be rejected for many reasons, the main one being
that Cape Paterson is a village adjacent to an important, but fragile coastline.  Yes the
main regional town of Wonthaggi is 5 minutes down the road but that is not reason to
extend Cape Paterson; Wonthaggi is where the development should be!

The Land Assessment Report consultant engaged and paid for by the developer,
correctly refers to the Gippsland Regional Growth Plan of 2014 identifying medium
development in Cape Paterson as a secondary centre.  What the developers
consultant should have conceded, is the eco village now provides for the medium
development at Cape. 

They also reference the Bass Coast Planning Scheme which refers to Cape as
having ‘Low spatial growth capacity’ and that ‘Encourage growth within existing urban
or appropriately zoned land, primarily through infill capacity and defined settlement
boundaries’, again, leaning toward the existing township and the eco village being
appropriate and sufficient.

A 2010 Planning Panel recommendation, again, conveniently not referenced refers to
either western or northern development and not both. 

The further reference to the Distinctive Area Landscape and the suggestion that it will
have no bearing on this proposal, is completely against Premier Andrews comments



as referenced above.  Without being a planning expert it appears that this particular
consultant has cherry picked statements from various documents, which without
interrogation, support the development; when in fact, it is often out of context.  At the
very least this DAL should be in place prior to such a massive over development
being considered.

The consultant’s  report uses buzz words like ‘housing affordability’ and
‘connectedness’; these words should be applied to development at places like
Wonthaggi and Dalyston and even Leongatha, not Cape Paterson.  Is there even
30% permanent occupancy in the Cape?  The eco village has been slowly trudging
along for a number of years now but I don’t see permanent residents ‘breaking down
the doors’ to buy and build in their affordable dream home.  The Golden Cape estate
isn’t even fully built and that has been on the market for many more years.  A
development like this would decimate the village feel of this much loved place and
would prompt population growth that is too rapid to be effectively integrated.

The inappropriate linear development of the eco village has in effect, created a
second suburb of Cape Paterson as it has no real connection to the township.  From
a strategic planning viewpoint I think this is far from ideal.  The Land Assessment
Report consultant  refers to the town as having two distinct residential areas. With this
northern proposal we now face a similar issue – another suburb that is poorly
connected to the original township. 

Property owners is this proposed northern suburb will enjoy walking paths or shared
trails, water sensitive urban design and landscaped streets, all within the estate.  How
will they get to the beach?  How will they get to the Tavern?  How will they get to the
shops?  They will generally have to drive.  The land assessment consultant expects
the majority of new residents would be retirees that are in the 65 to 84 age bracket. 
This further supports my argument that this inappropriate development will place an
infrastructure cost burden on the existing community.  Where will the excess storm
water go?  Straight down to where the recent flooding occurred.  My point is that any
upgrade of roads or drains or construction of footpaths and car parks in the township
will then come at a huge cost to the Shire and us, the ratepayers.  This is not fair on
any level.

Aside from it being unfair, it then raises the issue of capacity of the township for even
a moderate increase in residents and visitors.  On a lovely summers day I challenge
you to find a legitimate car space close to the beach or a spot for your towel,
particularly when the tide is up.  How does the existing drainage system cope with
more hard surface when a rainfall event is greater than any retention system or
retardation in the a new development has been designed for.  Is it then fair to cause
flooding in the township or require the Shire to find many thousands of dollars for
asset upgrades?  I think not!

The majority of walkers in the township use the road as a walkway as there are very
few constructed footpaths and often the grass verges are vegetated or unsuitable for
foot traffic.  Any increase in vehicular traffic is then going to start creating uncontrolled
hazards for these pedestrians, and in fact any additional pedestrians from a



development that may choose to walk in the township.  Again this is leading towards
unfunded design and construction of new footpaths in the township that any
developer won’t need to pay for.

Of course the attraction of the coast is a major draw card but it has its limitations and
they are almost currently met.  We hear about the fragile breeding ground of the
plovers and therefore need to responsibly manage our human and pet impacts. 
Tripling the size of our little coastal village does not seem to be managing this
responsibly.  The additional litter of mown lawns and fallen leaves on roads, washed
by rain events through the storm water system is going to end up straight in the ocean
at times of high flow.  Sure, suitably placed Water Sensitive Urban Design and Rain
Gardens will pick up regular low flow events, but there is no back up for the larger
events that we are getting more frequently as weather patterns change.

In summary, I implore you to reject this inappropriate over development of Cape
Paterson.  The only winners will be the developer and their real estate agent. To
quote a recent article ‘Cape Paterson is one of the few quintessential beach places
that have not succumbed to suburban sprawl’.

Thanks 



Subject: Objection to C136 rezoning application
Date: Wednesday, 26 February 2020 8:27:32 PM
Attachments: southern-brown-bandicoot-map4.pdf

I am a Cape Paterson home owner.

I wish to lodge a formal objection to the proposed rezoning of land north of Seaward Drive
that is dealt with by C136.

I believe that the developers application is based on outdated and unreliable supporting
information which is incomplete and misleading. In addition it is clear that the application
has been made driven purely by financial profits for the developer rather than the greater
good of the local community. If the developer was genuine in their intentions to increase
avalable housing for the local community then they would have submitted applications for
development within existing development boundaries within Wonthaggi where the local
council and the State Government have a pre determined plan and roadmap to support this
type of development.

In particular, I would like to highlight the following concerns;

Inappropriate Timing

No development should be approved before the Distinctive Areas and Landscape
process (initiated by the Labor government) is completed.
The Distinctive Areas and Landscape process has not yet been incorporated into the
Bass Coast Planning Scheme - the Cape Paterson community's biggest response was
to request a reduction of the current town boundary.

Massive overdevelopment

A rezoning as proposed would have significant adverse impact on the small coastal
village character, amenity and infrastructure
Cape Paterson is currently a coastal village with a cohesive community. The rezoning
proposal is lodged by a developer with plans for up to 1000 new dwellings (500 +
500). Even if each dwelling had only two occupants this would more than triple the
town's population which was below 900 at the last census.
This is a massive over-development, both in land size and impact on population
Despite a Planning Panel report (2010) that said expanding the town boundary to the
West and to the North would result in an oversupply of land, Mathew Guy (2011)
approved both town boundary expansions. C136 provides the first opportunity to
correct this by reducing the over-expanded town boundary.

 Unknown Impacts on endangered flora and fauna

The flora and fauna report that the application is based on is flawed and unreliable.
The report makes no mention of the Southern Brown Bandicoot which the Victorian
Government lists as either known to occur or likely to occur in the proposed
development area (see attached extract Map 4: Distribution map for Southern Brown
Bandicoot – greater Melbourne). Indeed Bass Coast Council and Parks Victoria have
both implemented programs to encourage the re-population of Southern Brown
Bandicoots in the near area since the developers report was commissioning, making it
obsolete, out of date and unreliable. Council should note that the southern brown
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bandicoot (eastern), Isoodon obesulus obesulus is listed as an endangered species
under the Federal Government Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation
Act 1999 (EPBC Act). Endangered species are a matter of national environmental
significance and if Bass Coast Council were to approve this rezoning application
without sufficient documented due diligence in place, they could be liable for
prosecution under the act.
The flawed report also puts wildlife at further risk. The developer's materials note
there are 33 species of birdlife, as well as wombats and kangaroos. Surprisingly they
have not recorded other species frequently seen including echidnas, snakes, lizards
etc. The proposal will result in loss of habitat for these animals, which in turn is a loss
for Cape Paterson where they are highly valued by residents.

Ignores Indigenous, Cultural and Historical Heritage

part of the development area contains an area of cultural heritage sensitivity and the
proposed development of the land constitutes a high impact activity (ref: Heritage
Insight report). This is inappropriate on cultural heritage grounds. Any development
must strictly heed Cultural Heritage Management requirements.

Inaccurate and Incomplete Traffic Flow Data and Simulation Modelling

The traffic data report is unreliable, uncontrolled, misleading and nearly eight years
out of date. The survey data complied is at best mis-leading and at worst
indefensible. It also does not take into consideration the new The Cape Eco Village
development.
The report does not capture high season traffic flow data or figures and the sample
window is too small to make it representative.
The report does not comply with VicRoads requirements or standards, particularly
VicRoads document ‘Transport Modelling Guidelines Volume 4 Simulation Modelling’. It
would also appear that there has been no consultation or contact with this significant
stakeholder which Council is obliged to do.
The current community feel means people drive with respect and maintain the safety
of the town. The proposal is not in keeping with this pre-existing structure or setup.

Will put too much pressure on infrastructure

Limited capacity of the Lifesaving clubs to service a large increase in beach goers
without major increased funding for paid lifesaving services.
Council or the developer has provided little or no information on the impact to public
transport or other Council provided services and how this will be funded or catered
for. Pre-existing surrounding infrastructure is not designed or capable of supporting
this massive increase in load.
Extreme weather events (1 in 100 year) are becoming increasingly common requiring
infrastructure upgrades before further development occurs.

Is not the best way forward for development – more suited to Wonthaggi or
Inverloch

Bass Coast's strategic plan is to concentrate development in high growth areas like
Wonthaggi. C136, if approved, will reduce demand in Wonthaggi where there is more
urban infrastructure such as schools, transport, shops.
Both Wonthaggi and Inverloch has existing infrastructure and makes more sense as a
place for additional development

The process puts developers before community

The reports accompanying C136 have been commissioned and paid for by the
developer and in some cases have been amended following consultation with the



developer. It is difficult to consider them independent.
Many residents of Cape Paterson are not confident with the objection process and
have not felt heard.

Finally, if a development of any sort is considered then revised and resubmitted
proposals must involve; 

Reducing the town boundary so that the town expands by no more than 25%
Waiting until 75% of blocks at The Cape eco-village have sold
Include more than 50% open space of the net area to be developed (as per The Cape)
Traffic provisions that do not funnel traffic through the existing township
The developer providing far more detailed information regarding protection of
heritage and environment, details of the development proposal, subdivision pattern,
design guidelines, infrastructure requirements and development contributions.
Significant plantings of indigenous trees and appropriate green passages for wildlife
Limited car spaces to ensure there is not additional traffic pressure on the town
High standards regarding sustainability rating, as per the example set by the Cape
Lower density building than currently proposed
Retention of some green wedges of open green land

If council and local councilors are genuine about supporting the needs and wishes of the
local community ahead of an at best speculative application from a profit driven a developer
then this application must be turned down.  

Please confirm by return receipt and acknowledgement of this formal written objection as
well as providing a timeline for next steps to be taken by Council.

Best regards





Subject: Amendment C136
Date: Wednesday, 26 February 2020 6:49:22 PM

I am opposed to this development in its current form.

My experience with The Cape Ecovillage over the past 7 years suggests that
developers are not to be trusted to honour agreements or fulfil promise.

The Cape already provides considerable expansion to the town, with provision  for
many more future blocks.  So C136 is unnecessarily large, and will seriously
damage the small coastal village character of Cape Paterson.  We do not want to be
a suburb of Wonthaggi, nor do we need another Inverloch.

I am concerned about increased traffic through the town, and increased pressure on
already overcrowded parking near the beaches.  Increased numbers of dogs and cats
will threaten local wildlife, some of which, such as the hooded plover, are already
endangered.  

I urge Council to reduce the town boundary and restrict future development to much
smaller and more amenable portions.
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Objection to C136 rezoning application 

 
 

       

I wish to lodge a formal objection to the proposed rezoning of land north of Seaward 
Drive that is dealt with by C136. 

I have owned a holiday house in Cape Paterson since 1996 and previously had 
holidayed annually in rental accommodation since 1978 in Cape Paterson. My 
association with Cape Paterson goes back to 1967 when I regularly came to surf each 
summer. 

Cape Paterson is a rural/seaside village in one. I still like to surf and enjoy the beach but 
also have a close affinity to rural areas and this is the major reason I kept coming back 
to Cape and finally purchased a holiday house. Its size and simplicity are major factors 
in its uniqueness. 

I would like to highlight the following concerns: 

DAL 

•  The Distinctive Areas and Landscape process has not yet been incorporated into the
Bass Coast Planning Scheme - the Cape Paterson community’s biggest response was
to request a reduction of the current town boundary.

Massive overdevelopment

• A rezoning as proposed would have significant adverse impact on the small coastal
village character, amenity and infrastructure

• Cape Paterson is currently a coastal village with a cohesive community. The rezoning
proposal is lodged by a developer with plans for up to 1000 new dwellings (500 + 500).
Even if each dwelling had only two occupants this would more than triple the town’s
population which was below 900 at the last census.

•  This is a massive over-development, both in land size and impact on population

• Despite a Planning Panel report (2010) that said expanding the town boundary to the
West and to the North would result in an oversupply of land; Mathew Guy (2011)
approved both town boundary expansions. C136 provides the first opportunity to correct
this by reducing the over-expanded town boundary.
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Village Character of Cape Paterson 

• Cape Paterson, being small, is a safe place for families, especially children and elderly

•  There are very few places like Cape Paterson and that, in itself, means it is worth
preserving the village as is

• Cape Paterson is pedestrian friendly with little or no through traffic and few footpaths
but currently safe to walk on road

•  The distance from the beach of the C136 proposed rezoning will result in massively
increased traffic through existing township. This is envisaged by the traffic report with
the C136 proposal which envisages an additional 9140 car trips per day not to mention
the issue of where do they park. Parking is impossible to find already over the last 5 to
10 years without the additional traffic. This is not easily addressed as expansion of
beach parking would have a detrimental impact on the environment and amenity of the
area and is undesirable.

• Internal roads are unsealed (which residents overwhelmingly voted to retain because
they like this laid-back feel) - extra traffic will mean more dust and less safety but is not
easily addressed without altering the “feel” of the town. The huge increase in people and
cars will ruin the village feel that means children can walk to the beach, park and shops,
go for bike rides etc in relative safety

Is Environmentally Undesirable

• Puts wildlife at further risk. The developer’s materials note there are 33 species of
birdlife, as well as wombats and kangaroos. Surprisingly they have not recorded other
species frequently seen including echidnas, snakes, lizards etc. The proposal will result
in loss of habitat for these animals, which in turn is a loss for Cape Paterson where they
are highly valued by residents

• Cape Paterson has a fragile and valuable coastal environment. The beach is already at
capacity in summer.

• Development brings greater risks to coastal strip with more dogs, cats and invasive
plants that can decimate local flora and fauna

•  Threats to the adjoining Bunurong Marine and Coastal Park including contaminated
drainage run off.

•  Threats to existing Significant Vegetation and Wildlife within the area to be rezoned.
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Insufficient infrastructure 

• Limited capacity of the Lifesaving Clubs to service a large increase in beach goers
without major increased funding for paid lifesaving services.

• As evidence by the freak hailstorm in Cape in May 2019, extreme weather events (1 in
100 year) are becoming increasingly common requiring infrastructure upgrades before
further development occurs.

• Bass Coast’s strategic plan is to concentrate development in high growth areas like
Wonthaggi. C136, if approved, will reduce demand in Wonthaggi where there is more
urban infrastructure such as schools, transport, shops.

•  Wonthaggi has existing infrastructure and makes more sense as a place for additional
development

Finally, if a development of any sort is to go ahead then it must involve 

• Reducing the town boundary so that the town expands by no more than 25%

•  Traffic provisions that do not funnel traffic through the existing township

•  The developer providing far more detailed information regarding protection of heritage
and environment, details of the development proposal, subdivision pattern, design
guidelines, infrastructure requirements and development contributions.

• Significant plantings of indigenous trees and appropriate green passages for wildlife

• Lower density building than currently proposed



Subject: Amendment C136
Date: Wednesday, 26 February 2020 8:38:21 PM

I do not support the amendment C136 and wish to object to it.

 
 

Cape Paterson is a haven from the hustle and bustle of the city where I spend considerable time.  My
family and I have been property owners and visitors to Cape Paterson since 1969 when my in-laws
purchased and built on a block in Anchor Parade.  We have seen the Cape developed from a handful
of holiday homes to the current village environment adequately supported by The Tavern, the
general store and the estate agents on Surf Beach Road.  We thoroughly enjoy the tranquillity of the
walks around the community and would not like to see this amenity destroyed by overpopulation
which would appear to be the obvious outcome if the village doubles in size as proposed by the
proponents of further development.

The development to the west of the village, known by the totally inappropriate name “The Cape”,
will, when completed, add some two hundred or more properties to Cape Paterson township.  This
development will clearly satisfy any current and future demand for additional growth of the
township for thirty to fifty years or more, and a further development to the north has the potential
to turn the village environment that we love to a crowded, suburban, cheek-by-jowl city
environment.

I would like changes to be made to Amendment C136 to reverse the previous change which enlarged
the town boundary, so that the northern boundary was along the Seaward Drive. 

If the proposed development goes ahead, the influx of hundreds of additional property owners will
swamp the facilities along the beaches, will result in significant increased traffic through the narrow
streets of the existing village, will undoubtedly affect wildlife in the area, including the existing koala
populations, and the increased traffic will put pedestrians at risk.

Infrastructure, such as power, water, sewage and drainage systems will require massive upgrades. 
My current water supply pressure is already low.

The sand dunes along the beaches have already been significantly eroded and damaged by beach-
goers over the last couple of decades.  At least 15 metres of dunes at the Cape First surf beach have
been lost by people climbing, sledding, just using the dunes for pleasure.  If the development adds
hundreds more people onto the beach, I can see the dunes retreating further, totally changing the
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beach structure and environment.

I support the submissions made by the Cape Paterson Residents and Ratepayers Association and
incorporate their submission herein by reference.

Respectfully,
  



Subject: Objection to C136 rezoning application
Date: Wednesday, 26 February 2020 8:45:22 PM

Objection to C136 rezoning application

I am a Cape Paterson Home Owner.
I wish to lodge a formal objection to the proposed rezoning of land north of Seaward Drive
that is dealt with by C136.
I believe that the proposed scale of the development would be very damaging to this
community. Cape Paterson is unique amongst seaside towns. It is still very much a village
with the infrastructure you would expect for a village. Cape Paterson should remain and be
preserved in its current form because it is a rarity in this day and age. Permanent residents
and holiday makers alike seek this village for what it currently is…. A sleepy holiday town
that is relatively untouched by over development and commercial ventures. We have so
many alternative places that could benefit from this further development, but I can’t see the
benefit to anyone or anything should this development go ahead in Cape Paterson.

If this development is approved, I cant help but think that either stupidity or corruption is
behind it. You may call it cynical, but lets be honest, the only ones to benefit from this would
be the Developers. Don’t let Greed and Gluttony drive this decision. Restore our faith in
good prevailing over stupidity.

Additionally, I would like to highlight the following concerns that I share with many others;
Inappropriate Timing
No development should be approved before the Distinctive Areas and Landscape process
(initiated by the Labor government) is completed.
The Distinctive Areas and Landscape process has not yet been incorporated into the Bass
Coast Planning Scheme - the Cape Paterson community’s biggest response was to request
a reduction of the current town boundary.
Massive overdevelopment
A rezoning as proposed would have significant adverse impact on the small coastal village
character, amenity and infrastructure
Cape Paterson is currently a coastal village with a cohesive community. The rezoning
proposal is lodged by a developer with plans for up to 1000 new dwellings (500 + 500).
Even if each dwelling had only two occupants this would more than triple the town’s
population which was below 900 at the last census.
This is a massive over-development, both in land size and impact on population
Despite a Planning Panel report (2010) that said expanding the town boundary to the West
and to the North would result in an oversupply of land, Mathew Guy (2011) approved both
town boundary expansions. C136 provides the first opportunity to correct this by reducing
the over-expanded town boundary.
Ignores Indigenous, Cultural and Historical Heritage
part of the development area contains an area of cultural heritage sensitivity  and the
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proposed development of the land constitutes a high impact activity (ref: Heritage Insight
report). This is inappropriate on cultural heritage grounds. Any development must strictly
heed Cultural Heritage Management requirements
Ruins the Peaceful and Safe Character of Cape Paterson
Cape Paterson, being small, is a safe place for families, especially children and elderly
There are very few places like Cape Paterson and that, in itself, means it is worth
preserving the town as is
Cape Paterson is pedestrian friendly with little or no through traffic and few footpaths but
currently safe to walk on road
The distance from the beach of the C136 proposed rezoning will result in increased traffic
through existing township. This is envisaged by the traffic report with the C136 proposal
which envisages an additional 9140 car trips per day
The traffic report is flawed as it is based on a survey conducted in July rather than peak in
Dec/Jan. Also they think that half the people travelling to the beach from the development
would rather make a right turn from Seaward Drive into Cape Paterson Road
(notwithstanding the increased traffic coming down that road thanks to the development),
rather than an easy left turn (a short cut) into Spear Street. I know which I would do......
Will Decimate the Community Feel of This Much-Loved Coastal Village
The current community feel means people drive with respect and maintain the safety of the
town
Will prompt population that is too rapid to be effectively integrated
Will ruin the village feel that means children can walk to the park, shops, go for bike rides
etc in relative safety
Is Environmentally Undesirable
Puts wildlife at further risk. The developer’s materials note there are 33 species of birdlife,
as well as wombats and kangaroos. Surprisingly they have not recorded other species
frequently seen including echidnas, snakes, lizards etc. The proposal will result in loss of
habitat for these animals, which in turn is a loss for Cape Paterson where they are highly
valued by residents
The new development is car reliant and does nothing to reduce dependence on fossil fuels
There is insufficient parking already at peak times. This is not easily addressed as
expansion of beach parking would have a detrimental impact on the environment and
amenity of the area and is undesirable
Internal roads are unsealed (which residents overwhelmingly voted to retain because they
like this laid-back feel) - extra traffic will mean more dust and less safety but is not easily
addressed without altering the “feel” of the town
Cape Paterson has a fragile and valuable coastal environment. The beach is already at
capacity in summer.
Development brings greater risks to coastal strip with more dogs, cats and invasive plants
that can decimate local flora and fauna
Threats to the adjoining Bunurong Marine and Coastal Park including contaminated
drainage run off.
Threats to existing Significant Vegetation and Wildlife within the area to be rezoned.
Will put too much pressure on infrastructure
Limited capacity of the Lifesaving clubs to service a large increase in beach goers without
major increased funding for paid lifesaving services.
Extreme weather events (1 in 100 year) are becoming increasingly common requiring
infrastructure upgrades before further development occurs.



Is not the best way forward for development – more suited to Wonthaggi or Inverloch
Bass Coast’s strategic plan is to concentrate development in high growth areas like
Wonthaggi. C136, if approved, will reduce demand in Wonthaggi where there is more urban
infrastructure such as schools, transport, shops.
Wonthaggi has existing infrastructure and makes more sense as a place for additional
development
Cape Paterson currently has a very different “feel” to Inverloch. We like it that way
The process puts developers before community
The reports accompanying C136 have been commissioned and paid for by the developer
and in some cases have been amended following consultation with the developer. It is
difficult to consider them independent.
The community has previously made clear its feelings about expansion to the north of the
town
Many residents of Cape Paterson are not confident with the objection process and have not
felt heard

Finally, if a development of any sort is to go ahead then it must involve
Reducing the town boundary so that the town expands by no more than 25%
Waiting until 75% of blocks at The Cape eco-village have sold
Include more than 50% open space of the net developable area (as per The Cape)
Traffic provisions that do not funnel traffic through the existing township
The developer providing far more detailed information regarding protection of heritage and
environment, details of the development proposal, subdivision pattern, design guidelines,
infrastructure requirements and development contributions.
Significant plantings of indigenous trees and appropriate green passages for wildlife
Limited car spaces to ensure there is not additional traffic pressure on the town
High standards regarding sustainability rating, as per the example set by the Cape
Lower density building than currently proposed
Retention of some green wedges of open green land

Thankyou for the opportunity to express my objection.
Regards,



Subject: spam>Objection to C136 planning amendment
Date: Wednesday, 26 February 2020 9:05:25 PM

Good evening,

We are opposed to the proposed rezoning of land to the north of the current Cape Paterson
township for the following reasons:-

a) we bought into a small seaside village around 15 years ago and have watched it slowly
transform into a larger and busier small town. With the proposed addition of 1000 additional
houses over the next few years the village atmosphere will totally disappear along with the
friendly nature of the village.

b) there is totally inadequate infrastructure to support a doubling of the size of the township.
Whilst the developers propose additional infrastructure, there is no additional beach to be
had, no additional parking spaces, rural land that is used cannot be replaced rather is is sealed
over with concrete, asphalt and building to totally transform the surrounding areas.

c) there is plenty of available houses, land and development opportunity within the current
Cape Paterson township. We are yet to feel the impact of the complete development of the
new Cape housing estate and the houses added with the 5 stage development to the west of
Marine Parade have provided more than adequate opportunity for people to live in Cape
Paterson.

d) it is inconceivable that only recently the Andrew's government announced the Distinctive
Area and Landscapes project only for this development to be proposed utilising a loop hole in
the planning process. The entire Bass Coast has been recognised as "an area of outstanding
natural beauty and small town lifestyle" and the DAL should be let run its course before
Council considers any further rezoning request. 

e) this is clearly a case of overdevelopment of the area - the proposed doubling of the size of
the township is completely inconsistent with the Premier's commitment to permanently
protect not only the Bass Coast but also Phillip Island.

f) Cape Paterson is currently a beautiful place to live, visit and holiday with family and friends.
Please don't spoil this for everyone by considering this rezoning request - we (residents,
visitors and the local government) cannot undo this in 2, 5 or ten years when they realise what
a mistake it was to spoil this pristine area.

We do not want to be like the Mornington Peninsula where you cannot move on any given
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day on the holiday period, please do not approve this request.

Regards, 
 



Objection to C136 rezoning application 
 

 
 

I am in my final years of high school and love spending 
time at Cape Paterson. 

I want to object to the proposed rezoning of land north of 
Seaward Drive that is dealt with by C136. 

I have been visiting Cape Paterson my whole life and the 
joy of Cape is the peace, quiet streets, and unspoiled 
beaches. Doubling the town would be ridiculous and take 
away from what makes Cape special. It would also put the 
wildlife and environment at risk, and completely change 
the feel of the town. 

Sub 256



Subject: Cape Paterson
Date: Wednesday, 26 February 2020 9:15:03 PM

Dear Council,

I wish to support submission c 136.l for Cape Patterson.

I grew up visiting Cape Patterson and the coast with my children and would like to purchase a house to allow my
children the same experiences we had down the beach , in the rock pools and enjoying the beautiful area.  I support
the for submission  Cape Patterson and believe it would enhance the area and tourism possibilities.

Regards,
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Subject: Objection to C136 rezoning application
Date: Wednesday, 26 February 2020 9:30:10 PM

Objection to C136 rezoning application

From:

Dear Council,

I am a part time resident of Cape Paterson. I would like to lodge a formal objection to
the proposed rezoning of land north of Seaward Drive that is dealt with by C136.

There are a number of reasons why I strongly object to the rezoning. In particular, I believe
the rezoning will destroy Cape Paterson's beautiful community. Cape Paterson is a small town
that is safe for kids, pedestrians, families, activities... and this massive development will take
that away. 

- This is a huge over-development in terms of land size and population

- Cape Paterson does not have adequate infrastructure to support such a massive increase in
population. 

- There would be significant negative impacts to the coastal environment and animals

- The timing is inappropriate: No development should be approved before the Distinctive
Areas and Landscape process is completed.

- This rezoning puts developers before the local community. This is not acceptable.

Thank you
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From: 

 
 

 

 

To:  Bass Coast Council 

I am a Cape Paterson holiday home owner and I wish to lodge a formal objection to the 
proposed rezoning of land north of Seaward Drive that is dealt with by C136. 

As a new resident to Australia my wife’s family introduced me to “The Cape” in the 90s and our 
family camped there for many years before purchasing a holiday house. One of the key 
attractions is it's a safe place for families to bring their kids and not have to worry about 
overcrowding and traffic.   

In particular, I would like to highlight the following issues with the proposed development: 

Inappropriate Timing 

•  No development should be approved before the Distinctive Areas and Landscape process is
completed. With significant increases in residents the bush, animals and fish are likely to be
adversely impacted.  It appears that this approval is being rushed to get ahead of the review
outcomes.

Massive overdevelopment

•  A rezoning as proposed would have significant adverse impact on the small coastal village
character, amenity and infrastructure essentially tripling its size and population.

•  Despite a Planning Panel report (2010) that said expanding the town boundary to the West and
to the North would result in an oversupply of land, Mathew Guy (2011) approved both town
boundary expansions. C136 provides the first opportunity to correct this by reducing the over-
expanded town boundary.

The process puts developers before community - The reports accompanying C136 have been
commissioned and paid for by the developer and in some cases have been amended following
consultation with the developer. It is difficult to consider them independent.

Ruins the Peaceful and Safe Character of Cape Paterson

•  Cape Paterson, being small, is a safe place for families, especially children and elderly

•  Cape Paterson is pedestrian friendly with little or no through traffic and few footpaths but
currently safe to walk on road
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•  The distance from the beach of the C136 proposed rezoning will result in increased traffic
through existing township. This is envisaged by the traffic report with the C136 proposal which
envisages an additional 9140 car trips per day.  And this was based upon a traffic analysis in the
low season.

Is Environmentally Irresponsible

•  Puts wildlife at further risk. The developer’s materials note there are 33 species of birdlife, as well
as wombats and kangaroos. Surprisingly they have not recorded other species frequently seen
including echidnas (we once had an echidna come into our house) , snakes, lizards etc. The
proposal will result in loss of habitat for these animals, which in turn is a loss for Cape Paterson
where they are highly valued by residents

•  There is insufficient parking already at peak times. This is not easily addressed as expansion of
beach parking would have a detrimental impact on the environment and amenity of the area and
is undesirable

•  Cape Paterson has a fragile and valuable coastal environment. The beach is already at capacity
in summer.

•  Threats to the adjoining Bunurong Marine and Coastal Park including contaminated drainage
run.

Finally, if a development of any sort is to go ahead then it must involve:

•  Include more than 50% open space of the net developable area (as per The Cape) including
retention of some green wedges of open green land for wildlife.

•  Traffic provisions that do not funnel traffic through the existing streets.

•  The developer providing far more detailed information regarding protection of heritage and
environment, details of the development proposal, subdivision pattern, design guidelines,
infrastructure requirements and development contributions.

Your Sincerely, 

 



Bass Coast Shire Council, 
76 McBride St 
Wonthaggi 
E: strategic.planningadmin@basscoast.vic.gov.au 

 
 

 
 

 

February, 27, 2020 

RE: Objection to C136 rezoning application 

Dear Sir, 

My husband and I have a holiday home in Cape Paterson, an environment we have come to 
treasure for the natural environment, low level density housing and abundance of native flora 
and fauna not only along the astonishingly beautiful coastline, but also throughout the 
township.  

It is with great concern that we have become aware of the proposed rezoning of the land 
north of Seaward Drive that is dealt with by C136. We feel this proposal represents a 
dramatic over development of the region and would change the whole nature of what is held 
with such value in the area. 

Of particular note to us are concerns that the proposed rezoning would have significant 
adverse impact on the small coastal village character of Cape Paterson, its amenity and 
infrastructure.  

Also, the plan to build an additional 1000 houses (in two stages) would double the 
population of Cape Paterson. This would greatly impact the coastal village feel, and impact 
the local fauna and flora. 

We feel that Cape Paterson is one of the few places where children, the elderly and families 
can still ride bikes, or walk to a safe, ocean, swimming beach, the first one you can easily 
reach from Melbourne. There are not many places where such a leisurely, holiday feel 
permeates the whole township. The addition of such a great number of houses, would 
threaten that aspect.  

We also feel that the proposed development, being some distance from the beach, would 
result in most people driving to access the beach and township, thus greatly increasing the 
traffic flow. These cars would put additional pressure on beach car parking, which is already 
full during the summer and peak periods. Any proposed expansion of beach parking would 
have a detrimental impact on the environs.  

Finally, we would ask that if a development of any sort were to go ahead, then it should 
involve more than 50% open space on each block, in line with the whole town, public park 
provisions, and it should provide traffic provisions that do not funnel traffic through the 
existing township. 

Ideally, council would also place an overlay over the development whereby only native flora 
can be planted to protect the existing fauna.  
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Thank you for considering our submission. 

Yours sincerely  

  



Subject: Amendment C136
Date: Wednesday, 26 February 2020 9:56:18 PM

Strategic Planning Department
Bass Coast Shire Council, 
PO Box 118 Wonthaggi, 

To whom it may concern

RE:Amendment C136

I wish to make you aware of a number of strong objections that I have 
with regards to the proposed rezoning in Cape Paterson from the 
Farming Zone to the General Residential Zone. 

Size of the Development Plan 
I believe that the proposed development is a direct contravention 
of the bass coast Natural Environment Strategy . The proposed 
size will significantly alter the fabric of Cape Paterson as a local 
coastal town. Through the ‘C136 rezoning’ the further distance to 
the beach will result in increased traffic through existing townships 
internal unsealed roads. It was recently voted to retain unsealed 
roads by local residents.

Removal of the Environmental Significance Overlay
I have grave concerns about the adverse effect the proposed 
development will have on the coastal environment because of the 
increased traffic on beaches due to increased population. The 
proposal will encourage further pressures for new housing 
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development to the east and west of Cape Paterson. Instead of 
over-developing we should protect and preserve the unique 
environment and wildlife. 

Kind Regards
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Strategic Planning Department  
Bas Coast Shire Council 
PO Box 118 Wonthaggi, VIC 3995 
strategic.planningadmin@basscoast.vic.gov.au 

Re: Bass Coast Planning Scheme Amendment C136 

I oppose Amendment C136 in its current form. 

Why is Cape Paterson important? 

I am not old, but I have lived and grown here for nearly 50 years.  My parents and grandparents have been 
connected here since the 1950’s.  However, my teenage children will have seen more development in Cape 
Paterson before they are 20, than I have seen here in my lifetime.  They, like many of their generation, are 
aware that unless the adults of today ensure sensible, appropriate protections and planning controls are put 
in place now, their future will not have any strength against those with money or influence from doing what 
they want and without sound consideration for future generations.  Needless to say, my children are looking 
forward to when they can vote in a few years time. 

I am not opposed to change or growth.  If it is done correctly.  Cape Paterson has changed over the years, 
and many of the changes were well planned, at the request of its ratepayers, beneficial to the community, or 
a part of the expected evolution of the area (eg sewerage & better public toilets etc).   However, in the last 
10 – 15 years, Bass Coast council has lost its way by ignoring and selling-off some of the values that make 
Cape Paterson a place where people want to belong. 

Lack of transparency 

I oppose the Bass Coast Planning Scheme Amendment C136 because neither the Bass Coast council, or the 
proponent / developer have provided any clear overview of the current development area.  Particularly in 
relation to how it will fit in, influence or impact adjoining or surrounding properties, landscapes and 
infrastructure.  

Though the new town boundary follows the outline of particular Lots that have been acquired for proposed 
development, it is clear that a proponent or developer could argue for further expansion and alteration due 
to the unusual shape of the current township boundary.  For example, a 121 acre property at 225 Wilsons 
Road, Cape Paterson is currently for sale with pricing and marketing directed to future developers for 
subdivision. This property is adjacent to the western end of the current town boundary and is unaffordable, 
compared to other properties in the district, to any potential hobby farmer or potential primary producer.  
What protection will Bass Coast council put in place to ensure that this or other adjoining properties are not 
acquired by potential developers with the intention of lobbying future councils or governments for further 
expansion.  If the council is adamant that there is no possibility for further town boundary expansion, then 
how can private properties be promoted as potential future subdivision.  In this instance, there is either false 
marketing / advertising or a lack of transparency by Bass Coast council in its intentions. 

I oppose the Bass Coast Planning Scheme Amendment C136 because the town boundary of Cape Paterson 
was excessively and questionably allowed to be expanded by Matthew Guy despite clear opposition by the 
community.  This significant expansion was not graciously declined, reviewed, revised or modified by Bass 
Coast council when it had the opportunity.   
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Distinctive Area and Landscapes (DAL) 

Bass Coast is one of only four Victorian shires recognised for its distinctive landscapes. Declaring the Bass 
Coast as a distinctive landscape is a major step in setting out a long-term vision and strategy on how land is 
used, protected and developed.  

I oppose the Bass Coast Planning Scheme Amendment C136 because it intends to pass the amendment 
before any findings and recommendations from the DAL study can be finalised or formalised.  By ignoring 
this process, it demonstrates the Councils’ disregard and contempt for State Government legislation and 
policy.  

I oppose the Bass Coast Planning Scheme Amendment C136 because the intent of Amendment C136 is, in 
itself, a contradiction of the purpose and scope of the Bass Coast Distinctive Areas and Landscapes 
assessment at this point in time. 

Closing remarks 

In light of the recent management practices of Casey Council relating to rushed approvals and favouring 
developers, I request that our current councillors suspend the Amendment process until the final outcomes 
of the Bass Coast Distinctive Areas and Landscapes assessment have been published for the Cape Paterson 
district.  Then, based on those outcomes and recommendations, the Amendment proposal should be revised 
after further public and stakeholder consultation.  

The only way the current Bass Coast councillors can assure the broader community that they are not trying 
to push the Amendment through before the DAL process is complete, is to pause or suspend the 
Amendment process. 

Regards 

 



 

26/02/20

Dear Sir or Madam

Please find my overview of the C136 amendment attached.

I have based my statement on the “Bass Coast Planning Scheme Amendment C136 – 
Frequently asked questions” document handed out by Beverage Williams 27/01/20.

In the following pages the initial “Frequently asked question” is in Red and Black as per the 
original. My Response to each is in blue.

My view is that developers in general will by nature want to proceed on a path that will 
result in creating wealth at the expense of environment, lifestyle and tradition and that 
unfortunately some members Shire Councils embrace the same priority.

I respect and appreciate the council members, however, who are trying their best to retain 
and protect the Bass Coast area’s unique landscapes, environment and life style.
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What impact will the development have on the vegetation and wildlife in and around Cape Paterson? 

As the subject land is set well back from the coastline, the proposed rezoning will not be a prominent 
part of the coastline or impact upon existing native vegetation in these areas. All onsite surface water flows will be treated and 
retarded to pre-development levels before leaving the site. 

 Map, provided by Beverage Williams, 27/01/20 clearly shows drainage from the development goes straight into 
the sensitive coastal area at Cape Paterson.

With regard to the subject site, the implementation of the proposed planning controls will ensure that significant on-site vegetation 
and habitat is protected within conservation reserves, drainage reserves and open space reserves. 

 Once again going by the map the proposed “protected land” consists of the area around the water tower,  
a very narrow roadside strip, a craggy ridge that couldn’t be developed anyway and a bit of land on Seaward 
Drive that is going to be used as a drainage reserve before any excess water goes into the waterway leading to a 
pristine beach.

Will the rezoning result in the loss of agricultural land? 

Agricultural use of the subject site is restricted to grazing and rural living. The site is not nominated in any State or Local 
Government plan as farmland of particular significance. 

The “significance” has to be a very subjective view given that the developers now own the land. Of course it is  
NOT NOW being used for farming and grazing. Was this statement on “significance” made when Matthew Guy 
was at the helm? 

The permanent loss of agricultural land with the municipality is considered on a strategic and planned basis. The loss of 
agricultural use on the subject land is anticipated in the Bass Coast Strategic Coastal Planning Framework which nominates future 
residential development on the site. 

Legislation was passed in 2019 by the Andrews government to protect the sensitive nature of the natural beauty and 
lifestyle of the Bass Coast/Phillip Island area. Local council planning has NOT implemented this legislation. 

Will the rezoning result in an increased threat of bushfire? 

The land is not affected by a Bushfire Management Overlay, however it is located within a Bushfire Prone Area. There will be no 
increase in bushfire risk to the land as a result of the amendment. 

The Bushfire Hazard Assessment anticipates the retention of high-quality vegetation on the site. The assessment concludes that the 
site can be developed to achieve a BAL construction requirement of 12.5 through the implementation of perimeter roads, suitable 
setbacks and appropriate building materials. 

  While rezoning may not in itself result in an increased threat of bushfire, anything that puts more people in an area 
at the time of bushfire should not be allowed to happen. Particularly in this case where the whole development is 
driven not by the need of already available land but that of money for developers and the council and the total 
disregard for the unique quality of the area. 

How is the increase in traffic going to be managed? 

The land has direct access to Cape Paterson Road and Seaward Drive. New access points to these roads will provide safe and 
convenient access to the site and will accommodate the majority of additional traffic, along with the existing road network. It is 
proposed to upgrade the intersection at Seward Drive and Tarooh Street to allow two-way traffic for the full extent of Seaward Dr 

The future road network will be designed to direct the majority of new traffic through the proposed development to Cape Paterson 
Road and not through the existing township. 

It seems to be a “given” by Beverage Williams and the Council that there will now be a traffic management situation 
to be dealt with. This has a vast impact on the current lifestyle of the area that the Andrews legislation allows for. 

Will the Cape Paterson rezoning affect the implementation of the Wonthaggi North East Precinct Structure Plan (WNPSP)? 

The WNPSP will provide for the majority of growth within the municipality and guide Wonthaggi’s growth from 6,000 to 16,000 
residents over the next 30 to 50 years. 

The proposed rezoning will provide a diversity of housing and lifestyle choice that is complementary to the planned growth within 
Wonthaggi. 

The blind need for massive expansion is somewhat disconcerting. There is no mention of any expansion to the   
supporting infrastructure to grow in proportion with that of land development. This applies to all areas in the Bass  
Coast and surely applies to this current situation in North Cape Paterson. Schools, Hospitals, Elderly care, Arts and 
sporting facilities to name a few.

Beverage Williams main heading for a Frequently asked question.

Beverage Williams answer to the question.

My Response



Why is the Development Plan Overlay being applied over all land in Cape Paterson North and will it guarantee that the land not 
part of the proposed rezoning will be developed in the future? 

The overlay is being implemented across the entire area to reflect its status as part of the township growth area. Orderly strategic 
planning requires the consideration of the whole area even if it is not being rezoned. This has occurred in other regional growth 
areas such as Nyora. 

Before any development of the long-term residential land can occur in the future, a separate Planning Scheme Amendment would 
be required. Any such request would need to be justified from a strategic planning and land supply perspective.

  The fact that we are in this situation now shows how it can happen again. Developers have no regard for arable 
farming land. This is establishing a precedent that will allow further removal of protective overlays to occur.

Has the amendment has consideration of the Distinctive Areas and Landscape declaration? 

In October 2019, the entire Bass Coast Shire municipality was declared a Distinctive Area and Landscape (DAL) under the 
Planning and Environment Act 1987. The declaration triggered the requirement to prepare a Statement of Planning Policy which 
is intended to better protect the Bass Coast area’s unique landscapes, environment, and lifestyle. A planning response to the 
Distinctive Area and Landscape - Phase One Bass Coast Community Engagement Report has been prepared and included with the 
formal planning documentation in support of amendment C136. 

The Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning (DELWP) Distinctive Area and Landscapes team is currently progressing 
the Statement of Planning Policy associated with the DAL. DELWP has advised that the Amendment C 136 is to be considered on 
its own merits with consideration of the DAL and that the amendment and DAL project will most likely align with regards to the 
timing of the draft Statement of Planning Policy later in the year.

  The DAL project initiated by the Andrews government passed legislation in Oct 2019 so must be incorporated in 
local council planning regulations BEFORE any developers assume the Amendment C136 is applied. 

 It appears that the developers are attempting to push through a window of opportunity before the DAL process has 
been concluded.  

How quickly will Cape Paterson North develop? 
Construction of the site is likely to occur over many years. As a comparison, the developer, Wallis Watson, are currently 
developing Island View Estate in San Remo. In the time since the planning permit was issued for the development on 2nd July 
2012, 125 lots have been released and sold to the market. This equates to approximately 17 lots per year. 

A similar approach with regard to the release and sale of lots in Cape Paterson is anticipated. Using San Remo as a guide, the full 
development of the land which is proposed to be rezoned is likely to take 15+ years once a planning permit is issued, which in 
itself will take a minimum of 2 years to occur. 

It is interesting that this comparison is made between North Cape Paterson and San Remo, a very expensive   
large block development with seaviews where anyone would expect slower growth. Even if this comparison has  
substance, or vaguely true, anyone can see that the development of Daleston, South Dudley, North Wonthaggi and 
Inverloch is RAPID.

What benefit will the rezoning have on the existing Cape Paterson community? 

The proposed rezoning provides an opportunity through the collection of developer contributions to improve community 
infrastructure within the existing Cape Paterson township. These contributions could be used in a multitude of ways including 
footpath links and upgrades to the existing road network, potential improvements to the community hall and Bay Beach area. The 
proponents are also committed to the donation of land to the CFA for a more suitable fire station site and propose to gift one lot to 
each of the local Surf Life Saving Clubs to on-sell as a fundraising activity.

Once again, what about the preservation of the existing (allegedly protected) lifestyle of existing residents and 
those choosing to move to Cape Paterson in the future? 

 The use of the word COULD is interesting. Will there be a representative from Beverage Williams to oversee these 
improvements to the community hall, the Bay Beach area, the donation of land to the CFA for a more suitable fire 
station site and proposal to gift a lot to each of the local Surf Life Saving Clubs to on-sell as a fundraising activity? 
Or will this be left up to the Council who would need to have consultants in for a decade or two before speedy 
implementation?

The proposed rezoning will also enable directing overland surface water flows from the north around the Cape Paterson township 
to reduce township flooding. 

  My only recollection of flooding in the 20 years I have been here, was during the hail storms in May 2019 when a 
council owned drain was blocked by hail and closely came to destroying the Wonthaggi Life Saving Club building. 
Therefore, any reduction of flooding would be that caused by the development of North Wonthaggi itself.



How will development impact on the current infrastructure within town? 

Discussions with servicing authorities confirm that the site can be appropriately serviced. Upgrades to water pressure and sewer 
hydraulic and treatment capacity will be required as part of future development. These upgrades will result in improved servicing 
throughout the existing township by replacing under performing infrastructure and increasing capacity. 

External to the subject land, development contributions are expected to facilitate improvements to the local footpath and road 
network including sealing and kerbing of existing roadways, improvements to community infrastructure including the community 
hall and Bay Beach area and improvements to car parks around Cape Paterson. 
  Recently the Council proposed to pave, kerb and seal the roads of Cape Paterson. It was put the people of Cape 

Paterson and was soundly turned down, even though the Council highly encouraged this development.  
Why was it opposed? Because people wanted to retain the feel and life style of the area.

How will inappropriate development be prevented?

The proposed planning controls will require the preparation of Housing Design Guidelines to ensure a high quality of design of 
both homes and landscaping throughout the development. The Design Guidelines will shape the form of the new estate so that it 
reflects the coastal character of the existing township. 

Once prepared and endorsed by Council, the Design Guidelines must be followed by new residents when constructing their 
dwelling.

The “inappropriate development” is this whole development itself. It is inappropriate due to the fact that it offends 
any of the standards set by the sensitive nature of the natural beauty and lifestyle as referred to by Dan Andrews.

Will the town lose the “village” feel? 

Proposed planning controls will require that future development provide a range of lot sizes, whilst achieving an average lot 
size generally consistent with the existing Cape Paterson township. The planning controls also propose to increase the public 
open space on the site to 11 % which is well beyond the 5% state requirement. The open space areas will be in addition to the 
proposed extensive drainage & conservation reserves. 

  It is amazing that a proposal that virtually doubles the size of an existing settlement could do anything other than 
cause it to lose its “village” feel should even be questioned. Of course it will. Furthermore, do the open space 
areas include the area around the water tower, a very narrow roadside screen of green and the craggy ridge that 
couldn’t be developed short of bulldozing it?  

Furthermore, Housing Design Guidelines will ensure that future development of the site is sympathetic to and reflective of the 
coastal character of the area. The above design considerations will minimise the sense of suburbia and ensure that the coastal/
village feel of the existing Cape Paterson township is extended through the proposed development 

  Any housing currently being built is regulated by the shire building and town planning guidelines which you would 
expect to be applied in North Cape Paterson if this goes ahead. It is not a question of whether the housing will be 
up to standard; Beveridge Williams can not take credit for that. The point is that this should not happen at all in 
light of the massive amount of development in Bass coast and Phillip Island.

There are already parking issues at the foreshore. How will the development improve this issue? 

Through the collection and allocation of developer contributions an opportunity will arise to improve community infrastructure 
within the existing Cape Paterson township including car parking in the vicinity of the foreshore and footpath links between the 
proposed development and the foreshore. 

  The development will only make the situation worse. This is a total intrusion on the foreshore. 
Does this mean removal of existing trees? Along that whole foreshore area there are caravan parks, existing 
carparks and National parks. Where is the land coming from, Cape Paterson itself? This whole issue drivel. 

 What does “Through the collection and allocation of developer contributions an opportunity will arise to improve 
community infrastructure” mean?

Interface with existing dwellings to the south of Seaward Drive 

Biodiversity and drainage assessments have identified the most appropriate location for drainage and wetland reserves as well 
as biodiversity links. The majority of these reserves immediately adjoin Seaward Drive, thus providing an opportunity to create a 
natural buffer between the existing residential area along Seaward Drive and the proposed development.

 In other words Beverage Williams are willing to share the effluent from this development with their neighbors



Subject: Objection to C136 rezoning application
Date: Wednesday, 26 February 2020 10:14:29 PM

strategic.planningadmin@basscoast.vic.gov.au
Bass Coast Shire Council

Objection to C136 rezoning application

From:
 26 February 2020

I wish to lodge a formal objection to the proposed rezoning of land north of Seaward Drive, Cape Paterson that is
dealt with by C136.
I am a regular visitor to Cape Paterson, as my family has owned a property in the town for 30 years. It has been a
wonderful place to introduce my friends and children to with the variety of beaches and friendly faces we see each
time. Importantly, due to its small size it is a safe town to walk along the streets despite the lack of footpaths.

The reasons for my objection are:

· No development should be approved before the Distinctive Areas and Landscape process is completed.
The Distinctive Areas and Landscape process has not yet been incorporated into the Bass Coast Planning
Scheme - the Cape Paterson community’s biggest response was to request a reduction of the current town
boundary.

· The rezoning as proposed is far in excess of requirements for a reasonable town planning timeframe (20
years).  The rezoning proposal is lodged by a developer with plans for up to 1000 new dwellings. Even if each
dwelling had only two occupants this would more than triple the town’s population, which was below 900 at the
last census. Where is the demonstrated need for this amount of additional housing? Especially as the Cape
eco-village is still to be fully developed.

· Despite a Planning Panel report (2010) that said expanding the town boundary to the West and to the North
would result in an oversupply of land, Mathew Guy (2011) approved both town boundary expansions. C136
provides the first opportunity to correct this by reducing the over-expanded town boundary.

· Part of the development area contains an area of cultural heritage sensitivity and the proposed development
of the land constitutes a high impact activity (ref: Heritage Insight report). This is inappropriate on cultural
heritage grounds. Any development must strictly heed Cultural Heritage Management requirements

· Cape Paterson is pedestrian friendly with little or no through traffic and few footpaths, but it is currently safe
to walk on roads.  The distance from the beach of the C136 proposed rezoning will result in increased traffic
through the existing township and thereby reduce pedestrian safety. This is stated in the traffic report with the
C136 proposal, which envisages an additional 9140 car trips per day. 

· The traffic report is somewhat flawed as it is based on a survey conducted in July rather than peak in
Dec/Jan. Also, they think that half the people travelling to the beach from the development would rather make a
right turn from Seaward Drive into Cape Paterson Road (notwithstanding the increased traffic coming down that
road thanks to the development), rather than an easy left turn (a short cut) into Spear Street. I very much doubt
that will occur.

· The new development is car reliant and does nothing to reduce dependence on fossil fuels

· Bass Coast’s strategic plan is to concentrate development in high growth areas like Wonthaggi. C136, if
approved, will reduce demand in Wonthaggi where there is more urban infrastructure such as schools,
transport, shops and many community services. Wonthaggi has existing infrastructure and it makes more sense
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as a place for additional development.

If a development of any sort is to go ahead then it must involve:

· Reducing the town boundary so that the town expands by no more than 25%

· Waiting until 75% of blocks at The Cape eco-village have sold

· Include more than 50% open space of the net developable area (as per The Cape)

· Traffic provisions that do not funnel traffic through the existing township

· The developer providing far more detailed information regarding protection of heritage and environment,
details of the development proposal, subdivision pattern, design guidelines, infrastructure requirements and
development contributions.

· Significant plantings of indigenous trees and appropriate green passages for wildlife

· High standards regarding sustainability rating, as per the example set by the Cape

· Lower density building than currently proposed

· Retention of some green wedges of open green land

Yours sincerely,

 



Dear Sir or Madam

Please find my overview of the C136 amendment attached.

I have based my statement on the “Bass Coast Planning Scheme Amendment C136 – 
Frequently asked questions” document handed out by Beverage Williams 27/01/20.

In the following pages the initial “Frequently asked question” is in Red and Black as per the 
original. My Response to each is in blue.

My view is that developers in general will by nature want to proceed on a path that will 
result in creating wealth at the expense of environment, lifestyle and tradition and that 
unfortunately some members Shire Councils embrace the same priority.

I respect and appreciate the council members, however, who are trying their best to retain 
and protect the Bass Coast area’s unique landscapes, environment and life style.
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What impact will the development have on the vegetation and wildlife in and around Cape Paterson? 

As the subject land is set well back from the coastline, the proposed rezoning will not be a prominent 
part of the coastline or impact upon existing native vegetation in these areas. All onsite surface water flows will be treated and 
retarded to pre-development levels before leaving the site. 

 Map, provided by Beverage Williams, 27/01/20 clearly shows drainage from the development goes straight into 
the sensitive coastal area at Cape Paterson.

With regard to the subject site, the implementation of the proposed planning controls will ensure that significant on-site vegetation 
and habitat is protected within conservation reserves, drainage reserves and open space reserves. 

 Once again going by the map the proposed “protected land” consists of the area around the water tower,  
a very narrow roadside strip, a craggy ridge that couldn’t be developed anyway and a bit of land on Seaward 
Drive that is going to be used as a drainage reserve before any excess water goes into the waterway leading to a 
pristine beach.

Will the rezoning result in the loss of agricultural land? 

Agricultural use of the subject site is restricted to grazing and rural living. The site is not nominated in any State or Local 
Government plan as farmland of particular significance. 

The “significance” has to be a very subjective view given that the developers now own the land. Of course it is  
NOT NOW being used for farming and grazing. Was this statement on “significance” made when Matthew Guy 
was at the helm? 

The permanent loss of agricultural land with the municipality is considered on a strategic and planned basis. The loss of 
agricultural use on the subject land is anticipated in the Bass Coast Strategic Coastal Planning Framework which nominates future 
residential development on the site. 

Legislation was passed in 2019 by the Andrews government to protect the sensitive nature of the natural beauty and 
lifestyle of the Bass Coast/Phillip Island area. Local council planning has NOT implemented this legislation. 

Will the rezoning result in an increased threat of bushfire? 

The land is not affected by a Bushfire Management Overlay, however it is located within a Bushfire Prone Area. There will be no 
increase in bushfire risk to the land as a result of the amendment. 

The Bushfire Hazard Assessment anticipates the retention of high-quality vegetation on the site. The assessment concludes that the 
site can be developed to achieve a BAL construction requirement of 12.5 through the implementation of perimeter roads, suitable 
setbacks and appropriate building materials. 

  While rezoning may not in itself result in an increased threat of bushfire, anything that puts more people in an area 
at the time of bushfire should not be allowed to happen. Particularly in this case where the whole development is 
driven not by the need of already available land but that of money for developers and the council and the total 
disregard for the unique quality of the area. 

How is the increase in traffic going to be managed? 

The land has direct access to Cape Paterson Road and Seaward Drive. New access points to these roads will provide safe and 
convenient access to the site and will accommodate the majority of additional traffic, along with the existing road network. It is 
proposed to upgrade the intersection at Seward Drive and Tarooh Street to allow two-way traffic for the full extent of Seaward Dr 

The future road network will be designed to direct the majority of new traffic through the proposed development to Cape Paterson 
Road and not through the existing township. 

It seems to be a “given” by Beverage Williams and the Council that there will now be a traffic management situation 
to be dealt with. This has a vast impact on the current lifestyle of the area that the Andrews legislation allows for. 

Will the Cape Paterson rezoning affect the implementation of the Wonthaggi North East Precinct Structure Plan (WNPSP)? 

The WNPSP will provide for the majority of growth within the municipality and guide Wonthaggi’s growth from 6,000 to 16,000 
residents over the next 30 to 50 years. 

The proposed rezoning will provide a diversity of housing and lifestyle choice that is complementary to the planned growth within 
Wonthaggi. 

The blind need for massive expansion is somewhat disconcerting. There is no mention of any expansion to the   
supporting infrastructure to grow in proportion with that of land development. This applies to all areas in the Bass  
Coast and surely applies to this current situation in North Cape Paterson. Schools, Hospitals, Elderly care, Arts and 
sporting facilities to name a few.

Beverage Williams main heading for a Frequently asked question.

Beverage Williams answer to the question.

My Response



Why is the Development Plan Overlay being applied over all land in Cape Paterson North and will it guarantee that the land not 
part of the proposed rezoning will be developed in the future? 

The overlay is being implemented across the entire area to reflect its status as part of the township growth area. Orderly strategic 
planning requires the consideration of the whole area even if it is not being rezoned. This has occurred in other regional growth 
areas such as Nyora. 

Before any development of the long-term residential land can occur in the future, a separate Planning Scheme Amendment would 
be required. Any such request would need to be justified from a strategic planning and land supply perspective.

  The fact that we are in this situation now shows how it can happen again. Developers have no regard for arable 
farming land. This is establishing a precedent that will allow further removal of protective overlays to occur.

 
Has the amendment has consideration of the Distinctive Areas and Landscape declaration? 

In October 2019, the entire Bass Coast Shire municipality was declared a Distinctive Area and Landscape (DAL) under the 
Planning and Environment Act 1987. The declaration triggered the requirement to prepare a Statement of Planning Policy which 
is intended to better protect the Bass Coast area’s unique landscapes, environment, and lifestyle. A planning response to the 
Distinctive Area and Landscape - Phase One Bass Coast Community Engagement Report has been prepared and included with the 
formal planning documentation in support of amendment C136. 

The Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning (DELWP) Distinctive Area and Landscapes team is currently progressing 
the Statement of Planning Policy associated with the DAL. DELWP has advised that the Amendment C 136 is to be considered on 
its own merits with consideration of the DAL and that the amendment and DAL project will most likely align with regards to the 
timing of the draft Statement of Planning Policy later in the year.

  The DAL project initiated by the Andrews government passed legislation in Oct 2019 so must be incorporated in 
local council planning regulations BEFORE any developers assume the Amendment C136 is applied. 

  It appears that the developers are attempting to push through a window of opportunity before the DAL process has 
been concluded.  

How quickly will Cape Paterson North develop? 
Construction of the site is likely to occur over many years. As a comparison, the developer, Wallis Watson, are currently 
developing Island View Estate in San Remo. In the time since the planning permit was issued for the development on 2nd July 
2012, 125 lots have been released and sold to the market. This equates to approximately 17 lots per year. 

A similar approach with regard to the release and sale of lots in Cape Paterson is anticipated. Using San Remo as a guide, the full 
development of the land which is proposed to be rezoned is likely to take 15+ years once a planning permit is issued, which in 
itself will take a minimum of 2 years to occur. 

 It is interesting that this comparison is made between North Cape Paterson and San Remo, a very expensive   
 large block development with seaviews where anyone would expect slower growth. Even if this comparison has  
 substance, or vaguely true, anyone can see that the development of Daleston, South Dudley, North Wonthaggi and  
 Inverloch is RAPID.

What benefit will the rezoning have on the existing Cape Paterson community? 

The proposed rezoning provides an opportunity through the collection of developer contributions to improve community 
infrastructure within the existing Cape Paterson township. These contributions could be used in a multitude of ways including 
footpath links and upgrades to the existing road network, potential improvements to the community hall and Bay Beach area. The 
proponents are also committed to the donation of land to the CFA for a more suitable fire station site and propose to gift one lot to 
each of the local Surf Life Saving Clubs to on-sell as a fundraising activity.

 Once again, what about the preservation of the existing (allegedly protected) lifestyle of existing residents and  
 those choosing to move to Cape Paterson in the future? 

  The use of the word COULD is interesting. Will there be a representative from Beverage Williams to oversee these 
improvements to the community hall, the Bay Beach area, the donation of land to the CFA for a more suitable fire 
station site and proposal to gift a lot to each of the local Surf Life Saving Clubs to on-sell as a fundraising activity? 
Or will this be left up to the Council who would need to have consultants in for a decade or two before speedy 
implementation?

The proposed rezoning will also enable directing overland surface water flows from the north around the Cape Paterson township 
to reduce township flooding. 

  My only recollection of flooding in the 20 years I have been here, was during the hail storms in May 2019 when a 
council owned drain was blocked by hail and closely came to destroying the Wonthaggi Life Saving Club building. 
Therefore, any reduction of flooding would be that caused by the development of North Wonthaggi itself.



How will development impact on the current infrastructure within town? 

Discussions with servicing authorities confirm that the site can be appropriately serviced. Upgrades to water pressure and sewer 
hydraulic and treatment capacity will be required as part of future development. These upgrades will result in improved servicing 
throughout the existing township by replacing under performing infrastructure and increasing capacity. 

External to the subject land, development contributions are expected to facilitate improvements to the local footpath and road 
network including sealing and kerbing of existing roadways, improvements to community infrastructure including the community 
hall and Bay Beach area and improvements to car parks around Cape Paterson. 
  Recently the Council proposed to pave, kerb and seal the roads of Cape Paterson. It was put the people of Cape 

Paterson and was soundly turned down, even though the Council highly encouraged this development.  
Why was it opposed? Because people wanted to retain the feel and life style of the area.

How will inappropriate development be prevented?

The proposed planning controls will require the preparation of Housing Design Guidelines to ensure a high quality of design of 
both homes and landscaping throughout the development. The Design Guidelines will shape the form of the new estate so that it 
reflects the coastal character of the existing township. 

Once prepared and endorsed by Council, the Design Guidelines must be followed by new residents when constructing their 
dwelling.

The “inappropriate development” is this whole development itself. It is inappropriate due to the fact that it offends 
any of the standards set by the sensitive nature of the natural beauty and lifestyle as referred to by Dan Andrews.

Will the town lose the “village” feel? 

Proposed planning controls will require that future development provide a range of lot sizes, whilst achieving an average lot 
size generally consistent with the existing Cape Paterson township. The planning controls also propose to increase the public 
open space on the site to 11 % which is well beyond the 5% state requirement. The open space areas will be in addition to the 
proposed extensive drainage & conservation reserves. 

  It is amazing that a proposal that virtually doubles the size of an existing settlement could do anything other than 
cause it to lose its “village” feel should even be questioned. Of course it will. Furthermore, do the open space 
areas include the area around the water tower, a very narrow roadside screen of green and the craggy ridge that 
couldn’t be developed short of bulldozing it?  

Furthermore, Housing Design Guidelines will ensure that future development of the site is sympathetic to and reflective of the 
coastal character of the area. The above design considerations will minimise the sense of suburbia and ensure that the coastal/
village feel of the existing Cape Paterson township is extended through the proposed development 

  Any housing currently being built is regulated by the shire building and town planning guidelines which you would 
expect to be applied in North Cape Paterson if this goes ahead. It is not a question of whether the housing will be 
up to standard; Beveridge Williams can not take credit for that. The point is that this should not happen at all in 
light of the massive amount of development in Bass coast and Phillip Island.

There are already parking issues at the foreshore. How will the development improve this issue? 

Through the collection and allocation of developer contributions an opportunity will arise to improve community infrastructure 
within the existing Cape Paterson township including car parking in the vicinity of the foreshore and footpath links between the 
proposed development and the foreshore. 

  The development will only make the situation worse. This is a total intrusion on the foreshore. 
Does this mean removal of existing trees? Along that whole foreshore area there are caravan parks, existing 
carparks and National parks. Where is the land coming from, Cape Paterson itself? This whole issue drivel. 

 What does “Through the collection and allocation of developer contributions an opportunity will arise to improve 
community infrastructure” mean?

Interface with existing dwellings to the south of Seaward Drive 

Biodiversity and drainage assessments have identified the most appropriate location for drainage and wetland reserves as well 
as biodiversity links. The majority of these reserves immediately adjoin Seaward Drive, thus providing an opportunity to create a 
natural buffer between the existing residential area along Seaward Drive and the proposed development.

 In other words Beverage Williams are willing to share the effluent from this development with their neighbors



Subject: Amendment C136
Date: Wednesday, 26 February 2020 10:21:27 PM

Strategic Planning Department
Bass Shire Council

Re: Amendment C136

Dear Sir/Madam,

I DO NOT support this amendment.

My family has had a house at Cape Paterson for several years now and its always a pleasure to 
visit the Cape with its peaceful, quiet, unhurried and easy-going natural feel.

For many years as kids we had visited the Mornington and Bellarine peninsulas with other 
families. Our times there were great, but today these once idyllic seaside retreats have become 
nothing more than an extension to suburban Melbourne with their cheek to jowl suburban 
homes, cafe/restaurant culture and large retail precincts; just AWFUL.

These days you couldn’t pay me to visit Rye, Sorrento, Queenscliff, Point Lonsdale, Torquay, 
Lore etc. they are now JUST AWFUL suburban beachside locales.

Cape Paterson (Today) is everything these places aren’t:

NO massive housing estate developments
NO large retail precincts
NO unpleasant fun fairs
NO massive car parks to accomodate all those people that can’t walk to the beach or retail 
precincts
NO traffic jams
NO crime, drugs or drunkenness
NO deaths or injuries at beaches due to high speed jet ski’s or speedboats
NO death, injury or interference to local wildlife
NO impacts on local fauna
NO real sense of local community

….I could go on.

As has happened to so many seaside towns within a couple of hours of Melbourne, a bog 
ordinary suburban subdivision to the north of Cape Paterson will take away so much that is 
unique to Cape Paterson today.

C136 will make us less likely to visit The Cape. I fear it would also put further pressure for 
new development to the east and west of The Cape.

C136 would mark the beginning of the end for Cape Paterson.
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Please say NO to C136!



Objection to C136 rezoning application

From: 
 

 

We have lived permanently in Cape Paterson for thirteen years. 

We wish to lodge a formal objection to the proposed rezoning of land north of Seaward Drive 
that is dealt with by C136. 

The reason we moved to Cape Paterson and have stayed here is that we love the small size 
of the town – both physically and the number of permanent residents. When the number of 
people staying in town increases in holiday periods the feel of the town changes dramatically 
for the worse. Should the town double in size, as proposed by C136, we may be driven away 
as Cape Paterson will no longer be the quiet, small town we love.  

I would also like to raise the following concerns: 

Town Planning
The Distinctive Areas and Landscape process should be completed prior to considering this 
development. The rezoning proposal includes up to 1000 new dwellings, which would more 
than triple the town’s population. This will drastically change Cape Paterson, for the worse.  

The town boundary should be significantly reduced, to no further housing (or if some 
development is essential, so that the town expands by no more than 10%). 

The Cape ecovillage went against the lateral coastal development, and nearly doubled the 
size of Cape Paterson only several years ago. This rezoning will double the current size of 
Cape Paterson again. The rate of expansion is extremely fast. 

Aboriginal cultural heritage and Remnant Vegetation
The development area includes areas of aboriginal cultural heritage, as well as areas of 
indigenous vegetation/wildlife habitat. It is essential that should any development proceed in 
these areas, that 100% of the remnant vegetation is retained and aboriginal cultural sites are 
left untouched. Should the development proceed, 50% of the area should be kept as 
open/public space and revegetated with local indigenous vegetation. 

Safety
We have children and one thing we value about Cape Paterson is that during non-peak 
times we can safely walk on the roads, and our children can cycle on the roads. During 
holiday periods and weekends in summer it doesn’t feel safe to do this. Adding 1000 houses 
to the north of the town will dramatically increase the number of cars driving through the 
town and will mean there is never a time when we can feel safe walking through our town.  
As our children grow older we want to be able to let them start to explore on their own (e.g. 
ride to the milk bar) to develop independence. We will not be able to do this should C136 go 
through. 

Impact on beaches
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During peak times the beaches are already at capacity. The number of people at the main 
beaches are enormous, and means we don’t go to the beaches at this time, or feel forced to 
go to the beaches that are less-safe for swimming.  
In addition the car parks are always full and people are parking along adjacent roads in the 
residential areas. It is not acceptable to clear any foreshore vegetation to create new car 
parks. There is simply no scope to increase the number of visitors using cars to the beaches. 

Impact on wildlife and threatened species
We highly value the wildlife that lives in Cape Paterson, including Blue Tongue Lizards, 
Koalas and Echidnas. These species are already under threat from habitat destruction due 
to existing blocks in the township being developed. The increased traffic from this proposed 
development will lead to increased road kill and these species will almost certainly no longer 
occur in Cape Paterson.  

The Endangered Hooded Plovers are barely hanging on in Cape Paterson. Each year we 
see the effort the volunteers take to identify and fence nest locations. We then see people 
walking dogs off lead in these areas, and not seeing or ignoring the signs. We have never 
seen a council officer enforcing dog rules. We see people setting up their beach umbrellas 
right next to the fenced area, and know that their presence will mean the hooded plovers will 
not be able to feed for the entire time the people are present, which is a huge risk to the 
chicks. The increased size of the town will be the last nail in the coffin for this species, which 
is already at risk due to climate change and the impact on the local beaches. 

Marine wildlife occurring within the Bunurong Marine and Coastal Park will be at risk from 
contaminated drainage run off. 

Wildlife that inhabit the patches of remnant vegetation that currently occurs with the 
development area will be either killed or displaced should the development proceed. 
Because of the lack of habitat nearby it is unlikely that they would survive. 

Siting of further development 

It makes much more sense for further development to occur in Wonthaggi and Inverloch, 
where it won’t change the character of the existing towns. The larger towns have more urban 
infrastructure and residents can also ride bicycles to the shop or to school, reducing carbon 
emissions. 

To conclude, should any sort of development proceed then it must involve: 

• Reducing the town boundary so that the town expands by no more than 10%

•  Waiting until 80% of blocks at The Cape eco-village have sold

• Include more than 50% open space of the net developable area (as per The Cape)

•  Traffic provisions that do not funnel traffic through the existing township

•  The developer providing far more detailed information regarding protection of heritage and
environment, details of the development proposal, subdivision pattern, design guidelines,
infrastructure requirements and development contributions.

• Significant plantings of indigenous trees and appropriate green passages for wildlife



• Limited car spaces to ensure there is not additional traffic pressure on the town

• High standards regarding sustainability rating, as per the example set by the Cape

• Lower density building than currently proposed

• Retention of some green wedges of open green land

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 

Kind regards, 

 

Learning to ride on the quiet roads 

Local koala – at risk moving around in town due to cars. Substantially increased risk should 
development go ahead 



Kids on scooters 



 
 
 
 

26 February 2020 

Strategic Planning 
Bass Coast Shire Council 
Email:   strategic.planningadmin@basscoast.vic.gov.au 

Submission:  Bass Coast Planning Scheme Amendment C136 

I write to express my concern regarding the proposed amendment, and to request 
that Council does not proceed with it. I am a Cape Paterson holiday-home 
resident/property-owner of many years, and am very familiar with the town and the 
surrounding environment. The natural environment, pristine beaches and rural 
surrounds, and the peaceful, safe connected community, are important to me now, 
and will become more so as I consider living permanently at Cape Paterson. 

I understand that Council is required to identify areas that may be used for housing 
in the future, and that the proposed amendment would allow for such development. 
However I am very concerned at the size of the area that would be covered by the 
proposed amendment, and the impact of any subsequent development on the town 
and surrounding areas. 

An increase in the number of residential lots of the number that is proposed by the 
developer (approximately 1,000 in total) would essentially double the size of the 
town and its population. This presents several concerns: 

• overloading of existing infrastructure which is already low-standard in many
instances (for example: increased vehicular traffic on poor standard roads,
many of which are unmade; increased foot traffic, where this occurs on the
road as the majority have no footpaths; increased demand on car-parking
which is already substandard and inadequate in number during peak periods).

• overloading of the capacity of the local environment, beaches and heathland
pathways to accommodate such an increase in population (whether
permanent residents or holiday-makers). These areas are already approaching
capacity over peak periods.

• degradation of this natural environment by increased foot-traffic, littering and
damage from pet animals. This would adversely effect heathland vegetation,
as well as habitat and corridors for the wildlife that lives in the town area and
its surrounds (echidnas, koalas, wombats, kangaroos, many birds).
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• the loss of wildlife habitat and corridors on the development site, as this
becomes replaced by housing.

• the risk of losing the quiet village-like nature of Cape Paterson, and the
community connections that this enables. Such small coastal communities are
increasingly rare, and are worth preserving.

• overloading of existing community facilities (sport and recreation, community
hall).

• the risk of large numbers of low-quality housing stock being built, with poor
environmental credentials. The accompanying high energy consumption and
green-house gas emissions, would contribute to global warming and climate
change. The beach erosion that is occurring at Inverloch raises the concern
about future impacts of climate change in this area.

I suggest that it is inappropriate to make a decision on this matter before planning 
policies that may arise from the Distinctive Areas and Landscape designation, are 
known. These policies should inform any decision about future development in the 
Cape Paterson area. 

I believe that the current C136 amendment is inappropriate for Cape Paterson. 
Rather: 

• the current size of the town boundary should be reduced.
• the size of any future proposed Development Plan Overlay should be

reduced from that proposed in C136.
• that any future housing be required to accord with sustainable energy-

efficient design principles, with high star ratings, such as that incorporated in
The Cape development nearby.  These matters are important in our world
where the effects of climate change have been brought sharply into focus this
summer.

• that any future housing development be required to incorporate natural
habitat/wildlife corridors as well as large areas of public open space, such as
that incorporated in The Cape development nearby.

Thank you for considering this submission. 

Yours sincerely 



19/02/2020 

Strategic Planning 

Bass Coast Shire Council 

PO Box 118 

Wonthaggi VIC 3995 

E: s.planningadmin@basscoast.vic.gov.au 

Dear Sir/Madam 

Reference: Bass Coast Planning Scheme Amendment C136 

In regard to the proposal to rezone the land to north of Cape Paterson to allow for the Northern Development to 

proceed I would like to raise the following concerns. 

As a long time caravan owner and now holiday home resident I have always felt the friendliness and casual lifestyle 

of both permanent residents and holiday makers to be a defining feature of life at Cape Paterson. Friendly welcomes 

as walkers pass each other, families being able to find space to enjoy time together in a beautiful natural 

environment and the feeling of safety moving around the area. 

The Bass Coast has been identified by the government as ‘’a ‘distinctive area and landscape’ to protect the 

environment, landscape and lifestyle’’, this cannot be ignored with the planned increased rezoning. 

Cape Paterson already has an over supply of land available at The Cape development. No extra release of land 

should even be considered before these blocks are taken up and settled. Over development of more land will 

severely impact on the unique coastal village feel of Cape Paterson. The release and development of more land will 

put pressure on the limited infrastructure in place at Cape Paterson, in particular, parking, public areas and beach 

access. There is not any land available to expand these facilities.  

An increase in development will lead to an increase in traffic around Cape Paterson. The limit on concrete footpaths 

and kerbing contributes to maintaining the natural environment of Cape Paterson. At present families and children 

move along roads in many places, their safety would be severely impacted. 

The Bunurong Marine and Coastal Park supports many marine animals and seaweed species that will suffer from 

increased usage and likely increased contaminated runoff from increased development. We must remain responsible 

for the protection of these areas. 

Bass Coast’s strategic plan must be to continue development around Wonthaggi where infrastructure to support 

growth is already in place. Bass Coast council must lead the way in maintaining both the small coastal villages and 

creating sensible development in appropriate areas where infrastructure is already in place.  
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24Th February 2020 

Mrs A Gleeson 
Senior Strategic Planner 
Bass Coast Shire Council 
PO Box 118 
Wonthaggi Vic 3995 

Dear Angela, 

RE : Bass Coast Planning Scheme Amendment C136 

I am writing to you as a lifelong resident and property owner of Cape Paterson for over 35 years and an employer in 
the local building industry in the Bass Coast Shire for 8 years. Whilst I understand the importance of development 
and the opportunities land development presents in regards to employment and economic growth, I DO NOT 
SUPPORT THE REZONING OF THE LAND AS NOTED IN THE Bass Coast Planning Scheme Amendment C136 

I have been fortunate enough to grow up in the coastal town of Cape Paterson and have experienced what life can 
be like living in a seaside village. As you would be aware, Cape Paterson is known for its beautiful clean beaches and 
safe living environment. Therefore, I wish to express my concerns about the propsed rezoning and the impact it will 
have on the coastal village that many of us call home.  

We have been told that a benefit of the redevelopment is to increase work opportunities for people within the area. 
As a business owner in the building industry I can confidently say that there are ample employment opportunities 
within the bass coast area with Cape Paterson already significantly contributing to this through the development of 
the 250+ blocks at ‘The Cape’.  
Through the development of ‘The Cape’ we have seen a significant increase in the number of visitors to the area 
especially during summer and holiday periods. The influx in visitors has highlighted a number of concerns including 
the lack of infrastructure such as safe car parking for access to all beaches, road quality, and ageing water and power 
supplies. This therefore asks the question, if Cape is doubled due to the rezoning, who is responsible for meeting 
these needs and ensuring the safe and sustainable living environment for all residents of Cape Paterson? Is it the 
responsibility of the Bass Coast Council or the Developers as they have previously stated?  

We have a young daughter and our wish for her is that she can enjoy the Cape Paterson lifestyle as it exists today.  

Yours Sincerely, 
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Subject: C136 Rezoning
Date: Wednesday, 26 February 2020 11:26:10 PM

Objection to C136 rezoning application

I am a Cape Paterson Holiday Home Resident.
I wish to lodge a formal objection to the proposed rezoning of land north of Seaward
Drive that is dealt with by C136.

This rezoning application is not only extremely over the top numbers wise, it has not
taken into account that Cape Patterson is a seaside village with a sensitive coastal
environment and increasing the numbers three fold will totally destroy the seaside
village character and environment without thought of Infrastructure.
Once its gone its gone! 

In particular, I would like to highlight the following concerns :

Inappropriate Timing
No development should be approved before the Distinctive Areas and Landscape
process (initiated by the Labor government) is completed.
The Distinctive Areas and Landscape process has not yet been incorporated into the
Bass Coast Planning Scheme - the Cape Paterson community’s biggest response
was to request a reduction of the current town boundary.

Massive over development
A rezoning as proposed would have significant adverse impact on the small coastal
village character, amenity and infrastructure
Cape Paterson is currently a coastal village with a cohesive community. The rezoning
proposal is lodged by a developer with plans for up to 1000 new dwellings (500 +
500). Even if each dwelling had only two occupants this would more than triple the
town’s population which was below 900 at the last census.
This is a massive over-development, both in land size and impact on population
Despite a Planning Panel report (2010) that said expanding the town boundary to the
West and to the North would result in an oversupply of land, Mathew Guy (2011)
approved both town boundary expansions. C136 provides the first opportunity to
correct this by reducing the over-expanded town boundary.

Ignores Indigenous, Cultural and Historical Heritage
Part of the development area contains an area of cultural heritage sensitivity  and the
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proposed development of the land constitutes a high impact activity (ref: Heritage
Insight report). This is inappropriate on cultural heritage grounds. Any development
must strictly heed Cultural Heritage Management requirements

Ruins the Peaceful and Safe Character of Cape Paterson
Cape Paterson, being small, is a safe place for families, especially children and
elderly
There are very few places like Cape Paterson and that, in itself, means it is worth
preserving the town as is
Cape Paterson is pedestrian friendly with little or no through traffic and few footpaths
but currently safe to walk on road
The distance from the beach of the C136 proposed rezoning will result in increased
traffic through existing township. This is envisaged by the traffic report with the C136
proposal which envisages an additional 9140 car trips per day
The traffic report is flawed as it is based on a survey conducted in July rather than
peak in Dec/Jan. Also they think that half the people traveling to the beach from the
development would rather make a right turn from Seaward Drive into Cape Paterson
Road (notwithstanding the increased traffic coming down that road thanks to the
development), rather than an easy left turn (a short cut) into Spear Street. I know
which I would do......

Will Decimate the Community Feel of This Much-Loved Coastal Village
The current community feel means people drive with respect and maintain the safety
of the town
Will prompt population that is too rapid to be effectively integrated
Will ruin the village feel that means children can walk to the park, shops, go for bike
rides etc in relative safety

Is Environmentally Undesirable
Puts wildlife at further risk. The developer’s materials note there are 33 species of
bird-life, as well as wombats and kangaroos. Surprisingly they have not recorded
other species frequently seen including echidna s, snakes, lizards etc. The proposal
will result in loss of habitat for these animals, which in turn is a loss for Cape Paterson
where they are highly valued by residents
The new development is car reliant and does nothing to reduce dependence on fossil
fuels
There is insufficient parking already at peak times. This is not easily addressed as
expansion of beach parking would have a detrimental impact on the environment and
amenity of the area and is undesirable
Internal roads are unsealed (which residents overwhelmingly voted to retain because
they like this laid-back feel) - extra traffic will mean more dust and less safety but is
not easily addressed without altering the “feel” of the town
Cape Paterson has a fragile and valuable coastal environment. The beach is already
at capacity in summer.
Development brings greater risks to coastal strip with more dogs, cats and invasive
plants that can decimate local flora and fauna



Threats to the adjoining Bunurong Marine and Coastal Park including contaminated
drainage run off.
Threats to existing Significant Vegetation and Wildlife within the area to be rezoned.

Will put too much pressure on infrastructure
Limited capacity of the Lifesaving clubs to service a large increase in beach goers
without major increased funding for paid lifesaving services.
Extreme weather events (1 in 100 year) are becoming increasingly common requiring
infrastructure upgrades before further development occurs. 

Is not the best way forward for development – more suited to Wonthaggi or
Inverloch
Bass Coast’s strategic plan is to concentrate development in high growth areas like
Wonthaggi. C136, if approved, will reduce demand in Wonthaggi where there is more
urban infrastructure such as schools, transport, shops.
Wonthaggi has existing infrastructure and makes more sense as a place for additional
development
Cape Paterson currently has a very different “feel” to Inverloch. We like it that way

The process puts developers before community
The reports accompanying C136 have been commissioned and paid for by the
developer and in some cases have been amended following consultation with the
developer. It is difficult to consider them independent.
The community has previously made clear its feelings about expansion to the north of
the town
Many residents of Cape Paterson are not confident with the objection process and
have not felt heard

Finally, if a development of any sort is to go ahead then it must involve.

Reducing the town boundary so that the town expands by no more than 20%
Waiting until 80% of blocks at The Cape eco-village have sold
Include more than 50% open space of the net develop-able area (as per The Cape)
Traffic provisions that do not funnel traffic through the existing township
The developer providing far more detailed information regarding protection of heritage
and environment, details of the development proposal, subdivision pattern, design
guidelines, infrastructure requirements and development contributions.
Significant plantings of indigenous trees and appropriate green passages for wildlife
Limited car spaces to ensure there is not additional traffic pressure on the town

lLower density building than currently proposed 
 Retention of some green wedges of open green land

e Regards
  



Subject: Amendment C136
Date: Thursday, 27 February 2020 12:10:09 AM

Objection to C136 rezoning application

From:

I am a Cape Paterson part time resident.

I wish to lodge a formal objection to the proposed rezoning of land north of Seaward
Drive that is dealt with by C136.

It is painfully obvious that this rezoning decision has not been made in the best
interest of the Cape Paterson township. 

In particular, I would like to highlight the following:

The expedient timing of this rezoning application makes it clear that financial gain
is being prioritised over due process, integrity, and the recommendations of being a
Distinctive Area and Landscape. 

The size of the development makes it clear that financial gain is being prioritised
over community wishes, road safety, childhood freedom, character and sustainability.

The character of the proposal makes it clear that financial gain is being prioritised
over cultural heritage and character of the community.

The location of the rezoning makes it clear that financial gain is being prioritised
over the ecological niche that the town currently maintains balance with.
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All parts of this process makes it clear that developers are being prioritised
before community. 

I understand that the proper thing to do at the end of this letter is to say "If this development
was to go ahead, it should have the following changes..."

I don't believe in any way that this development should go ahead. Previous developments
in Cape Paterson have not remained true to the character of the area. Previous developments in
Cape Paterson have not respected community wishes. Previous developments in Cape
Paterson have not maintained appropriate levels of the natural environment. 

I will not go along with the pretence that there is some middle ground that will leave both the
developers and the community happy. This rezoning for development should not go ahead.

Thank you for your time.



Date: Thursday, 27 February 2020 6:31:25 AM
Attachments: page10image2186889312.png

page10image2187172704.png
page23image2279411888.png
PastedGraphic-1.pdf

 Houses and infrastructure plan are not provided.
 These house location plans are critical for evaluation and inclusion in my submission and should
be viewed as critical to Council. see also Figure 3 RORB Model - Existing Conditions-
Drainage Proposal document.

Farm Drains and flow
 It will assist if the Proponent can provide better advice of the “upstream “ Pea Creek flow (
maybe known or called by the Proponent as farm drain as it passes through STANDARD
DENSITY lots on the Proponents Plan 7 section 3. Better information of the paddock drain
flow through C136 and RB1 and overlay the housing Plan , will assist worthwhile assessment
of the Proponent’s proposal.

2. Query the proponent for their claim for the practical contribution along Cape Paterson road
boundary tp RB1. There is no conveyance of rural flow on the road adjoining bush line at at any
time viewed in real time by this writer, so the Proponent to provide better information and
relevance. 

Rural flow is potentially all within the RB1, not on the fence line. Figure 2 refers.
Rural flow is potentially all further west 

Figure 6 shows the MUSIC model developed. Table 5 details the performance of the strategy.
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INDICATIVE PIPES
The rural water flow is proposed to be partially managed by an “INDICATIVE INTERNAL PIPE LOCATION”,per
RB1. The Proponent needs to better explain the positioning  of this Internal Pipe as the various rural drains have joined
by this northern end of the C136.  Higher rain event flows enter C136 area further west of the INDICATED PIPE
commencement point, which is a major influence on flood proofing the proposed residential blocks. The Proponent
needs to show a map of the actual farm drain (AKA Pea Creek upper origins), showing its flow through RB1.

CULVERTS
The rain waters need to be contained within C136, and for that very reason there should not be
outside culvert at PT6 expected to do the heavy lifting to in part manage higher event rain flows.

DAMS
There needs to be a more satisfactory explanation by the Proponent for the management of its
internal dams, including the release and persons oversight of dam levels and their integration with
downstream Pea Creek flows. 
Throughout Australia where there is a major rain event in media headlines, dam management
stands out as a critical management failure, so prima facie Cape Paterson can potentially have a
dam catastrophe, albeit the scale is small in comparison to the more sensational events elsewhere.

Figure 6  MUSIC Model. The Proponent proposes a major change in piping water, introducing Piped Water from
near Park Road intersection with Seward Drive through a series of bypasses to PT6.

The Proponent does not show or describe and needs to advise the increase of water from each piped areas O M Q
R, AD into the pipeline.

 PT1 and PT2 and PT3 and PT4 are extra water flows that have to pass through PT6, that until the present 2020
date have been dealt with under the existing piped township trunk system

UNDER SIZE CULVERTS
Potentially PT6 could not cope with this additional contribution plus sky rain and non-absorbed
waters within

The existing pipes under Seward Drive from PT 6 & PT 7 and further along to conveyance pipe under the Cape
Paterson Road have in the past not managed high storm water flows today resulting in flood and overflow into the
Intersection of Cape Paterson Road and Seward Drive and the Inverloch Cape Paterson coastal road.   The
Proponent needs to explain clearly how:

Potential problem problem. + How - Explanation needed the PT6 & PT7 pipes can include in its output increased
flows from new west of Cape Paterson road connection points  O M Q R.

 Another potential problem

 How PT6 &  PT7 pipes can include and manage the surface run off from removal of ground
soakage areas due to open ground removed, creating hard surface areas , covered by
various infrastructure within C136, including houses, outdoor areas, garages, water tanks, footpaths,
Estate roads, footpaths amongst others.Particular reference to high rainfall events is critical to the
Proponents response.

ADDITIONAL FLOWS
It is not evident due to lack of explanation that the Proponent understands that Existing Drainage



will include newly planned additional water flow contributions over and above the present
upstream Pea Creek contributory flows into PT6 or via road flooding?

FLOODING
There has been both minor around the Seward Drive corner. More importantly  there has been in
the past major flooding of the entire intersection. The C136 subdivision plan does not alleviate
concerns for ongoing road flooding when there are major rain events (not limited to 100 year
events either !  )

potential problem; Explain the “sky rain : contribution into PT6 from the housing estate and
identify the contributing areas for the sky rain figure. Since there is confusion for what has not
been stated by the Proponent, fuller advice of both the sky rain and hard infrastructure areas need
to be released for all to see.

PIPE SPECIFICATIONS
Also the Proponent needs to advise if PT7 pipe under the Inverloch Road will be replaced or
remain same pipe as existing under the road. We need better information on what is the
dimensions and length of PT7 pipe across into the Bunurong Bush Reserve/ tennis court east
corner area to evaluate the Risk factors on C136 implementation.

PT 7 FLOWS
There is potential for misunderstanding at PT7, unless the Proponent advises the water volume
contribution the Proponent uses arising from farm areas both North and East of PT7, showing
seasonal figures to show the Proponent’s understanding of base water flow in order to interpret
higher extraordinary flows for major rain events.

+ How PT6 can include   Note external catchment T – Y not treated and conveyed in a vegetated swale along the eastern edge of the
development. Wetlands treat subject site and external catchments A, B, D and G



Village piped water
There is a large open drain exit situated just above the North East corner of the Cape tennis courts.
This water flow is a contributor into Pea Creek, and is not identified in the Drainage Report on
township piped drains from what is disclosed and should be, as all such flows impact on Pea
Creek flows. 

PEA CREEK downstream
Pea Creek dynamics from the outset at entry from PT7 is a quiet stream in most times. This creek
is a vital part of Cape Paterson, for its resident and visitor enjoyment.
Pea Creek is home to threatened species such as the Lewin’s rail (which I have witnessed twice
amongst other people’s independent sightings) You have the hooded Plover.Within the creek zone
it is home to a permanent bird population of which we should be very interested to maintain. The
Creek is an important place on the migratory path, from up North and travellers down to
Tasmania.Then we have the hooded Ploverdown at Pea Creek mouth and other positions in
Undertow Bay.

Fauna is strongly represented by the likes of koalas, snakes, lizards, wombats, which I witness.
 Other fauna species are reported in a recent fauna study by CPRRA Cape Paterson Resident &
Ratepayers Association.

 Pea Creek seasonally now becomes a roaring waterway, shown at the waterfall downstream at the
under track crossing(old INVERLOCH road):

Evidence Of Climate Change - significant storm events
I and other here at cape Paterson witness the more frequent storm events, that unleash torrential
flows, in the most part arising in the higher reaches of Pea Creek above C136, but local flows also
add to the water volume. Pea creek shows the effects of higher flows more easily just by viewing
the ever widening mouth at the Pea Creek mouth meeting the sea, caused by the severe washouts
of deep water flows biting into the creek sides.

Cultural Heritage Management Plan





Subject: Objection to C136 Amendment
Date: Thursday, 27 February 2020 6:42:57 AM

I am a regular visitor to Cape Paterson starting about 20 years ago.
I have owned an for the past 11 years. 
I love the quiet, the beauty and the small community feel of the town.

I am putting in a submission because I have many concerns about the proposed development
on the northern boundary of this delightful town for the following reasons. 

1. The timing of the deadline for the submissions re Amendment C136 does not sit well with
the DAL process which has not yet been finalised. 

2. I have attended a couple of community meetings and the overwhelming feeling at these very
well-attended meetings about the large proposed development has been one of rejection,
disappointment and outrage.

3. Cape Paterson has been assigned a ‘Low Growth zone’ classification. Is a proposal to
double the town’s residences really seen to adhere to this policy?
I understand that Wonthaggi is a designated ‘High Growth zone’. Surely this is where a large
development should be located. It makes the classification a waste of effort if there is no
obligation to follow it. 

4. Cape Paterson’s current infrastructure does not cope well with the influx of peak holiday
crowds. Parking is already inadequate, and has been so for as long as I’ve been visiting. There
will be much more parking required for new residents on the north as they will be most
unlikely to walk the distance to the beach with all of their gear. 

5. The size of the proposed development is not reasonable for a small, simple town. Even if
there were 200 to 300 new houses built to the north of the existing settlement there would be
significant pressure on the overstretched resources.

6. The recent severe hailstorm and flooding that affected Cape Paterson were indicative of
existing drainage problems in the township. The proposed drainage scheme for a new, large
development is based on old figures (1980s) for an urban area of Melbourne. This is not an
accurate model on which to base coastal rainfall which is increasingly affected by more
frequent and more severe weather events as we start feeling the effects of climate change. 

7. Increased pressure on the local environment will affect the wildlife that inhabits the fragile
coastal dunes and foreshores. The Hooded Plover is a special local endangered species that
continues to fight for its survival in existing population densities. A recent Fauna Survey
found a Lewin’s Rail in the area, a very special find and a rare sighting of another endangered
bird. We value these special creatures area and shudder at the prospect of a vast increase in
population density.

8. There are still many blocks of land to the west of the township awaiting purchasers who will
put houses on these blocks. A planning debacle occurred under the watch of ex-planning
minister Matthew Guy who overrode ALL recommendations by ALL bodies to grant
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permission for the housing development in a sensitive area. The 250 or so houses here
eventually will fulfill the low growth expectations although the location is most unfortunate.

Thankyou for considering my submission. 

 



Subject: Cape Paterson amendment C136
Date: Wednesday, 26 February 2020 11:30:58 PM

Hello,

Cape Paterson is known and loved for its village feel, reminiscent of the 70’s with the local
milkbar/fish & chip shop and pub. People choose to live in Cape Paterson to escape the larger
populated areas and appreciate that the area is special because it has remained undeveloped
and is therefore unique.
It sits on the edge of one of our Nationally protected coastal areas Bunurong Marine Coastal
Park, which is an environment natural tourism asset. The protected coastline runs from
Harmers Haven to Inverloch which includes the whole coastline and foreshore bush of Cape
Paterson. The coastal Park was designated an environmental area of protection to help
preserve the little remaining natural flora and fauna of the area, mostly destroyed through
European settlement. The Department of Conservation and Environment - Victoria in 1992
had the fore thought to see this area environmentally important and unique. The Bass Coast
Shire and Parks Victoria jointly manage this area. It is bound upon them to make decisions
which protect the flora, fauna, and marine life. The management plan for Bunurong Park in
1992 had a clear directive to preserving the coastal environment, restricting human
interference that puts that environment under further pressure.

I am opposed to the north housing development my reasons are:

- Cape Paterson has enough building blocks for the future within "The Cape” development.
The past estate at the west end of Marine Street still has blocks that are not built on, that is
twenty years since the estate was open. "The Cape” estate has several stages still to develop
adding 230 house blocks to Cape Paterson.
- Considering the past 2 estate developments Cape Paterson has already double in size. That is
enough!
- The north development should never have been considered for development as it opens the
door for further development to the north. Where will that end with all that open farmland
towards Wonthaggi.  Eventually the two towns could join!

- Cape Paterson is part of a the Bunarong Coastal Park, a significant coastal landscape,
preserving areas for wild life and vegetation. There is a National Marine Park within the
Bunarong Coastal Park. The remnant coastal land and the National Marine Park are
significantly impacted by population growth. Increases in human activity puts pressure on the
coastal environment, plants, native animals, and sea life. Recreational activities in which
people fish, spear fish, gather shell fish and walk and play in remnant areas of coastal bush,
that the already struggling species of native animals and plants live in and which was named
by us to preserve. Considering the small areas left along our coastline presverved for marine
and land wild life the importance of conservation and protection from human activity should
be a priority for Bass Coast Shire, who are partly responsible for its preservation with Parks
Victoria.

- Wonthaggi is and should be the main population growth centre.
- Wonthaggi has more than enough land to develop for future growth estimates for this area.

Sub 276



- Cape Paterson is a small coastal hamlet and to retain its character it should remain at the
present develop stage of "The Cape” with plenty of future blocks and withdraw the north
development to zeroed take it off the planning table forever.
- Cape Paterson’s natural road boundaries for housing should remain south of Seaward Drive
and not extend any further than they already have, as the existing road boundaries separate the
housing estate from the start of rural countryside. These are significant landscape markers of
housing and countryside are the markers for       the start and finish of the town. 

Bass Coast Shires own strategic planning states
Strategic Outcomes

Partnering with our community to protect and enhance the unique character of our
townships, open spaces and rural landscapes.
Ensure the review of the mss improves the controls within our townships to ensure that
the character is protected.

- The population of Cape Paterson is estimated at 900 permanent residence ( Cape Paterson
Community Infrastructure Needs Assessment 2015).
Peak Population in summer is 2,981 which includes people in the camping and caravan areas.
This is a 331% increase in population each summer.
If the town was to increase in size further its population would place further pressure on the
natural environment.

The proposed estate is not well thought through as it -
- Shows a drainage plan for storm water from the estate into Pea Creek which already
experiences significant flooding each year. More water diverted into the creek defies
commonsense.
- The outlet point of the stormwater from Pea Creek is expelled into Undertow Bay which is
beginning of the National Marine Park. Is this rational to expel excess storm water from heavy
rainfall into a creek that floods a few metres from existing housing and 150m from a National
Marine Park?
- The proposed development does not even mention the National Marine Park as a
consideration. Not a good sign.

- The development to the north will be place in a high fire risk area. It will be surrounded by
unkept grasslands higher than 10cm, with no buffer. Only a few years ago a grass fire started
on the farmland boundary of Wonthaggi and quickly moved towards Cape Paterson. Cape
Paterson was evacuated. the fire reached the water tank land exactly where the proposed estate
is.

The Regional Growth Plan document for Gippsland states:
When addressing bushfire risk ….

applying a precautionary approach to planning and decision making when assessing
risk to life, property and community infrastructure.
taking advantage of existing settlement patterns where new development will not expose
the community to increased risk from bushfire.

 -The north development goes against both the above recommended guidelines for



development. The estate would be place beyond the safe existing boundaries of the town and
place within a high risk area for fire fighting. Seaward Drive itself gives the north boundary of
Cape Paterson a buffer from the extensive farmland.
If the estate was to be approved, houses would be surrounded by open grassland, one of the
highest fire risks to houses and life. The proposed estate fire management plan has one 10,000
litre tank and a "buffer" of open grassland. This would not mitigate fire risk. Bass Coast Shire
need to take a precautionary approach when rezoning this land. It is open farmland with a
significant landscape clause reason to change this would be put lives and houses at risk.

There is no irony in the fact that the thing that makes Cape Paterson so unique and attractive to
tourists and people living there would be spoilt by over population.
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To whom it may Concern  
Objection to C136 rezoning application 

27th February, 2020 

Strategic Planning  
Bass Coast  
76 McBride Avenue 
Wonthaggi, 3995 

I call myself a friend of Cape Paterson. I have been visiting Cape Paterson for over ten 
years. My children and I have enjoyed the peaceful and tranquil settings for our annual 
holidays over that time. I also visit Cape Paterson regularly and have developed close 
relationships with many residents. I have been part of the CPRPA and have participated in 
may working bees and attended a number of committee meetings.  

I wish to lodge a formal objection to the proposed rezoning of land north of Seaward Drive 
that is dealt with by C136. 

The charm and beauty of Cape Paterson is its ruralness and remoteness. It’s a peaceful and 
tranquil place. As a person who lives in the South Yarra I treasure so much of this landscape 
and isolation. Putting hundreds and hundreds of houses on the northern development site, 
with no infrastructure, will burden the already delicate balance of people’s impact on this 
area and preserving the natural habits and environment within Cape Paterson town and 
along the foreshore.  

· Whilst the list below may seem like a generic template it in no way should deter you from my
genuine objections that are listed so eloquently below. In particular, I would like to highlight
the following concerns.

Inappropriate Timing

· No development should be approved before the Distinctive Areas and Landscape process
(initiated by the Labor government) is completed. 

· The Distinctive Areas and Landscape process has not yet been incorporated into the Bass
Coast Planning Scheme - the Cape Paterson community’s biggest response was to request 
a reduction of the current town boundary. 

Sub 277
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Massive overdevelopment 

·       A rezoning as proposed would have significant adverse impact on the small coastal village 
character, amenity and infrastructure  

·       Cape Paterson is currently a coastal village with a cohesive community. The rezoning 
proposal is lodged by a developer with plans for up to 1000 new dwellings (500 + 500). Even 
if each dwelling had only two occupants this would more than triple the town’s population 
which was below 900 at the last census. 

·       This is a massive over-development, both in land size and impact on population 

·       Despite a Planning Panel report (2010) that said expanding the town boundary to the West 
and to the North would result in an oversupply of land, Mathew Guy (2011) approved both 
town boundary expansions. C136 provides the first opportunity to correct this by reducing 
the over-expanded town boundary. 

Ignores Indigenous, Cultural and Historical Heritage 

·       Part of the development area contains an area of cultural heritage sensitivity and the 
proposed development of the land constitutes a high impact activity (ref: Heritage Insight 
report). This is inappropriate on cultural heritage grounds. Any development must strictly 
heed Cultural Heritage Management requirements 

Ruins the Peaceful and Safe Character of Cape Paterson 

·       Cape Paterson, being small, is a safe place for families, especially children and elderly 

·       There are very few places like Cape Paterson and that, in itself, means it is worth 
preserving the town as is 

·       Cape Paterson is pedestrian friendly with little or no through traffic and few footpaths but 
currently safe to walk on road 

·       The distance from the beach of the C136 proposed rezoning will result in increased traffic 
through existing township. This is envisaged by the traffic report with the C136 proposal 
which envisages an additional 9140 car trips per day 

·       The traffic report is flawed as it is based on a survey conducted in July rather than peak in 
Dec/Jan. Also, they think that half the people travelling to the beach from the development 
would rather make a right turn from Seaward Drive into Cape Paterson Road 
(notwithstanding the increased traffic coming down that road thanks to the development), 
rather than an easy left turn (a short cut) into Spear Street. I know which I would do. 

Will Decimate the Community Feel of This Much-Loved Coastal Village 

·       The current community feel means people drive with respect and maintain the safety of the 
town 

·       Will impact effective integration of population growth if too rapid 

·       Will ruin the village feel that means children can walk to the park, shops, go for bike rides 
etc in relative safety 
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Is Environmentally Undesirable 

·       Puts wildlife at further risk. The developer’s materials note there are 33 species of birdlife, 
as well as wombats and kangaroos. Surprisingly they have not recorded other species 
frequently seen including echidnas, snakes, lizards etc. The proposal will result in loss of 
habitat for these animals, which in turn is a loss for Cape Paterson where they are highly 
valued by residents 

·       The new development is car reliant and does nothing to reduce dependence on fossil fuels  

·       There is insufficient parking already at peak times. This is not easily addressed as 
expansion of beach parking would have a detrimental impact on the environment and 
amenity of the area and is undesirable 

·       Internal roads are unsealed (which residents overwhelmingly voted to retain because they 
like this laid-back feel) - extra traffic will mean more dust and less safety but is not easily 
addressed without altering the “feel” of the town 

·       Cape Paterson has a fragile and valuable coastal environment. The beach is already at 
capacity in summer. 

·       Development brings greater risks to coastal strip with more dogs, cats and invasive plants 
that can decimate local flora and fauna 

·       Threats to the adjoining Bunurong Marine and Coastal Park including contaminated 
drainage run off. 

·       Threats to existing Significant Vegetation and Wildlife within the area to be rezoned. 

Will put too much pressure on infrastructure 

·       Limited capacity of the Lifesaving clubs to service a large increase in beach goers without 
major increased funding for paid lifesaving services. 

·       Extreme weather events (1 in 100 year) are becoming increasingly common requiring 
infrastructure upgrades before further development occurs.  

Is not the best way forward for development – more suited to Wonthaggi or Inverloch 

·       Bass Coast’s strategic plan is to concentrate development in high growth areas like 
Wonthaggi. C136, if approved, will reduce demand in Wonthaggi where there is more urban 
infrastructure such as schools, transport, shops. 

·       Wonthaggi has existing infrastructure and makes more sense as a place for additional 
development 

·       Cape Paterson currently has a very different “feel” to Inverloch. We like it that way 

The process puts developers before community 

·       The reports accompanying C136 have been commissioned and paid for by the developer 
and in some cases have been amended following consultation with the developer. It is 
difficult to consider them independent. 
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·       The community has previously made clear its feelings about expansion to the north of the 
town 

·       Many residents of Cape Paterson are not confident with the objection process and have 
not felt heard 

Finally, if a development of any sort is to go ahead then it must involve:  

·       Reducing the town boundary so that the town expands by no more than 25% 

·       Waiting until 75% of blocks at The Cape eco-village have sold 

·       Include more than 50% open space of the net developable area (as per The Cape) 

·       Traffic provisions that do not funnel traffic through the existing township 

·       The developer providing far more detailed information regarding protection of heritage and 
environment, details of the development proposal, subdivision pattern, design guidelines, 
infrastructure requirements and development contributions. 

·       Significant plantings of indigenous trees and appropriate green passages for wildlife 

·       Limited car spaces to ensure there is not additional traffic pressure on the town 

·       High standards regarding sustainability rating, as per the example set by the Cape 

·       Lower density building than currently proposed 

·       Retention of some green wedges of open green land 

  

Thank you for reading my objection letter and I’m happy to be contacted if you require any 
further information.  
 
 
Warm regards 
 



Subject: Objection to C136 rezoning application
Date: Thursday, 27 February 2020 8:45:27 AM

From:

 

 

I am a regular Cape Paterson tourist and will often spend extended holiday periods
there.

I wish to lodge a formal objection to the proposed rezoning of land north of Seaward
Drive that is dealt with by C136.

- The attraction to me is the the peace and low density of the area. It truly is an
escape from the city and the city lifestyle.

In particular, I would like to highlight the following concerns:

Inappropriate Timing

· No development should be approved before the Distinctive Areas and Landscape
process (initiated by the Labor government) is completed.

· The Distinctive Areas and Landscape process has not yet been incorporated into
the Bass Coast Planning Scheme - the Cape Paterson community’s biggest response
was to request a reduction of the current town boundary.

Massive overdevelopment

· A rezoning as proposed would have significant adverse impact on the small
coastal village character, amenity and infrastructure 

· Cape Paterson is currently a coastal village with a cohesive community. The
rezoning proposal is lodged by a developer with plans for up to 1000 new dwellings
(500 + 500). Even if each dwelling had only two occupants this would more than triple
the town’s population which was below 900 at the last census.

· This is a massive over-development, both in land size and impact on population
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·       Despite a Planning Panel report (2010) that said expanding the town boundary to
the West and to the North would result in an oversupply of land, Mathew Guy (2011)
approved both town boundary expansions. C136 provides the first opportunity to
correct this by reducing the over-expanded town boundary.

Ruins the Peaceful and Safe Character of Cape Paterson

·       Cape Paterson, being small, is a safe place for families, especially children and
elderly

·       There are very few places like Cape Paterson and that, in itself, means it is worth
preserving the town as is

·       Cape Paterson is pedestrian friendly with little or no through traffic and few
footpaths but currently safe to walk on road

·       The distance from the beach of the C136 proposed rezoning will result in
increased traffic through existing township. This is envisaged by the traffic report with
the C136 proposal which envisages an additional 9140 car trips per day

·       The traffic report is flawed as it is based on a survey conducted in July rather than
peak in Dec/Jan. Also they think that half the people travelling to the beach from the
development would rather make a right turn from Seaward Drive into Cape Paterson
Road (notwithstanding the increased traffic coming down that road thanks to the
development), rather than an easy left turn (a short cut) into Spear Street. I know
which I would do......

Will Decimate the Community Feel of This Much-Loved Coastal Village

·       The current community feel means people drive with respect and maintain the
safety of the town

·       Will prompt population that is too rapid to be effectively integrated

·       Will ruin the village feel that means children can walk to the park, shops, go for
bike rides etc in relative safety

Is Environmentally Undesirable

·       Puts wildlife at further risk. The developer’s materials note there are 33 species of
birdlife, as well as wombats and kangaroos. Surprisingly they have not recorded other
species frequently seen including echidnas, snakes, lizards etc. The proposal will
result in loss of habitat for these animals, which in turn is a loss for Cape Paterson
where they are highly valued by residents

·       The new development is car reliant and does nothing to reduce dependence on
fossil fuels 

·       There is insufficient parking already at peak times. This is not easily addressed as



expansion of beach parking would have a detrimental impact on the environment and
amenity of the area and is undesirable

·       Internal roads are unsealed (which residents overwhelmingly voted to retain
because they like this laid-back feel) - extra traffic will mean more dust and less
safety but is not easily addressed without altering the “feel” of the town

·       Cape Paterson has a fragile and valuable coastal environment. The beach is
already at capacity in summer.

·       Development brings greater risks to coastal strip with more dogs, cats and
invasive plants that can decimate local flora and fauna

·       Threats to the adjoining Bunurong Marine and Coastal Park including
contaminated drainage run off.

·       Threats to existing Significant Vegetation and Wildlife within the area to be
rezoned.

Will put too much pressure on infrastructure

·       Limited capacity of the Lifesaving clubs to service a large increase in beach goers
without major increased funding for paid lifesaving services.

·       Extreme weather events (1 in 100 year) are becoming increasingly common
requiring infrastructure upgrades before further development occurs. 

Is not the best way forward for development – more suited to Wonthaggi or
Inverloch

·       Bass Coast’s strategic plan is to concentrate development in high growth areas
like Wonthaggi. C136, if approved, will reduce demand in Wonthaggi where there is
more urban infrastructure such as schools, transport, shops.

·       Wonthaggi has existing infrastructure and makes more sense as a place for
additional development

·       Cape Paterson currently has a very different “feel” to Inverloch. We like it that way

The process puts developers before community

·       The reports accompanying C136 have been commissioned and paid for by the
developer and in some cases have been amended following consultation with the
developer. It is difficult to consider them independent.

·       The community has previously made clear its feelings about expansion to the
north of the town

·       Many residents of Cape Paterson are not confident with the objection process and



have not felt heard

 

Finally, if a development of any sort is to go ahead then it must involve:

·       Reducing the town boundary so that the town expands by no more than 25%

·       Waiting until 75% of blocks at The Cape eco-village have sold

·       Include more than 50% open space of the net developable area (as per The Cape)

·       Traffic provisions that do not funnel traffic through the existing township

·       The developer providing far more detailed information regarding protection of
heritage and environment, details of the development proposal, subdivision pattern,
design guidelines, infrastructure requirements and development contributions.

·       Significant plantings of indigenous trees and appropriate green passages for
wildlife

·       Limited car spaces to ensure there is not additional traffic pressure on the town

·       High standards regarding sustainability rating, as per the example set by the Cape

·       Lower density building than currently proposed

·       Retention of some green wedges of open green land

Now is the absolute time for critical forward planning for the next 50 years.

I urge you, like so many others to listen to this points and revise planning with the
absolute inclusion of the local population’s voice and interests in mind. Not a
commercial realisation of the area 

Kind Regards,



Subject: Bass Coast Planning Scheme Amendment C136
Date: Thursday, 27 February 2020 9:01:43 AM

Ms. A Gleeson
Senior Strategic Planner
Bass Coast Shire Council
PO Box 118
WONTHAGGI VIC 3995

Dear Angela

I write to you as a residential property owner and as a worker in building and manufacturing in
the Bass Coast Shire.

The development as proposed provides opportunities for improvements to the township and is
important to future of the local building industry. The development also provides the
opportunity for improved amenity to the existing township through developer contributions.

I support the rezoning of the land as noted in the Planning Scheme Amendment C136

Yours Sincerely
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26/2/20 

Ms A Gleeson  
Senior Strategic Planner 
Bass Coast Shire Council 
PO Box 1118 
WONTHAGGI  VIC 3995 

Dear Angela, 

RE: Bass Coast Planning Scheme Amendment C136 

I wish to express my support for the future development of new properties in the Cape 
Paterson area. I am a current resident in Wonthaggi  and have been looking 
for an opportunity to buy in Cape Paterson. Currently any available blocks are highly inflated 
due to the high demand on property in Cape Paterson and the limited supply. The only new 
estate The Cape estate is expensive to buy and very restrictive with the build requirements 
resulting in even more costs. I would like to see more properties become available so that 
living at Cape Paterson is affordable and achievable for those who wish to live there and so 
that we can continue to share our beautiful coastline. 

Warm regards, 
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Subject: Amendment C136 to the planning scheme
Date: Thursday, 27 February 2020 8:15:20 AM

Hello
I give my full support to the introduction of the Amendment C136 to Bass Coast
Shire Planning Scheme.
It will be good for the area with much need growth and increase diversative
housing.

Regards
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Strategic Planning Department 

Bass Cost Shire Council 

Wonthaggi 

strategic.planningadmin@basscoast.vic.gov.au 

 Opposition to Amendment C136 

I wish to strongly oppose the proposed Development Plan Overlay on the 
following grounds 

• The Statement of Planning Policy(required by the distinctive Areas and
Landscape designation) has not been finalised, including the review of Cape
Paterson town boundary.

• the proposal of 900 more dwellings is complete overkill. The Cape Paterson
boundary should reduced and environmental conditions need to be in place
before development occurs

Character of Cape Paterson 

• 97 more hectares for housing is a gross over development of a unique coastal
town. Suburban sprawl with no attention to the coastal environment will
completely spoil the rural area and just turn it into yet another soulless suburb
of a big city. The attraction of Cape Paterson is that it is unique in its size and
rural character.

• Currently it is pedestrian friendly with little through traffic. The distance from
the beach of the C136 proposed rezoning will greatly increase traffic and spoil
the Cape Paterson experience for visitors, tourists and residents.

Infrastructure  

Overdevelopment will place strain on already inadequate infrastructure as follows 

• parking is already insufficient at peak times and increasing this will have
detrimental effects on the flora and fauna.

• Telephone and data become unusable at peak times
• Electricity supply is often subject to blackouts
• Water quality and pressure is often inadequate
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• Extreme weather events are becoming increasingly common which will 
require expensive infrastructure upgrades  

Environment 

Australia and the world is entering dangerous environmental degradation. Greater 
development in this area will 

• bring more cats, dogs and invasive plant species that will decimate local flora 
and fauna 

• produce more contaminated run off and endangering the Bunurong Marine 
and Coastal Park. Water will run into the sea rather than into the water table.  
 

• The current construction of the Eco Village is a considerable size, but is 
impressive in its sustainability and consideration of the local community with 
inclusion of public space and community gardens. To allow a large suburban  
sprawl adjacent to this, with little attention to the environment seems a total 
contradiction.  

 

Strategic Planning Issues 

• Bass coast Strategic Coastal Framework states  "....Cape Paterson ....local 
coastal town ...with varying but limited opportunities for additional 
development."  The proposed scale is contrary to this statement. 

• Bass Coast 's Strategic plan is to concentrate development in high growth 
areas like Wonthaggi and Inverloch.   This makes perfect sense in terms 
infrastructure such as transport, schools, services and shops.  
 
Conclusion 
 
In my opinion expanding the Cape Paterson boundary to this extent would be 
a grave mistake. It will change the unique rural landscape of this area and will 
contribute to further environmental degradation. It will become yet another 
sprawling suburb filled with houses that are at odds with an authentic coastal 
town. Bass Coast Shire should pride themselves that places such as Cape 
Paterson still exist and don't succumb to 'greed with no need.'  
 
Yours faithfully 
 

 
 
 



Subject: Amendment C136 amendment proposal for Cape Paterson
Date: Thursday, 27 February 2020 9:15:58 AM

Dear Sir/ Madam,

We are currently building in the Eco village at Cape Paterson. The reason for this is the
beautiful coastline, the opportunity to make a stand on environmental challenges we are all
facing and live a healthier, happier more sustainable life.

We are not opposed to development as we believe others should have the opportunity to live in
this beautiful part of Victoria. However we would like to advocate for a smaller development
that uses high energy efficient standards and could be a net zero carbon development. We
would also like to see much larger open space areas.

Decisions on this development would benefit from more information from the Distinctive
Area and Landscape Project once completed.

Bass Coast Council has shown themselves to have foresight and an ability to look to the future
with both the approval of The Cape Eco Village which is now well underway and the recent
declaration of a Climate Change Emergency.
We believe approving this new development as it is will be a step backwards.

We are looking forward to being part of a progressive local government area that can consider
all the options and look to the future for our children and grandchildren.

Yours sincerely
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Subject: Objection to C136 rezoning application
Date: Thursday, 27 February 2020 9:58:33 AM

Objection to C136 rezoning application
From:

I am a Cape Paterson permanent resident and I wish to lodge a formal objection to the proposed
rezoning of land north of Seaward Drive that is dealt with by C136.
· If a development of this scale is to take place, the cost to the Community in regards to local
road upgrades, loss of existing amenity,  increase in required parking and major road improvements
needs to be paid for by the developer.

· The distance from the beach of the C136 proposed rezoning will result in increased traffic
through existing township. This is envisaged by the traffic report with the C136 proposal which
envisages an additional 9140 car trips per day. Existing roads and curbs should be part of the
development at the cost of the developer. Intersections such as Wilsons Rd and Cape Paterson Rds,
which are already  high risk, should be upgraded to handle increased traffic loads safely at the cost
of the developer.  Responsibility for these issues lies with the Authorities approving the
development.

Parking at Beaches, beachside paths, ramps, and additional infrastructure should also be at the cost
of the developer. Existing infrastructure will need to be upgraded to handle the additional load and
the developer should bear this cost not the community of Cape Paterson

The Proposed Development Is not the best way forward for the area and is  more suited to
Wonthaggi or Inverloch

The process puts developers before community

Regards
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Subject: Objection to C136 rezoning application
Date: Thursday, 27 February 2020 10:11:07 AM

Objection to C136 rezoning application
From:

I am a Cape Paterson holiday home resident.

I wish to lodge a formal objection to the proposed rezoning of land north of Seaward Drive
that is dealt with by C136.

I am concerned that this rezoning will destroy the village feel of Cape Paterson and is
excessive and unnecessary, in the context of the existing size of Cape Paterson and that there
does not appear to be any significant need for this land to be developed as residential land,
given the amount of other housing developments in the shire.

In particular, I would like to highlight the following concerns:

Inappropriate Timing
      No development should be approved before the Distinctive Areas and Landscape process

(initiated by the Labor government) is completed. This seems to me that the developer is
seeking to circumnavigate and get in front of this process. 

      The Distinctive Areas and Landscape process has not yet been incorporated into the Bass
Coast Planning Scheme - the Cape Paterson community’s biggest response was to request a
reduction of the current town boundary.

Massive overdevelopment
      A rezoning as proposed would have significant adverse impact on the small coastal village

character, amenity and infrastructure
      Cape Paterson is currently a coastal village with a cohesive community. The rezoning proposal

is lodged by a developer with plans for up to 1000 new dwellings (500 + 500). Even if each
dwelling had only two occupants this would more than triple the town’s population which was
below 900 at the last census.

      This is a massive over-development, both in land size and impact on population
      Despite a Planning Panel report (2010) that said expanding the town boundary to the West

and to the North would result in an oversupply of land, Mathew Guy (2011) approved both
town boundary expansions. C136 provides the first opportunity to correct this by reducing the
over-expanded town boundary.
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The development ignores Indigenous, Cultural and Historical Heritage
      I understand part of the development area contains an area of cultural heritage sensitivity 

and the proposed development of the land constitutes a high impact activity (ref: Heritage
Insight report). This is inappropriate on cultural heritage grounds. Any development must
strictly heed Cultural Heritage Management requirements

Ruins the Peaceful and Safe Character of Cape Paterson
      Cape Paterson, being small, is a safe place for families, especially children and elderly
       There are very few places like Cape Paterson and that, in itself, means it is worth preserving

the town as is
       Cape Paterson is pedestrian friendly with little or no through traffic and few footpaths but

currently safe to walk on road
       The distance from the beach of the C136 proposed rezoning will result in increased traffic

through existing township. This is envisaged by the traffic report with the C136 proposal which
envisages an additional 9140 car trips per day

       The traffic report is flawed as it is based on a survey conducted in July rather than peak in
Dec/Jan. Also they think that half the people travelling to the beach from the development
would rather make a right turn from Seaward Drive into Cape Paterson Road (notwithstanding
the increased traffic coming down that road thanks to the development), rather than an easy
left turn (a short cut) into Spear Street. I know which I would do......

This proposed development will Decimate the Community Feel of This Much-Loved Coastal
Village

       The current community feel means people drive with respect and maintain the safety of the
town

       Will prompt population that is too rapid to be effectively integrated
       Will ruin the village feel that means children can walk to the park, shops, go for bike rides etc

in relative safety

Is Environmentally Undesirable
       Puts wildlife at further risk. The developer’s materials note there are 33 species of birdlife, as

well as wombats and kangaroos. Surprisingly they have not recorded other species frequently
seen including echidnas, snakes, lizards etc. The proposal will result in loss of habitat for these
animals, which in turn is a loss for Cape Paterson where they are highly valued by residents

       The new development is car reliant and does nothing to reduce dependence on fossil fuels
       There is insufficient parking already at peak times. This is not easily addressed as expansion of

beach parking would have a detrimental impact on the environment and amenity of the area
and is undesirable

       Internal roads are unsealed (which residents overwhelmingly voted to retain because they
like this laid-back feel) - extra traffic will mean more dust and less safety but is not easily



addressed without altering the “feel” of the town
       Cape Paterson has a fragile and valuable coastal environment. The beach is already at

capacity in summer.
       Development brings greater risks to coastal strip with more dogs, cats and invasive plants

that can decimate local flora and fauna
       Threats to the adjoining Bunurong Marine and Coastal Park including contaminated drainage

run off.
       Threats to existing Significant Vegetation and Wildlife within the area to be rezoned.

Will put too much pressure on infrastructure
       Limited capacity of the Lifesaving clubs to service a large increase in beach goers without

major increased funding for paid lifesaving services.
       Extreme weather events (1 in 100 year) are becoming increasingly common requiring

infrastructure upgrades before further development occurs.

Is not the best way forward for development – more suited to Wonthaggi or Inverloch
       Bass Coast’s strategic plan is to concentrate development in high growth areas like

Wonthaggi. C136, if approved, will reduce demand in Wonthaggi where there is more urban
infrastructure such as schools, transport, shops.

       Wonthaggi has existing infrastructure and makes more sense as a place for additional
development

       Cape Paterson currently has a very different “feel” to Inverloch. We like it that way

The process puts developers before community
       The reports accompanying C136 have been commissioned and paid for by the developer and

in some cases have been amended following consultation with the developer. It is difficult to
consider them independent. I am also extremely concerned about the involvement and
perceived influence the developer has sought to exert in the outcome of the Council process
(to the developer's favour of course!).

       The community has previously made clear its feelings about expansion to the north of the
town

       Many residents of Cape Paterson are not confident with the objection process and have not
felt heard
 
Finally, if a development of any sort is to go ahead then it must involve: 

       Reducing the town boundary so that the town expands by no more than 25%
       Waiting until 75% of blocks at The Cape eco-village have sold
       Include more than 50% open space of the net developable area (as per The Cape)
       Traffic provisions that do not funnel traffic through the existing township
       The developer providing far more detailed information regarding protection of heritage and



environment, details of the development proposal, subdivision pattern, design guidelines,
infrastructure requirements and development contributions.

       Significant plantings of indigenous trees and appropriate green passages for wildlife
       Limited car spaces to ensure there is not additional traffic pressure on the town
       High standards regarding sustainability rating, as per the example set by the Cape
       Lower density building than currently proposed
       Retention of some green wedges of open green land

I trust my objection will be carefully considered.

Yours sincerely,



Subject: Amendment C136
Date: Thursday, 27 February 2020 10:19:33 AM

Objection to C136 Planning Scheme Amendment

I would like to formally object to the C136 Planning Scheme Amendment as a part time Cape
Paterson resident.

I would like to reject the proposed amendment entirely. It is not suitable for the Cape Paterson
town boundaries to be extended for development, especially after the corrupt mess that was
the EcoVillage rezoning.

At the very least, C136 should not be considered until the Statement of Planning Policy
(required by the DAL designation) is finalised, including a review of the Cape Paterson town
boundary.

C136 does not adequately address the huge negative impacts such a huge expansion will have
on this small coastal town. Currently Cape Paterson is a family friendly and safe, quiet coastal
town. Significant developments such as this will drastically damage these elements of the
town, and with it the community that has been nurtured.

The town is already straining in a number of areas - parking, lack of footpaths, water supplies,
drainage, beach capacity, life saving club capacity. It is not a town suitable for growth of this
nature.

This proposed amendment contradicts the Bass Coast’s strategic planning that has been done,
which is to concentrate development in high growth areas such as Wonthaggi. These areas
already have infrastructure such as schools, supermarkets, transport etc.

C136 should be used to reduce the town boundaries to where it was before Mathew Guy
ignored the Planning Panel report in 2010 and extended the boundaries to the West and North.

Regards,
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Submission re C136 rezoning application at Cape Paterson 

From: 
 

 

 

I am a Cape Paterson permanent resident. 

I object to proposal C136 in its current form as it currently falls short on 
environmental and design grounds. 

However, I would support the new development if: 

• it matches all the sustainable, environmental requirements of The
Cape (ecovillage), including high sustainability rating of all houses

• the development provides adequate open space and wetlands
• the houses are built so that they aren’t a drain on the environment.
• The birds and animals are given a safe place to live and can be

brought back to the community
• the development includes significant plantings of indigenous trees

and appropriate green passages for wildlife. All trees and plants to
be native to Cape Paterson.

I would like to highlight the following concerns with the proposal as it 
currently stands: 

Environmental Issues 

• Given the climate crisis the development should reduce reliance
on cars. The location and lack of significant public transport
means the development is very car dependent, as indicated by the
traffic report which envisages an additional 9140 car trips per day.
The distance from the beach of the C136 proposed rezoning will
result in significant increased traffic through the existing township,
putting pedestrians and vulnerable wildlife at risk. This must be
addressed in the developers’ proposal.
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• According to the developer’s materials there are 33 species of 
birdlife, as well as wombats and kangaroos in the C136 area. 
Although not mentioned, there would also be echidnas, snakes, 
lizards and other wildlife. The proposal will result in loss of habitat 
for these animals and the development materials do not provide 
adequately for their protection, including green wildlife corridors. 

• The density of the proposal means there is inadequate green space 
for animals and birdlife. There is also evidence that green space 
and nature is important for mental wellbeing. This needs to be 
addressed. 

 

Design issues 

• The current plans allow for 11% open space. This should be 
increased to the same level as at The Cape (more than 50%). In order 
to achieve this the number of dwellings must be significantly reduced 

• The current plans do not address the sustainability rating of dwellings 
– these must be built to a high rating, as per The Cape, in keeping 
with Cape Paterson’s current reputation for a shift to sustainable 
design 

• Any development must address the peaceful and safe character of 
Cape Paterson – ie Actively seek to maintain the current village feel 
that means children can walk to the park, shops, go for bike rides etc 
in relative safety 

 

General 

• The developer should also provide far more detailed information 
regarding protection of heritage and environment, details of 
subdivision pattern, design guidelines, and infrastructure plans. 

• Inappropriate Timing - No development should be approved before 
the Distinctive Areas and Landscape process (initiated by the Labor 
government) is completed. 
 



 

I look forward to hearing whether the developer can address the above 
issues so that I can lend my support to the proposal. I probably won’t be 
here when the houses are completed but I like to think I am doing 
something for my grandchildren who have enjoyed holidays in Cape all 
of their lives. 

Yours sincerely 

 

  
 



 Page 1 
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To the Strategic Planning Department, Bass Coast Council 

strategic.planningadmin@basscoast.vic.gov.au 

Opposing Submission to Amendment C136 to the Bass Coast Planning Scheme 

Note: 

We are long term owners of our extensively used personal holiday house at , Cape 

Paterson. 

Please see below an outline of our serious opposition to the proposed Amendment. 

1.0 Premature to Propose and Consider the Amendment 

Consideration of the C136 Planning Scheme Amendment at this stage is premature and contrary to the 
orderly and proper planning for Cape Paterson given that the work on the Statement of Planning 
Policy required by the Distinctive Areas and Landscape designation has not been completed, and still 
many months or perhaps even years away.  This DAL work must cover a comprehensive review of the 
Cape Paterson Township role, function and boundaries as part of determining the strategic attributes 
and contribution the Cape Paterson township and environs makes to Bass Coast Council and the highly 
regarded Bunurong coastline, before any new development is considered. 

As such any consideration of the Amendment is contrary to the orderly and proper strategic planning 

for the area given that the Distinctive Area and Landscape work has not been completed, nor has the 

community had the opportunity to comment on any draft outcomes as the work simply hasn’t been 

done. 

2.0 Significant Over Development of Cape Paterson 

The proposed scale of expansion is a significant major over development, more than doubling the size 
of the township.  This is fundamentally contrary to the Bass Coast Strategic Coastal Framework overall 
strategic view for Cape Paterson, which states “… Cape Paterson … as (one of ) local coastal town … 
with varying but limited opportunities for additional development”.  Clearly a more than doubling 
could not be considered as “limited”. 

Such a huge expansion will have a significant adverse impact on the beautiful and peaceful coastal 
village charm and character of Cape Paterson. 

There has been no recent review of the need for any such expansion of Cape Paterson, and the above 
work through the DAL is well placed to do this work before any consideration of this Amendment.   
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As outlined in the previous Panel Report relating to Amendments C53, C93 and C98, in relation to 
Cape Paterson the Report concluded that … 

“The Panel notes that: 

• The 100ha extension area to the north could accommodate more than the highest projected 
demand; 

• The extension area to the west could not accommodate the lowest projected demand; and 

• If both extension areas were included, there would be significant oversupply over the planning 
period.” 

Given the western extension has occurred, clearly there is a need for further review of the boundaries, 
which accordingly should be one of the major tasks of the DAL process – before any further 
consideration of Amendment C136. 

For many decades, the Township of Cape Paterson has been designed and developed as a small 
coastal village of around 1,000 predominantly holiday houses on approximately 94 hectares.  This is 
the village scale and spectacular coastline that the local community and visitors alike love, and 
corresponds with the desired strategic intent for the small township. 

Following the previous Ministerial approval of the western extension, this expanded the township by 
around 42 hectares, or almost 45%, and the proposed northern extension adds another 97 hectares.  
In total the combined addition of 139 hectares represents an increase of almost 150%.   

Clearly, the long-term strategic plans, design intent and community expectations of Cape Paterson 
remaining a small coastal village is totally inconsistent with the such a major extension and over 
development. 

3.0 Details of Amendment are Unclear and may be considered Mis-leading 

While the amendment refers to rezoning 53 hectares, the development plan overlay provisions apply 

not only to the 53 hectares, but a further 44 hectares as well – bringing the total to 97 hectares. 

Therefore, it must be assumed that all 97 hectares are intended for ultimate development.  

Accordingly, all assessments should be made on the assumption of such major expansion, and not 

refer to a rezoning only affecting 53 hectares (although such an expansion is significant in its own 

right).  

The community has a reasonable expectation to know what Council and the development proponents 

clearly intend for the whole area, and not be limited to a confusing ‘part only’ amendment. 

 

4.0 Supporting Documentation has Serious Deficiencies 

The supporting reports and documentation do not adequately address the significant adverse impact 
such a large-scale expansion of the urban footprint and amount of resultant development will have on 
the small coastal village character, amenity and infrastructure of the existing Cape Paterson village and 
community. 
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Many of the more detailed issues such as environmental, biodiversity, cultural, heritage, traffic, 
drainage, infrastructure and community needs have not been adequately considered and addressed at 
this stage, rather proposing to be dealt with at subsequent planning permit and subdivision stages.  
This means many of the complex issues that can significantly affect development and the Cape 
Paterson community have not been addressed and the community is not in a position to be able to 
fully determine the impact at this stage, and opportunities for community input at later stages will be 
limited and too late. 

Despite references to the need to integrate with the existing Cape Paterson township, it is difficult to 
see how this can be achieved in practice, and there is extremely limited detailed consideration of this 
in the supporting documentation.  The proposed northern area is well removed from the beach areas 
– the fundamental focus of Cape Paterson – and will heavily rely on a very limited number of small 
scale attractive residential streets to gain access between Seaward Drive and Surf Beach Road.  The 
impact on these streets and the residents would be very significant, yet they are being given limited 
details and say in the matter 

Moreover, given the distance of the proposed new development to the various beach destinations, it 
is expected car usage to gain access to the beach will be considerably higher for any potential new 
residents compared to the existing township.  The ‘walkability principles’ of around 800 – 1000 metres 
simply won’t apply to the proposed new areas – exacerbating an undesirable increased demand for 
car usage and car parking on already over-stretched facilities during the busy summer periods.  
Inadequate consideration to this is given in the supporting documentation, particularly the traffic 
report. 

These traffic and movement considerations are fundamental to the Cape Paterson township, yet there 
are some serious questions over the many of the underlying assumptions in the report, and associated 
conclusions reached, or it indicates that this work will follow at the permit and subdivision stages – 
when community input will be limited. 

For example, aspects that require far more consideration include: 

• The directional split should have far greater movements to the south as the beaches are the 
primary destination, and this directly impacts the existing Cape Paterson community. 

• Far greater use is expected of the internal existing local streets within the Cape Paterson 
village  rather than such heavy assumed reliance on Cape Paterson Road given the location of 
First Surf Beach, Channel Beach and Bay Beach, including the boat ramp area which are more 
central and the western ends of the village. 

• Inadequate consideration of the mode share of trips to the beach, especially given the 
distance to the beach for the proposed areas. 

• Simplistic assumptions of ‘factoring up’ traffic volumes from non-holiday periods. 

• No consideration of often higher numbers of visitors that join and stay with people in holiday 
homes, leading to higher trip generation rates than a ‘normal household size’. 

A similar lack of details exists in many of the other supporting reports, and such information should be 
required at this crucial rezoning time to enable detailed expert evaluation. 

5.0 Insufficient Detail and Lack of Subsequent Opportunity for Community Input  

There is seriously inadequate detail on the nature of the actual development proposal, subdivision 
patterns, design guidelines, infrastructure requirements and staging, and level of development 
contributions that the community can respond to at this stage.  This is compounded by the planning 



 Page 4 
 

provisions that will significantly limit community input into the development plans if the new planning 
controls are implemented through the development plans which are largely determined just between 
the developers and Council. 

While the explanatory and supporting information refers to various ‘potential community benefits’ 
there are no details on what level of development contributions (monetary and / or in-kind, or what 
system to use such as DCPs, ICPs or Section 173 Agreements) will be required of the developer, and 
therefore what scope there is for any such infrastructure to actually be delivered.  Similarly, as many 
of these suggested ‘potential benefits’ will directly impact the existing township area, there is no 
clarity on what input the existing community will have on any decisions that may directly and 
indirectly impact them, nor whether external funding will be required over and above what the 
developer contributes.   These are key considerations that need to be addressed at the outset. 

6.0 Role of the Coastal Towns in Meeting Housing Need Not Established 

Considerable reliance is made by Council and the proponent in support of the Amendment on the Bass 
Coast Strategic Coastal Planning Framework (June 2011), and subsequent Land Supple and Demand 
Assessments.  However, there are fundamental inconsistencies between the overall objectives for 
Cape Paterson to remain as a local coastal town or village, and the stated development potential.  In 
addition, there is no real analysis as to what the desired role of the coastal towns is to accommodate 
the Bass Coast’s overall housing need – especially for permanent occupied dwellings -  compared to 
the much larger and significant regional centres such as Wonthaggi where such development is more 
appropriate.   

Such inconsistencies are clearly shown by the fact that the Framework states: 

“Corinella, Coronet Bay, Cape Paterson and Kilcunda as local coastal towns each with varying 
but limited opportunities for additional residential development.” 

While at the same time indicating that Cape Paterson has the capacity for an additional 1,472 
residential lots, equating to 34.8% of all new dwelling developments across the ten coastal 
settlements included in the Framework.  There is no rationale given as to why Cape Paterson is 
identified with the highest single additional capacity and designated to accommodate nearly 35% of 
the total growth.  How can Cape Paterson be suitable and appropriate for such a large share of the 
growth, yet at the same time the Framework stating that there is “limited opportunities for additional 
residential development”? 

Similarly, the complex issues around the need for permanent principal place of residences (private 
occupied dwellings), personal holiday homes and general holiday accommodation is not adequately 
addressed.  This has significant implications for the smaller coastal towns performing primarily a 
holiday home role such as Cape Paterson, and greater growth should be focussed into Wonthaggi itself 
which is ideally suited for such permanent development with the full suite of services and 
infrastructure. 

As indicated previously, it is irreconcilable as to how Cape Paterson as a small local coastal town can 
be expected to accommodate such over development while still retaining its charm, character and 
amenity.  This aspect has not been adequately addressed in any of the supporting reports. 
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7.0 Issues associated with Gifting Land 

While supporting the local surf lifesaving clubs is in principle encouraged, the donation of land to the 
two clubs to on-sell raises serious ethical, probity, conflict of interest and governance issues that need 
to be carefully considered.  Clearly there is an underlying presumption by the proponents that the 
clubs will support the development given that the gifting would represent a very significant financial 
windfall to the clubs – the equivalent to the value of a block of land (assumed to be at least $150,000 
or substantially more).  If such a direct monetary contribution was agreed to and made as part of a 
planning process, subject to the successful outcome of the rezoning process, then serious questions 
would rightly be raised. 

This needs careful consideration by Council, any Panel (if convened) and the State Government as to 
whether such proposed donations unduly impact the clubs’ and their members’ consideration of the 
proposed Amendment, and in turn the integrity of the planning scheme amendment process. 

 

We trust that Council will seriously consider ours and other opposing submissions, and formally 

determine not to support nor further progress with the proposed Amendment C136. 

Please note that we would wish to be heard at a Panel Hearing in the undesirable event the 

Amendment C136 does proceed to that stage. 

If you have any queries regarding our opposing submission, please do not hesitate to contact us. 

 

Yours sincerely, 

 

 

 

 



Subject: FW: Objection to C136 rezoning application - draft what do you think?
Date: Thursday, 27 February 2020 11:11:46 AM

            
          

          
           

We are Cape Paterson holiday home owners and we wish to lodge a formal objection to the
proposed rezoning of land north of Seaward Drive that is dealt with by C136.

We chose Cape Paterson as our holiday destination because of the small population, the
community coastal feel and the low traffic which allows our 3 children to safely ride and walk the
streets (something they cannot do at home in suburbia) We chose Cape Paterson as opposed to
Inverloch because even at peak times in Summer, we still feel that the small coastal feel remains.

The proposed rezoning will have a significant and adverse impact on the small coastal village
character, amenity and infrastructure. It is a massive overdevelopment.

Cape Paterson is currently a coastal village with a cohesive community. The rezoning proposal is
lodged by a developer with plans for up to 1000 new dwellings (500 + 500). Even if each dwelling
had only two occupants this would more than triple the town’s population which was below 900 at
the last census.

It would ruin the peaceful and safe character of a family friendly community which has little traffic.
The distance from the beach of the C136 proposed rezoning will result in increased traffic through
the existing township. The traffic report with the C136 proposal, envisages an additional 9140 car
trips per day! In addition the new development is car reliant and does nothing to reduce
dependence on fossil fuels.

The current infrastructure does not support the increase of beach parking at peak times,
Lifesaving clubs will be impacted as they will need to service a larger beach-going population.

This kind of development is more suited to Wonthaggi or Inverloch which have existing
infrastructure to handle the increase in population.

If the development of any sort is to go ahead then it must involve reducing the town boundary so
that the town expands by no more than 25%. It would be useful to wait until 75% of blocks at The
Cape eco-village have been sold. Traffic provisions must be made so that traffic does not funnel
through the existing township and infrastructure requirements should be taken into consideration.

In line with the current high standards regarding sustainability rating, as per the example set by
The Cape, lower density buildings should be proposed and there should be retention of some
green wedges.

We hope that our position is heard by the Bass Coast planning administration.

Yours sincerely
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Subject: Bass Coast Planning Scheme Amendment C136
Date: Thursday, 27 February 2020 11:03:00 AM

Dear Sir/Madam 

I wish to note my support of Planning Scheme Amendment C136.

I am local to the area and have grown up spending summers at Cape Paterson. The Amendment will
provide me with the opportunity to build a house at Cape Paterson, which would not be possible if not for
the proposed rezoning of the land, given the lack of land available for purchase. 

Kind regards
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Subject: Amendment C136
Date: Thursday, 27 February 2020 11:21:27 AM
Attachments: image001.png

181104+-+Stopping+Developers+Ruining+Phillip+Island+And+The+Bass+Coast.pdf

Madam/Sir,

I do not support the proposed amendment C136, for the following reasons:

1. A Tainted Process

In 2010 a Planning Panel report advised against expanding the Cape Paterson boundary because that would lead to an oversupply of
land. Matthew Guy however in 2011 approved expansions to both west and north.  But Guy was renowned for bad planning
decisions, and indeed his interference in a similar proposed rezoning at Phillip Island in 2011 ended in disaster.

https://www.theage.com.au/politics/victoria/a-chequered-history-matthew-guy-s-most-controversial-decisions-20180903-
p501gk.html

I have no reason to accept that Guy’s 2011 approval was made in good faith, and the 2010 Planning Panel report should stand as the
objective position.
At the very least, in observance of due process, C136 should not be further considered until completion of the Statement of Planning
Policy under the Distinctive Areas and Landscape provisions.
And at worst, C136 approval will further encourage the development lobby to regard Cape Paterson as low hanging fruit ready to fall
with just a little more shaking. This photo of an Alex Scott sales board at 225 Wilsons Rd makes the long-term intent clear:

The current Labor state government agrees with “a tainted process”, and made it a platform policy at the last election to address
local community concerns. In a press release on 4Nov18 (attached), Daniel Andrews promised unequivocally that A re-elected
Andrews Labor Government will permanently protect Phillip Island and the Bass Coast from over development, with planning protection
enshrined in law. I expect this promise to be honoured.

2. Stress on Local Infrastructure

More housing means more residents and more cars.  The development proposal is just far enough from the beaches to encourage
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Media contact: Georgia Brumby 0428 698 185| georgia.brumby@vic.alp.org.au 


Sunday, 4 November 2018 


STOPPING DEVELOPERS RUINING PHILLIP ISLAND AND THE BASS COAST  


A re-elected Andrews Labor Government will permanently protect Phillip Island and the Bass Coast from over 
development, with planning protection enshrined in law. 


People choose to make their home in the small communities along the Bass Coast to enjoy a laid-back  
lifestyle – a lifestyle the Liberals tried to ruin by putting the interests of developers ahead of local residents. 


Former Planning Minister Matthew Guy grossly expanded Cape Paterson’s town boundary and rezoned 24 hectares 
of pristine coastal farmland overnight for a housing estate at Ventnor, on Phillip Island, despite clear community 
and council opposition. 


A re-elected Labor Government will make sure this can never happen again by declaring the Bass Coast a Distinctive 
Area and Landscape under the Planning and Environment Act 1987. 


The declaration triggers a requirement for a Statement of Planning Policy, which will set strict height controls and 
tighten town boundaries to protect the environment, landscape and local lifestyle. 


Under the Liberals, the town boundaries of Cowes and Cape Paterson were changed against the advice of 
independent planning panels. Under Labor, any attempt to expand town boundaries in the declared areas must be 
agreed to by the Parliament, protecting locals from the Liberals and their sneaky secret deals at kitchen tables. 


The Statement will be developed within the first year of Government in consultation with the local council and 
residents who know their community best. The Bass Coast Council has asked for their area to be declared. 


A re-elected Labor Government will also develop a new town plan to consolidate Cowes within its existing 
boundaries to stop over development and make sure the whole island is managed as a low growth area. 


It has been revealed Mr Guy used $3.5 million of taxpayers’ money to avoid facing a judge to explain his role in the 
Ventnor scandal, admitting he would lose his job if he did. 


Phillip Island and the Bass Coast have outstanding natural beauty and small-town lifestyle that Matthew Guy and 
the Liberals tried to destroy – only Labor will make sure it is permanently protected. 


Quotes attributable to Premier Daniel Andrews 


“The Liberals put the interests of developers first and tried to turn Phillip Island and the Bass Coast into the Gold 
Coast – given the chance they’ll do it again.” 


"Only Labor will protect the lifestyle that locals on Phillip Island and the Bass Coast enjoy with permanent planning 
protection, enshrined in law.” 


Quote attributable to Minister for Planning Richard Wynne 


“History will judge Matthew Guy’s intervention in Ventnor as one of the darkest days in the history of planning in 
this state.” 







driving rather than walking, but the beach carparks are already overflowing on warm summer days. This will lead to beach commuters
parking in side streets, most of which do not have footpaths.  This will affect both resident and emergency access, especially where
two vehicles are parked adjacent on opposite sides.

Digital services are already patchy. I work from home and need reliable high-speed internet to the northern hemisphere.

The Bass Coast Strategic Coastal Planning Framework ( https://d2n3eh1td3vwdm.cloudfront.net/general-downloads/Strategy-and-
Growth/FINAL-Bass-Coast-Strategic-Coastal-Planning-Framework-June-2011.PDF ) identifies Wonthaggi as the municipal centre and
Cape Paterson as a local coastal town with only limited opportunities for further development (see page 20). Those limited
opportunities have already been exploited by the Blue Water Circle and Eco-Village developments.

3. Stress on Local Avian Population

With more residents comes more pets, particularly cats. I have personally observed local cats predating small birds, and feathers have
been observed around our backyard bird baths. One would hope for current residents to keep pets constrained at all times, but given
that it is impossible to enforce legal sanctions, more residents will only aggravate the problem.

https://d2n3eh1td3vwdm.cloudfront.net/general-downloads/Strategy-and-Growth/FINAL-Bass-Coast-Strategic-Coastal-Planning-Framework-June-2011.PDF
https://d2n3eh1td3vwdm.cloudfront.net/general-downloads/Strategy-and-Growth/FINAL-Bass-Coast-Strategic-Coastal-Planning-Framework-June-2011.PDF
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A re-elected Andrews Labor Government will permanently protect Phillip Island and the Bass Coast from over 
development, with planning protection enshrined in law. 

People choose to make their home in the small communities along the Bass Coast to enjoy a laid-back 
lifestyle – a lifestyle the Liberals tried to ruin by putting the interests of developers ahead of local residents. 

Former Planning Minister Matthew Guy grossly expanded Cape Paterson’s town boundary and rezoned 24 hectares 
of pristine coastal farmland overnight for a housing estate at Ventnor, on Phillip Island, despite clear community 
and council opposition. 

A re-elected Labor Government will make sure this can never happen again by declaring the Bass Coast a Distinctive 
Area and Landscape under the Planning and Environment Act 1987. 

The declaration triggers a requirement for a Statement of Planning Policy, which will set strict height controls and 
tighten town boundaries to protect the environment, landscape and local lifestyle. 

Under the Liberals, the town boundaries of Cowes and Cape Paterson were changed against the advice of 
independent planning panels. Under Labor, any attempt to expand town boundaries in the declared areas must be 
agreed to by the Parliament, protecting locals from the Liberals and their sneaky secret deals at kitchen tables. 

The Statement will be developed within the first year of Government in consultation with the local council and 
residents who know their community best. The Bass Coast Council has asked for their area to be declared. 

A re-elected Labor Government will also develop a new town plan to consolidate Cowes within its existing 
boundaries to stop over development and make sure the whole island is managed as a low growth area. 

It has been revealed Mr Guy used $3.5 million of taxpayers’ money to avoid facing a judge to explain his role in the 
Ventnor scandal, admitting he would lose his job if he did. 

Phillip Island and the Bass Coast have outstanding natural beauty and small-town lifestyle that Matthew Guy and 
the Liberals tried to destroy – only Labor will make sure it is permanently protected. 

Quotes attributable to Premier Daniel Andrews 

“The Liberals put the interests of developers first and tried to turn Phillip Island and the Bass Coast into the Gold 
Coast – given the chance they’ll do it again.” 

"Only Labor will protect the lifestyle that locals on Phillip Island and the Bass Coast enjoy with permanent planning 
protection, enshrined in law.” 

Quote attributable to Minister for Planning Richard Wynne 

“History will judge Matthew Guy’s intervention in Ventnor as one of the darkest days in the history of planning in 
this state.” 



To Whom It May Concern 

I am a developer and resident in Bass Coast Shire. 

I am in favour of Bass Coast Planning Scheme Amendment C 136 for the following reasons:- 

1. The development will create jobs for the local trades and within the construction industry. 

2. Additional population will support retailers and businesses in Cape Paterson & Wonthaggi. 

3. Improvements will be made to infrastructure within the existing township including roads and 
drainage, the foreshore and Bay Beach Area. 

4. New recreational areas will be established. 

ED20/24705
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Subject: Objection to C 136 rezoning application.
Date: Thursday, 27 February 2020 11:32:42 AM

I am a former Cape Paterson resident, and a frequent visitor. I wish to make a formal objection to the proposed
rezoning of land north of Seaward Drive that is dealt with by C 136. The natural coastal village with wildlife and
cultural heritage would be ruined by a large residential development. This largely unspoiled atmosphere is what
draws large numbers of visitors to the area, as this coastal village model is rapidly disappearing from our landscape
in Victoria. Large residential areas will necessitate increased info structure, which in turn will change the whole feel
and look of a beautiful natural landscape for ever. Please don't ruin one of the last remaining "coastal village"
models we have left.

Sincerely,
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Subject: Planning amendment C 136
Date: Thursday, 27 February 2020 11:34:01 AM

Planning amendment c136
Ms A. Gleeson
Senior Strategic Planner
Bass Coast Shire Council
Hi
I support the rezoning of the land as noted in the Planning Amendment C 136
I am a long term resident of Wonthaggi with my grandfather working in the mines.
My family has had the opportunity of using the beaches and coastal walks that Cape Patterson is
renowned for.
It would be an injustice preventing the expansion of Cape so that this experience is limited to the
present few.
This project will enable job opportunity for local people as the developers reside mostly in Bass
Coast.
Yours Sincerely
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STRATEGIC PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
Bass Coast Shire Council, 
PO Box 118 Wonthaggi, 

Amendment 0136 
I  Oppose the Amendment C136. Because r - 2 l'i FEB 2020 

BASS COAST HiRE COUNCIL 
......-/ 

The construction of 450 to 900 homes would Decimate and ruin the ambiance and 
peaceful life of Cape Paterson. Destroying the Animal Corridors and putting extra 
negative pressure on the Bunurong Marine and Coastal Park with contaminated 
stormwater destroying Marine and Plant LIFE. 

We need to maintain and protect the animal corridor. We see Koalas, Echidnas, Goannas, 
Snakes and Wombats passing thru Tarooh st and Cassie Reserve Cape Paterson. The 
Cape (eco village) has a mob of approximately 50 Kangaroos on the coastal foreshore 
plain. 

We want to keep Cape Paterson as a Natural Habitat for the animal wild life and residents 
to enjoy. 

There is insufficient parking at the Cape at Christmas & Easter NOW, so cars are parking 
in the side streets. There is definitely no room for more cars from the proposed 
Development. There is no part of the fore shore to be sacrificed for more parking. (Talk to 
the Greens) The new development would mean more cars driving thru Cape Patersons' 
quiet roads. The Development would see more feral cats and dogs roaming in the Cape 
destroying native flora & wild life. 

The present Bus Service is inadequate as there is NO Bus Service on Saturday & Sundays 
in Cape Paterson this leaves some members of the community totally isolated. 

I asked a group of residents of Cape Paterson if anyone was in favour of the 0136 
Development 
No body was in favour of the Development. 

Not enough information was provided at the community meetings, no info on the 
subdivision or green areas, public reserves, or protection of animal corridors. The 
representative Planners could not answer questions on things like animal corridors and 
history of the Development Site. Where were the developers Wallace Watson? not 
interested. They will be the ones responsible for the Damage to this Fragile natural 
environment if the Development goes ahead. 

All Development should be concentrated in Wonthaggi which is becoming the hub for 
Bass Coast. Wonthaggi is where the Churches, Doctors, Hospitals' Shops and where the 
Transport Hub is. More care should be taken with the Planning of Wonthaggi. 

It is imperative that the 0136 Development should not go ahead as it would destroy the 
Village life character of Cape Paterson. 
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Subject: Objection to C136 rezoning application
Date: Thursday, 27 February 2020 11:42:36 AM

To Strategic Planning Department
Bass Coast Shire Council, 

I
Objection to C136 Rezoning Application

My name is  Cape Paterson and have been a permanent resident of Cape
Paterson for the past 7 years.  I wish to lodge a formal objection to the proposed rezoning of land north of Seaward
Drive that is dealt with by C136. My objections are primarily based on the threats to the environment and native
wildlife within the area and the inappropriate nature of this type of suburban style development on a very small and
unique coastal village.  

Cape Paterson has a fragile and valuable coastal environment which I believe is already at
grave risk.  There is already an inadequate response in dealing with the current issues that I outline below by Bass
Coast Council, Parks Victoria and local Police, which means there are absolutely no deterrents for those who break
the rules and as such put our threatened wildlife and environment at risk.  The feedback I have received is that these
authorities are overstretched with limited staff and resources.  With that in mind I can only see that any expansion to
the area and particularly the one proposed here of 1000 new houses (500 now - 500 later) meaning a huge influx of
people, dogs and cars will completely decimate what little native wildlife, and (during winter months) pristine
environment we have left, and will severely impact the enjoyment of living that permanent residents moved here for.

For the majority of the year Cape Paterson is a very quiet little township with many houses
unoccupied, at this time it is a haven for people like myself who have relocated here to enjoy the
native bird and wildlife and at times desolate and deserted coastline.  Over the summer and
Easter holiday period however it is inundated with holiday makers, their dogs and cars (on many
lots their are 4 cars to one house).  Over this time we see so much road kill particularly on the
Wonthaggi-Cape Rd and Inverloch-Cape Road with wombats in the majority of the carnage. 
Speeding on these roads is rampant I cannot count the number of times I have been overtaken on
these 2 roads while sitting on the 80 and 100 kph speed limit (which I believe is already too high)
and after any weekend the rubber tyre marks on the roads are tell tale signs of hoons and their
burnouts.  In the township cars are parked all over the roads and nature strips making driving
extremely hazardous, as vision of oncoming cars, pedestrians and cyclists (I particularly worry
about the unmonitored children) becomes extremely difficult.  The dog faeces on the streets and
trail walks become a serious health hazard attracting flies and deterring echidnas who feed on the
side of the paths, you can barely walk a few steps without having to dodge it. 

I volunteer on a daily basis, monitoring the Hooded Plovers  a threatened beach nesting bird that
unfortunately lay their eggs during this busiest time of the year. One of the greatest threats to their
survival are off lead dogs and beach walkers ignoring signage and enclosures and disturbing the birds.  If
the eggs are lucky enough to hatch a very big risk to the tiny flightless chicks is again dogs off leash
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taking them. We currently have curfews over summer, no dogs on the beach between 9am-6pm and no
off lead dogs at all other times, except at the one off lead dog space.  This is not adhered to and rarely do
I go to monitor the birds when I don't see off leash dogs running all over the beach and through
enclosures.  Part of my training as a volunteer is to politely talk to the public to inform them about the
birds and ask them to put their dogs on lead. It is rare I get a positive response with most being rude and
at times even aggressive and abusive. Unfortunately the Council Rangers are nowhere to be seen.  Over
the last Summer period 2019-2020 I know of only 3 occasions when rangers came to the Cape Paterson
Hooded Ploover sites,  however I am aware that Council have received numerous complaints about these
matters.  As mentioned before the explanation  given is that the Rangers are overstretched and have a
huge area to cover over the Bass Coast to patrol. Over this Summer 2019-2020 Cape Paterson saw 6
nests fail , there were 6 chicks hatched at different locations and only one has survived thus far.  I believe
if this development goes ahead it will mean the end of the native wildlife in Cape Paterson and particularly
for the Hooded Plover which is already threatened.   

This new development will be heavily car reliant and does nothing to reduce dependence on fossil fuels. 
With few amenities in Cape Paterson (one takeaway shop, the Tavern, one Cafe and 2 Realestate
Agents) residents will need to travel to either Wonthaggi or Inverloch. This will put even more strain on
those access roads with the likelihood of most lots having at least 2 cars per household.  Cars and traffic
are going to be a major problem, because the development is so far from the beach people will be driving
down there making the roads even more dangerous than they currently are.  Parking, which is already at
capacity over summer will be impossible, with even more people parking illegally and dangerously on the
sides of very narrow roads. In particular the corners of Seaward Drive and Tarooh St, Tarooh St and
Anglers Rd and Park Parade and Anchor St are dangerous intersections and will by necessity be main
thoroughfares for beach goers.  

I do call into question the reliability of the developers research of the area, according to their consultants
findings there are currently at least 33 bird species on the farmland with kangaroos, frogs and wombats
however they did not record any echidnas, snakes lizards etc which locals see very regularly on this and
the surrounding land.  The consultants also conducted their traffic surveys in July, the least busy period in 
Cape - surely they should have investigated during the busy summer period. According to their survey 
they say that half the people travelling to the beach from the development would make a right turn from 
Seaward Drive into Cape Paterson Road (which will see severely increased traffic coming down from 
Wonthaggi), rather than take an easy left turn and short cut into Spear Street. 

One of the reasons given from the developers at the consultation session for the extension was that
"people want to live in Cape Paterson".  I actually question that statement and believe the truth is, mostly
people want to buy holiday homes/weekenders and investment properties that they then rent for short
term stays on sites such as Air BNB and Stayz to help pay the mortgage/rates.  On any given day there
are over 70 properties listed in Cape Paterson on just these 2 online sites, not counting the ones
managed by the two local Real Estate Agents in town. There are also many houses I see year after year
sitting empty, not even occupied over the busy Summer period, which I can only gather them to be
investment properties with owners not needing to make an income from them.  I know people want to live
in Wonthaggi with amenities at hand and I fear with this style of development Cape Paterson will not only
look like, but will actually become an outer suburb of Wonthaggi and loose everything that is unique about
this small coastal village.  We have already seen what has happened to Inverloch it has the feel of a
Melbourne suburb that just happens to be by the coast. If the majority of these houses are bought as
short stay holiday rentals and investment properties then we can expect what we currently see over
summer, a place inundated by people with a "I don't care I'm on holiday" attitude which takes so much
from the place and gives back very little.

If this development does go ahead there needs to be some serious constraints as it stands the imprint
nearly doubles the town boundary.  The Cape ecovillage is a very good model with its inclusion of native
wildlife habitat, more than 50% open space and sustainability and environmental considerations. The 
development proposed North of Seaward Drive is only offering 11% open space, so around a fifth of what 
the ecovillage offers. I would also like to draw attention to the fact that The Cape ecovillage is not even 
completed yet and as per the advertisement currently on realestate.com clearly states there are "....over
230 home sites, of which Stage 1 and 2 are almost completely sold out" with "Stage 3 for sale now....". 



Once it is completed these homes jutt onto the most sensitive Hooded Ploover sites on the Wilsons Rd
beach access point.  In reality if the new development goes ahead there will be 1230+ new houses in tiny
Cape Paterson which in anyone's eyes is a massive over development.  Even if each dwelling of the 1230
has only two occupants (unlikely) it would more than double the town’s population which was below 900
at the last census, which did not include  residents of the ecovillage.

Thank you for considering my objections to the C136 rezoning appication and hope to receive a decision
that will favour doing all we can to preserve our native wildlife and environment and thus reject this
proposal.

Regards

 



26 February 2020


To: Bass Coast Shire Council


RE: Objections to rezoning of land in Amendment C136 and associated Development Plan 
Overlay 

As a property owner in Cape Paterson I want to express my objections to the above mentioned 
amendment, changes to the use of land and zoning and development overlay that is being 
proposed for this land, north of Seaward Drive.


My wife and I bought in Cape Paterson in 2003 after having spent all our lives in and around 
Mornington and Mount Martha. We left Mornington Peninsula due to its fast development, its 
urbanisation and the lack of consideration given to shaping a developing community. Very quickly 
it became fast, isolating and soulless. Now we feel the same is threatening Cape Paterson. We 
have a duty of care to avoid this, learning from mistakes of other shires. 


We were attracted to Cape Paterson for its village-like quality, quiet streets, unsealed roads, 
ample vegetation and a clear community sense that all of this was well supported and here to 
stay. 


We are opposed to this extreme rezoning of the land and to this development because:


OVERSUPPLY OF HOUSING - NOT SUSTAINABLE: 
- there is too much housing being proposed on land that will only accomodate it if living 

situations are cramped and significantly compromised. This is not the environment that should 
have such compromised living. There are ample suburbs around that are better for this, towns 
closer to Melbourne like Grantville, and even regional hubs like Wonthaggi that should be 
building these communities into their development plans. Not a sensitive coastal village like 
Cape Paterson


- Cape Paterson has ample housing opportunities at present with The Cape and other properties 
and land on the market, given the size of the town. Local real estate agents, who have vested 

interest in C136 and this DPO, are touting there are no properties for sale in Cape and there’s 
huge demand, even though The Cape is only 30% sold and for the small town, there is 
constant turn over of properties. Putting another 1000 houses in the mix will only destroy our 
investments, not improve the area. It is a small town and if the two local real estate agents can’t 
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get enough business - like all of us in business - then they need to reconsider their market and 
business model - not ruin the town so as to make a quick buck. They are spreading ill informed 
information which is professionally illegally. This level of development belongs closer to 
Wonthaggi and will contribute to both communities in exactly the same way but is logical given 
Wonthaggi’s services and resources and people’s lifestyle needs


INCREASE IN LOCAL POPULATION - NOT SUSTAINABLE AND CANNOT BE SUPPORTED 
- the increase of people will make Cape Paterson unpleasant and severely compromised. The 

enjoyment of the town will reduce significantly as cars fight for road space, as parking is 
pushed to the limits, shops struggle to accommodate for people, beaches become unbearable 
and public facilities are put under pressure


- Cape Paterson is currently safe for the elderly, children and families to move freely through the 
coastal village. This will be compromised and what should be a coastal retreat will become like 
a challenged suburb on the vulnerable edge of the ocean. This is agains the character, it is not 
extending it, it is ruining it


- We have a right to continue to enjoy the qualities of Cape Paterson as it is, and for the town to 
grow with what is already established, not to be significantly altered. What is being proposed 
significantly changes the nature and culture of the town, will bring people into the area that are 
at odds with the current nature of the town and will create a divisive town, not the inclusive, 
cohesive community we now have. This isn’t all development, this is specifically something of 
this scale and one that is so apparently jarring with what currently exists. Any development of 
this scale MUST be more integrated and considered in line with existing community culture


LACK OF ATTENTION TO ENVIRONMENTAL AND CULTURAL IMPACT IN PROPOSAL: 
- the lack of attention in the proposal to the environment, wildlife, flora and fauna and indigenous 

peoples is unacceptable. It demonstrates a lack of connection to the area and a lack of ability 
in considering the complex positive potential of developing such a huge parcel of land


- the proposal is insensitive to the land, the reports are not well fleshed out and lack professional 
insights that a development of this scale must include to make it acceptable in today’s 
standards. The wildlife listed is minimal, with no mention to many of creatures so obviously 
inhabiting this area, such as echidnas. Again, a complete disconnect and disregard for the area 
at hand


THESE ARE NOT THE PEOPLE TO BE RESPONSIBLE FOR DOUBLING THE TOWNSHIP OF 
CAPE PATERSON AND HAVE PROVIDED INSUFFICIENT SUPPORT MATERIAL AND 

REPORTS 
- the developers themselves do not appear experienced in this level of development having only 

developed one large project which totalled just under 25% of this at 275 homes. Their work is 
generally under 100 homes, some of their work being only a stand-alone building. They don’t 



bring the expertise I would expect in being responsible for such a significant cultural 
contribution


- their lack of deep insight into the area, poor support material and lack of community 
consultation suggests they are completely disconnected from the area. They are proposing this 
to the benefit of themselves, their investors (SMSFs, which was told specifically to me by a rep 
from Beveridge’s at the information session), the Council and local real estate agent - who is 
acting inappropriately. Nothing in this plan warrants this group being responsible for such a 
huge cultural shift in this township - they are coming from the outside in and that is entirely 
inappropriate


- it is deeply concerning that such a small company with small scale projects around Mornington 
Peninsula, 1-2 in Geelong and Albury have 15 on the go in the Bass Coast shire. This warrants 
further investigation and there are people who are looking into this


- the community impact they are proposing, such as to asphalt the roads, cut trees and remove 
vegetation to provide for footpaths, open up road intersection at Tarooh Street, are not what the 
locals want nor what the town represents - we have fought hard to reject these changes. The 
fact the development proposal lists these as contributions shows they are completely out of 
sync with locals and have made no effort to connect and get to understand the area


- the proposal has not considered traffic appropriately. They claim being near Seaward Drive will 
mean housing can access already in place traffic infrastructure, but this accommodates for a 
very small number of houses on this back road, and now the residents at The Cape. To add 
1000-4000 extra vehicles to these two roads is ill considered


- supporting material is outdated, lazy and lacks any attempt to gain deep insights. Traffic 
management reports were conducted during the quietest month in Cape Paterson - July. There 
is nothing to support traffic over Christmas/New Year or Easter or other school holidays as 
comparison. The heritage report was completed in 2009, 11 years ago. The photos are 
outdated and there has been no attempt to connect to Cape Paterson as it stands today which 
has evolved a lot over the last 11-12 years. They do not even attempt to show they know the 
community they are supposedly applying to double and have such enormous cultural impact 
over


DELAYING THIS LEVEL OF EXPANSION IS THE ONLY RESPONSIBLE SOLUTION 
- Council must wait until the State Government issues the Bass Coast Distinctive Area and Land 

proposal. It was made clear that Cape Paterson must not have further developments approved 
until this is completed and understood and can be acted upon accordingly


- public consultations and information on Council website do not explain or demonstrate the 
development openly. There is no transparent information on design, on landscaping, street 
scapes, what green areas will look like, what the public facilities and amenities (like child care 
centres) are and how these will be integrated with the community


- the environmental impact of more people living in this sensitive area, more feet walking the 
beaches, the dunes, the coastal pathways, more cats, dogs and introduced species, more 



noise with air conditioners, heating units, cars, mowers, leaf blowers, tools - all of it. This 
proposal is applying to double everything and that is too much too soon


- it closes off any exciting potential use of the land, and means council take it from rural to small 
compact cheap housing. There are many other options that could be included in a development 
overlay and change of use of land. Council needs time to consult with locals - all over Bass 
Coast, before deciding on this - it affects all over.


BE FORWARD THINKING - LOOK TO POSITIVE EXAMPLES OF DEVELOPMENT, NOT TO 
OUTDATED, REGRESSIVE, INVASIVE MODELS 
We acknowledge that Cape Paterson will grow in time and the community will benefit from 
expansion. But let this happen with greater community involvement, consultation from leading 
experts on how to cultivate engaging future-driven industry in the area, like eco tourism, and 
engagement in how to respect the nature that brings people into the area. People do not come to 
Cape Paterson for a taste of Cranbourne. We will become that if you don’t take leadership.


This objection then calls upon Bass Coast Shire Council to:

1. Decrease the town boundary of Cape Paterson to Seaward Drive, correcting the mistake

Matthew Guy made in 2011.
2. Reduce the land north of Seaward Drive, the 53 hectares referenced in C136, to only be

approved for 25% housing, with a combined use of educational, cultural and environmental
projects and 50% green open space.

3. Open opportunity for this style of housing development in Wonthaggi, such as to the south,
that can have new suburb name and be separated culturally if there’s a stigma for some for
Wonthaggi.

4. Do not permit any more than 100 houses to be constructed, along the Wonthaggi-Cape
Paterson Road, to assess how housing will be used, who is attracted to the area, if these are
holiday house owners, as the developers are proposing, or people buying there instead of
Wonthaggi which defeats the purpose and will take away from the regional development of
Wonthaggi, adding huge traffic to the roads.

5. Only allow housing development plans to be authorised once The Cape Eco Village is 75%
sold to avoid a market glut.

6. Wait until the Bass Coast Distinctive Area and Landscape project is completed
7. Consult community on how to rezone 53 hectares of land - more than doubling the town -

welcoming education, environment, indigenous cultures, housing and tourism under one
master plan

Regards




Subject: Objection to Cape Paterson C136 rezoning
Date: Thursday, 27 February 2020 12:12:00 PM

Hello 

I am a permanent resident of Cape Paterson and have many concerns in relation to the
proposed rezoning. Some listed below

I have attended one of the planning sessions but do not feel some of my concerns were
addressed by the representatives there.

Car Parking
Increased homes and residents as well as holiday makers would be using a car to drive to the
beach  shops etc, especially during the summer and Easter periods. Currently car parking has
become increasingly difficult to find near the beach. Parking on footpaths was prevalent
during this summer...also another hazzard, without expanded residential areas.
Where will the additional people park their cars? One representative told me they will ride
bikes. Maybe a sml number will but families will drive cars to fit in all their gear for a day at
the beach. Ghe djstaance frkm the beach would also prevent young children walking to and
from in the hot weather.

Drainage
As someone affected adversely by the hailstorm in May, I do not feel the plans I viewed
adequately addressed drainage and where the flow would go. Yes, there was some sort of
basin, but in heavy rain over short periods, much will run off, possibly into the direction of the
already inadequate system that resulted in flooding at the park and Wonthaggi Life Saving
Club. Additional concrete surfaces and roads increases the runoff.

Density
The number of home sites to be developed is not in keeping with current practices in small
environmentally sensitive communities. The current Cape EcoVillage is a leading
development which has taken into account the ratio of home sites compared to open spaces.
The future development at Cape under this potential rezoning wants to add to the density and
jeopardise amenity as well as native flora and fauna. 

Even sand spaces on the beach in safe flagged areas has reduced due to tidal influennces. With
additional population, the availability of beach space reduces further. The rezoning will leads
to a huge overdevelopment of the current area we have chosen live, and totally change the
amenity of the quiet and safe lifestyle we currently enjoy. Additional people at the beach also
requires additional infrastructure to cope eg toilets, changerooms, beach showers playgrounds,
life saving services etc.

Traffic Management
On the plans, it indicates a roundabout at the intersection of Seaward dr and Tarooh St.
Currently this is a  very tight turning corner. The plan seems to show some taking of land into
the north side of Seaward drive, but it doesn't show what  will happen on the south side. The
rise in the land right at the point of the intersection would be very unsafe.
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The road continuation of either Spear St or Park Pde would create additional traffic through
the centre of the current residential area of Cape Paterson which is not creating the sort of
quiet, natural, community that currently exists. This is the reason many people have chosen to
live in Cape Paterson.

Currently it is not uncommon to see echidnas crossing the road near the area of Cape Paterson
Rd, Seaward Drive. The additional traffic endangers the wildlife and encroaces into their
habitat.

If any development was to proceed, it must take into account the housing density required to
maintain the coastal village feel of Cape Paterson,  ensure wildlife habitat is not reduced or
affected by increased population and traffic
Any increased traffic and any addutional car parking does not take land from the current
foreshore areas.

I look forward to the community's concerns being taken onboard before any decision is
undertaken.

Thankyou



Subject: C136 Rezoning objection
Date: Thursday, 27 February 2020 12:13:57 PM

I object to the C136 rezoning proposal on the basis that it is inappropriate in size, scale and will ruin the amenity of
the area.

As a resident of Ventnor who was also in the same position as current Cape Patterson residents previously, resulting
from the decisions made by Matthew Guy where he used  his ministerial powers to approve inappropriate rezoning
to support his own political interests to the detriment of residents, environment and amenity of one of Victoria’s
most important tourist and leisure regions.

The Bass Coast Councillors need to represent their constituency, reject poor policy making at State level and refuse
to let the very questionable decision made by Mathew Guy proceed. It was made without any consideration of the
impact on residents of Bass Coast and only considered a developer mates maximising profit.

The public has had enough of the lack of integrity of political leaders (in this case Mathew Guy)  and the rejection of
this completely inappropriate development is one step toward restoring confidence in our elected representatives and
is the right thing to do.
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RE: Planning Scheme Amendment C136 and Development Plan Overlay 














To Bass Coast Shire Council


I wish to voice my objections to Planning Scheme Amendment C136, the rezoning of 53 hectares 
of farming land to general residential zone 1 and the proposed Development Plan Overlay.


This proposal culturally incongruous with the area, environmentally insensitive, lacking any 
strategic vision and incredibly short sighted as to how this rare and unique area should grow, 
develop and mature towards a progressive future community and integration with the land.


It ticks not one box of integration with the area, not one. It’s lazy, it’s a stock-standard, run of the 
mill proposal that could have been churned out for Cranbourne, Pakenham, Wonthaggi. 
Anywhere. 


You have a responsibility to deeply consider the uniqueness of where we are, the character, the 
community, the culture, the environment, the wildlife, the First Nations peoples, the engagement 
of tomorrow and to not be won over by such an appalling disregard for who we are, for what 
Cape Paterson stands for and for what we should all be working towards for more positive 
futures.


You have a job and responsibility to see beyond the very short term gain this may bring, as it will 
be short term and a horrible mess of congestion, frustrations, pollutants left for future 
management in their tracks.


You also have a duty of sustainable development, and this is not sustainable for Cape Paterson. 
For Wonthaggi, yes. And in Wonthaggi, or near outskirts, this would do very well and would inject 
more community, infrastructure and economic value to this regional centre. The Gippsland/Bass 
Coast area would gain from this growth in Wonthaggi. But it won’t gain if you allow this to sprawl 
over the coast line and ruin the point of difference of where are geographically. 
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What do I believe is important for you to consider in rejecting this atrocious plan?


TOWNSHIP AND GROWTH:

- The Development Plan Overlay is too significant. This project is requesting that the town be 

doubled, not a small increase, but DOUBLED. This is unacceptable as does not relate to the 
State Government’s identified regional development scope, which notes Cape Paterson as a 
small town - a small town with growth does not simply double, even if it is proposed this may 
happen over a 5-10 year span. This growth is excessive and not sustainable. It will glut the 
town, ruin the nature and environment, and kill growth in Wonthaggi.


- Current infrastructure is not adequate for the houses already in the area and in peak times we 
have power outages, drainage issues and very compromised mobile and data reception. There 
is no scope in the proposal to rectify this and likely it will not happen in a timely fashion.


- Cape Paterson is a coastal village - it is not a suburb. This development is proposing to change 
the entire nature of the township that is not appropriate nor legal. This development is only 
suitable for cities with the right infrastructure in place to accommodate for and support this 
growth - such as Wonthaggi. By agreeing to this development at Cape Paterson you will be 
reducing the potential in Wonthaggi - the area where regional growth and expansion, a diversity 
of engagement and community growth should be a key focus. This development will take 
people away from Wonthaggi as this is a Wonthaggi style project, not a Cape Paterson project. 
People come to Cape Paterson for the quiet, easy and casual village-like quality. They do not 
come for a suburban experience. This is permanent and holiday makers alike. 


- Permitting 1000 additional new homes over a very short period of time will bring enormous 
strain to the flow and integration in the township. Traffic will increase exponentially, pollution will 
rise, rubbish will increase - around the towns and homes - and noise and sounds will permeate 
with a force. These are invasions on the current quality of life and culture at Cape Paterson and 
will decrease the value and uniqueness of this area.


- Traffic flow has been ill considered. Any significant inflow of traffic north of Seaward Drive 
needs to accommodate for compulsory acquisition of some homes to open the way to Marine 
Parade, Coral and Tarooh streets. None of this has been properly mapped out or considered in 
the development proposal. 


- Cape Paterson roads are currently safe, keep cars moving through slowly and mindfully. It 
means children can walk safely, the elderly are safe, people can walk as families to the beach 
and shops, bikes can move safely. All of this will be lost with 2000+ new cars on the road, 
forced asphalting of character-driven unsealed roads, cutting down of beautiful established 
trees and native vegetation to make way for footpaths. This is against the character of Cape 
Paterson and something the local community has fought hard in retaining, and has won. 
Council should honour and respect this.


- The natural infrastructure cannot accommodate this growth. This must be at the top of your list 
of priorities as this is finite. The beaches are not big enough for another 4000+ bodies to sprawl 
out on. The coast is a very sensitive area and this increase will have detrimental impact on the 
marine life, the wildlife and natural bushland. These will be under threat and species will face 



extinction as land and ocean uses significantly increase; more people walking paths, fishing, 
using speed boats, jet skies and the like.


- The town facilities are far too limited and the scope for development is not in line with the town 
doubling at a very fast rate. Facilities at the beaches are limited, with only three women’s toilets 
and one disabled toilet at First Surf. Growth of services needs to be more organic and with the 
right approach of development it will be. 


- In the broader environmental impact, the road to Inverloch will become like the car park that is 
now the Great Ocean Road  - incredibly dangerous and unsafe, leading to near-fatal and fatal 
accidents. Locals on the surf coast are very vocal and angry in expressing their concerns and 
frustrations into how their coast has been (mis)managed and is now so severely compromised. 
Do you want to be responsible for this situation happening at Bass Coast? Protect it and 
benefit from doing as such.


- Cape Paterson is currently an integrated, cohesive community with very little disruption 
between locals and visitors to the area. This is extraordinary, and not a quality that you want to 
compromise. Even with The Cape Eco Village, a very committed focus has been made to 
integrate, embrace, unite with the community, not to separate and marginalise. The 
Development Plan Overlay does not speak to cohesion, does not make any suggestions to how 
community will be consulted and integrated. There is a lack of information around community 
consultation and around understanding and considering what exists currently - aside from the 
obvious being the beach and the services at Wonthaggi. This is insufficient and you have a duty 
of care to the area to preserve what exists and grow from there, not to disturb the status quo. 


- There is no consideration towards the huge achievements made by The Cape Eco Village in 
sustainability, minimised environmental impact, dedication to open spaces and natural 
resources ( and I have no vested interest in this development). This has set a new benchmark 
and has set a tone that is filtering its way through the whole township of Cape Paterson. As this 
is established and moving forward you have a legal obligation not to compromise the work 
being done here and not to jeopardise its success. Allowing a massive suburban sprawl of 1000 
houses in an area double that of The Cape, with only 211 houses, and just over the road, 
jeopardises the business model of The Cape and the environmental impact it is projecting for 
the whole township. 


- There is one park in Cape Paterson at present - in Park Parade. This area should be preserved 
as safe for children and families and a quiet, peaceful recluse from the beach and other activity 
areas. If you approve what’s proposed in C136 you are green lighting Park Parade to become a 
very busy and active vehicle thoroughfare into the township and to beaches. This will 
compromise safety of children, families and the elderly who currently can enjoy the park without 
needing to worry about the road being a busy through road. Park Parade is already feeling the 
pressure as the main road for The Cape residents to drive into town - again, proper 
consideration to connecting developments off Seaward Drive has never been addressed - we 
are with just having to deal with it. You cannot make that the default with another 1000 houses. 




C136 AND DEVELOPMENT PLAN OVERLAY (DPO)

- Council needs to acknowledge the documentation to support C136 is completely inadequate 

for what is being proposed - to double the township. To be granted the permission to take on 
such an extraordinary responsibility they must prove they have properly researched and 
engaged with the current community, that they can prove their rationale on the impact that 
1000 new households will make in the area and properly speak to this. All of this is missing 
from the proposal and this makes the proposal incomplete, unsatisfactory, and quite frankly 
frightening in terms of what it could lead to.


- The proposal has not disclosed adequate information on the design, the aesthetic, the 
integration of open spaces, how parks and outdoor spaces will be considered, how this will 
flow with the current township. This is not satisfactory and, again, to approve without any 
knowledge or community consultation in these areas is ill sighted and frightening as to what it 
opens up.


- The developers contributions are weak and ill considered and have not been properly or 
specifically thought through. Information in the proposal dates back to 2009, over 10 years ago. 
They have not even updated information to feed into the current culture and community of 
Cape Paterson. Aside from housing numbers, there is no consideration giving The Cape Eco 
Village and the impact of this community in the area. There is no consideration given to the 
growth of eco tourism in the area and the changing demographic. This is lazy and shows they 
are simply proposing to put a stock standard development, which could go anywhere, right in 
the heart of a considered, evolved and connected community. 


- The DPO is far too excessive in scale. To approve this as it has been presented would be to 
give no strategic thought to the area and future possibilities. It is a simple, basic, one 
dimensional proposal sought only for short term gain.


- The DPO would also give way to one company, one cultural projection, one ‘vision’, one 
strategic plan, one set of outcomes to have control over HALF the town. That is extraordinary 
and enough alone to reject this. Council has a duty of care to shape communities for future 
enjoyment. To have the entire half of one town controlled in this way, with a line in the sand 
being Seaward Drive will make a divisive, disconnected, dualistic township - and almost create 
a sense of a monopoly over 50% of the town. What a horrible outcome to have against one’s 
professional name. You must expand on this and give it huge consideration. 


- The plan has such a horrible lack of connection, understanding and outreach to the first nations 
people of Bass Coast - the Bunurong People. Apart from an 11year-old report on the 
unlikeliness of these 53 hectares being sacred land for the traditional custodians, there is not 
one word of mention as to how this development could reach out to the traditional owners, how 
it could reflect their culture and pay homage to the elders past, present and future. Our whole 
country cannot allow this to slip through the cracks any longer, ever again. It should be 
mandatory and standard in such huge projects as to how it can reflect this ancient past. I 
expect Bass Coast Council to ensure we are respecting the traditional owners in meaningful, 
impactful ways, including how to include recognition - not in the way of street names, but 
through the giving back of a % of the land for example - in huge developments of this nature. 




- I question the ability of the developers. This company has not developed anything even close to 
this scale and impact. The majority of their projects are under 100 homes and only one - 275 
homes in Mornington - has been aligned to greater community impact on top of housing. This 
though was a suburban development in Mornington and nothing even close to the 
environmental sensitivities of where we are in Cape Paterson and the influence this scale of 
development will have.


Bass Coast Shire Council wants to be seen to be progressing the area, moving ‘forward’, creating 
jobs and opportunities. I am not opposed to this. I also accept and embrace that Cape Paterson 
will grow and expand - how can it not with its proximity to Melbourne and location? 


Turn to Western Port Bay and see how so successfully they have managed to keep small village-
like towns of Somers and Merricks, even Flinders, to protect what is precious about the area, then 
allow for small-scale hobby farms and commercial interests like wineries to flourish, and larger 
regional hubs like Hastings. Turn to this and take stock and think how can we lift policies and 
approaches from this area to make Bass Coast the best of all possibilities - enjoying nature and 
respecting marine and coastal sensitivities, while expanding liveability and community in hubs like 
Wonthaggi, Dayleston, Grantville, San Remo and the likes.


I propose:

- Council rejects C136 for its lack of integrated considerations, its intention to over sprawl a 

small town and ruin rather than contribute to the culture and community, for its lack of 
commitment to open spaces, with only 11% as open space (as compared to 50% at The 
Cape), its lack of commitment to the environment, its potential threat to wildlife, flora and fauna 
and the total lack of connection and outreach to the first nations people.


- Do not rezone the land, keep it as rural and invite the developers to propose an integrated 
development of smaller farmlets and hobby/lifestyle properties which will add significant value 
to the area, economically and culturally, and attract tourism and commercial interest. 


- Council agree to not adopt C136 until the Statement of Planning Policy, as required by the 
Distinctive Areas and Landscape designation, is finalised, including a review of Cape Paterson 
town boundary


- Council to respect the decision by the Victorian Minister for Planning on suspending any 
development of Cape Paterson until significant advancement of the Bass Coast Distinctive Area 
and Landscape project. Bass Coast was declared in a pre 2018 election promise as a 
Distinctive Area and Landscape. To make any decisions outside of this promise and 
commitment will severely erode the trust in Council.


- Council reduce the town boundary until a time arises when the township is ready to expand in a 
considered, responsible way, and in line of other developments in Wonthaggi. 



- If rezoning is essential, Council to discuss mixed uses for the land rather than moving towards 
GRZ1, which makes no one gain but a very few. Council should have community discussion as 
to how the land can be zoned:


• Capped 25% residential with minimal domestic block size of 700m2 - houses to be
built along the Wonthaggi-Cape Paterson Road to minimise impact on existing
township, and only to be granted permits when The Cape Eco Village is at least 75%
sold

• Minimum 50% as green open spaces, cultivating local native flora and fauna
• XX% for education facilities - this could be education hubs on local environment,

school camping facility to learn and explore, a partnership with RACV and Chisholm
for eco tourism education facility, child care, independent primary school such as the
Koonwarra School

• XX% for indigenous people as a hand back of the land, to educate and share how
the traditional custodians lived on the land and with the land

• XX% on arts and culture
• XX% on small scale / hobby farming and viniculture

Be future thinking, not past influenced. At the moment this land is either old school rural or 
dreadful, unimaginative suburban development, which only a small handful of people gain from 
happening. You can create an entirely new agenda here and invite new ways of interacting with 
the land and the community. Small scale/hobby farms are booming as more and more people look 
for tree changing. People with money and resources want to live more sustainably and ethically 
and want to be in communities that support this. Cape Paterson is ideal for this. This can lead to 
interesting infrastructure popping up to support - such as eco tourism, glamping and airbnb 
accommodation, farm gates and producers selling from their doors, opening up of food stores, 
restaurants, destination and educative experiences, travellers hiking Bass Coast and Gippsland, 
cyclists, tourists looking for exceptional, unique experiences, schools and childcare that aren’t run 
of the mill. Unique community. You will blow any possibility out of the water with a Pakenham-
style development.


What Wallis Watson are proposing with this land belongs in a much more established part of Bass 
Coast. This would work much more successfully in Wonthaggi. Council should be pushing these 
kind of projects there, where the infrastructure is in place for people to have considered sea/tree 
change moves right now. Council should propose to rezone land to the south of Wonthaggi 
towards Cape Paterson, even renaming this area to create a distinct area to attract people kenos 
the area but wanting to be separate from Wonthaggi per se. Create a new suburb and attract new 
people to the area. Buying five minutes up the road makes no difference to the buyer in terms of 
their enjoyment of Cape Paterson, but it will in terms of their need for resources, facilities and 
services, use of cars and transport and access to community. 




C136 and the DPO will not appeal to the buyer wanting to have a holiday home at Cape Paterson, 
as the proposal attempts points out - and as they are not locals who know the area or have 
engaged with locals then I don’t expect them to know, outside of PBE Real Estate, who has a 
crooked vested interest. 


If those proposing such a plan came to Cape Paterson and got to know the town then they would 
see that. They don’t care though. They have filled their proposal with jargon and ill-considered 
lacklustre promises - nothing new or particular from their developments in Albury, Geelong, Lang 
Lang or San Remo. This proposal will take buyers away from Wonthaggi, having 1000+ cars on 
the road to Wonthaggi 2-4 times a day as people go about their daily business in the town centre. 
Have focus to draw these people closer to the town centre, not away from it. 


Wallis Watson is not experienced enough to deliver on this project. The company also has 15 
developments on the go in and around Bass Coast which concerns me and has peaked interest 
for others to research more deeply. There is something unusual about their approach and its 
insidious.


We need Bass Coast Shire Council to have the insight, intelligence and strategic thinking to see 
there is huge positive commercial, economic and environmental gain to be had if these 53 
hectares are managed thoughtfully and with much more consideration than 1000 cheap houses. It 
will be a black day for you all if you green light this. 


Regards
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26 February 2020 

Re- C136 Rezoning Application 

As  Cape Paterson residents we write to call for consideration to be given to issues that are raised in 
this correspondence, and that have a direct impact on us. 

The most crucial aspect of the proposed rezoning of the land North of Seaward Drive is that Spear 
Street would potentially, and highly likely be a thoroughfare from the proposed development to our 
beach, which no doubt, is a selling point for the developer. 
Spear Street is an unmade road and already carries additional traffic from adjoining streets.  The 
dust already causes concern, even though local residents are mostly cognisant of the dust factor.  
With such a large proposed, unknown new cohort of residents, dust, speed and road quality 
becomes a major infrastructure issue and impacts us and the current small population of Cape 
Patterson directly. 

It is with our one example of a single street, but not limited to this example, that I feel that such a 
huge development of 1000 new dwellings, would most certainly test the current infrastructure.  
Consideration needs to be given not only in terms of traffic but also with current facilities that exist 
in the hamlet that is Cape. It is our opinion that these are totally insufficient for such a massive swell 
in population.  My request is that these very basic factors need to be included in town planning 
before any zoning is approved.  The measures that need to be in place for a significant swell in 
population, should be outlined in detail to current residents, to reassure us that should development 
go ahead in any stages that resources will be allocated to meet increasing demand that the C136 
rezoning would create. 

Yours sincerely, 
 

 



Subject: Objection to C136 rezoning application
Date: Thursday, 27 February 2020 12:50:09 PM

Re the C136 rezoning application .

I am a Cape Paterson ratepayer who has owned a holiday house there since 1995.
I am most concerned about the proposed plan to rezone the land north of Seaward Drive that is
dealt wth by C136 and would like to make a formal objection to this proposal.

The proposed number of houses is most inappropriate for our quiet little town and will change
the relaxed, quiet, safe environment that we are used to. Developments such as this are more
appropriate in bigger towns such as Wonthaggi where the infrastructure is already in place to
cope with such numbers. 

One of the beauties of the Cape Paterson area is the few numbers of people, cars and
developments such as can be found all along the Mornington Peninsula. We do not want our
area to become like that. 

Cape Paterson does not have the facilities to cope with such a huge increase in population
should this development go ahead as planned. There are few shopping facilities, not enough
parking even now in the summer and certainly not enough to cope with such an influx. The
amount of traffic that would be introduced with such numbers will make the streets much
busier and less safe for children to ride their bikes or to walk safely along the roads as they do
at present.

The beaches are almost full during the summer holidays even now and certainly would be
overstretched if the development went ahead, putting more pressure on the fragile
environment. The sand dunes are already suffering from both weathering and people and it has
been an effort to protect the nesting grounds of the hooded terns. Increasing the population of
our town will only make these matters worse.

There are still houses/land available for sale in both the Cape Paterson township and the Cape
Eco Village so there would appear to be no call for such a huge development. 

No development should be approved before the Distinctive Areas and Landscape
process is completed.

 This proposed development with put wildlife at further risk  and will result in loss of
habitat for various animals including kangaroos, wombats, snakes, lizards and
echidnas and even koalas which would be disaster for the animals as well as a loss to
the human inhabitants.

 If, despite objections raised by local residents,  a development of any sort is to go
ahead then it must involve:

1. Reducing the town boundary so that the town expands by no more than 25%
2. Waiting until 75% of blocks at The Cape eco-village have sold
3. Include more than 50% open space of the net developable area
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4. Traffic provisions that do not funnel traffic through the existing township
5. The developer providing far more detailed information regarding protection of

heritage and environment, details of the development proposal, subdivision
pattern, design guidelines, infrastructure requirements and development
contributions.

6. Significant plantings of indigenous trees and appropriate green buffer zones
for wildlife

7. High standards regarding sustainability rating
8. Lower density building than currently proposed
9. Retention of some green wedges of open green land.

Please take our objections seriously and consider the future of this beautiful part of Victoria.

Yours sincerely,



Objection to C136 rezoning application 

 

 

 

 

 

 

I am a Cape Paterson holiday home resident. 

I wish to lodge a formal objection to the proposed rezoning of land north of Seaward Drive 

that is dealt with by C136. 

• The level of growth proposed in terms of the number of houses will destroy this

township.  We’re not opposed to growth but it needs to be in a much more staged

and considered fashion.  I also own a house on a road that will be used frequently

by all this additional traffic caused by this development to get to the small

collection of shops, cafes, tavern and beach.  With the main park on this road too, it

will endanger small children (of which I have three) unless serious changes are

proposed to the traffic flow that will likely result.

In particular, I would like to highlight the following concerns: 

Massive overdevelopment 

• This is a massive over-development, both in land size and impact on population.

The density is way too high, with only 11% open space compared with more than

50% at The Cape ecovillage

• Cape Paterson is currently a coastal village with a cohesive community. The

rezoning proposal is lodged by a developer with plans for up to 1000 new

dwellings (500 + 500). Even if each dwelling had only two occupants this would

more than triple the town’s population which was below 900 at the last census.

• A rezoning as proposed would have significant adverse impact on the small coastal

village character, amenity and infrastructure

Ruins the Peaceful and Safe Character of Cape Paterson 

• The distance from the beach of the C136 proposed rezoning will result in increased

traffic through existing township. This is envisaged by the traffic report with the

C136 proposal which envisages an additional 9140 car trips per day

• The traffic report is flawed as it is based on a survey conducted in July rather than

peak in Dec/Jan. Also they think that half the people travelling to the beach from

the development would rather make a right turn from Seaward Drive into Cape

Paterson Road (notwithstanding the increased traffic coming down that road thanks

to the development), rather than an easy left turn (a short cut) into Spear Street. This

seems a dubious assumption.
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Will Decimate the Community Feel of This Much-Loved Coastal Village 

• The current community feel means people drive with respect and maintain the

safety of the town

• Will prompt population that is too rapid to be effectively integrated

• Will ruin the village feel that means children can walk to the park, shops, go for bike

rides etc in relative safety

Is Environmentally Undesirable 

• Puts wildlife at further risk. The proposal will result in loss of habitat for a number of

animals, which in turn is a loss for Cape Paterson where they are highly valued by

residents

• The new development is car reliant and does nothing to reduce dependence on

fossil fuels

• There is insufficient parking already at peak times. This is not easily addressed as

expansion of beach parking would have a detrimental impact on the environment

and amenity of the area and is undesirable

• Internal roads are unsealed (which residents overwhelmingly voted to retain

because they like this laid-back feel) - extra traffic will mean more dust and less

safety but is not easily addressed without altering the “feel” of the town

• Cape Paterson has a fragile and valuable coastal environment. The beach is already

at capacity in summer.

• Development brings greater risks to coastal strip with more dogs, cats and invasive

plants that can decimate local flora and fauna.  Our Hooded Plover chicks this

season have been harmed by the dog numbers already in the township.

Ignores Indigenous, Cultural and Historical Heritage 

• Part of the development area contains an area of cultural heritage sensitivity and

the proposed development of the land constitutes a high impact activity (ref:

Heritage Insight report). This is inappropriate on cultural heritage grounds. Any

development must strictly heed Cultural Heritage Management requirements.

Is not the best way forward for development – more suited to Wonthaggi or Inverloch 

• Bass Coast’s strategic plan is to concentrate development in high growth areas like

Wonthaggi. C136, if approved, will reduce demand in Wonthaggi where there is

more urban infrastructure such as schools, transport, shops.

• Wonthaggi has existing infrastructure and makes more sense as a place for

additional development

• Cape Paterson currently has a very different “feel” to Inverloch, and this is one of the

main reasons why many of the residents choose to live or holiday there.

Inappropriate Timing 

• No development should be approved before the Distinctive Areas and Landscape

process (initiated by the Labor government) is completed.

• The Distinctive Areas and Landscape process has not yet been incorporated into

the Bass Coast Planning Scheme - the Cape Paterson community’s biggest

response was to request a reduction of the current town boundary.



The process puts developers before community 

• The reports accompanying C136 have been commissioned and paid for by the

developer and in some cases have been amended following consultation with the

developer. It is difficult to consider them independent.

• The community has previously made clear its feelings about expansion to the north

of the town.

Finally, if a development of any sort is to go ahead then it must involve: 

• Traffic provisions that do not funnel traffic through the existing township

• Include more than 50% open space of the net developable area (as per The Cape)

• Reducing the town boundary so that the town expands by no more than 20%

• The developer providing far more detailed information regarding protection of

heritage and environment, details of the development proposal, subdivision

pattern, design guidelines, infrastructure requirements and development

contributions.

• Significant plantings of indigenous trees and appropriate green passages for

wildlife
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27 February 2020 

To Strategic Planning, Bass Coast Shire: 

Submission: Objection to Bass Coast Planning Scheme Amendment C136 

I am a permanent resident of Cape Paterson having owned my property here some 
twenty years since July 2000. I am writing to oppose the proposed amendment 
C136 which seeks to rezone approximately 53 hectares of land north of Cape 
Paterson from Farming Zone to Residential Zone and apply a Development Plan 
Overlay over the total Cape Paterson North area of approximately 97 hectares. 
If approved, C136 will also remove the Environmental Significance Overlay (ESO) 
and the Significant Landscape Overlay (SLO) from the land being rezoned. 

Between 2012 and 2014 I was a core member of the Preserve the Cape (residents' 
protest) Group actively opposed to Special Charge Scheme 27 and the paving of 
Cape Paterson's unsealed local roads. At that time I was strongly against 
SCS27 for environmental reasons, outraged that Council was seeking to impose, 
at great expense to ratepayers, an unwanted (by the vast majority of residents) 
and environmentally damaging suburban character on what is essentially a rural 
coastal village. Given this background you will understand why I now wish to 
lodge a formal objection on the basis of similar environmental concerns to the 
proposed rezoning of farmland north of Seaward Drive in Cape Paterson that is 
the substance of C136. 

Those of us angered by the rezoning proposal which, if approved, will allow the 
development of up to 1000 new residential dwellings to the north of the town, 
perceive several inherent problems revolving around significant adverse impacts 
on the town's small coastal village character, amenity and infrastructure. At 
the heart of it we know only too well that Cape Paterson's irreplaceable 
greatest assets are now about to be swiped away by bulldozers, unless we defeat 
this proposal. We are told by Council planners that the amendment "will provide 
for future residential development that will cater for the needs of the 
existing and future community", but we know this is a whitewash - as an 
existing, safe and cohesive small community we already have what we need in 
bucket loads, and one thing we don't need is a "future community" which will 
double or triple our current population and dramatically change the unique 
character and landscape of our town forever. 

 First and foremost, anyone can see that the proposal smacks of being a 
whopping great over-development. The physical scope of the undertaking is 
alarming - one need only look at the planners' diagrams to be shocked at the 
huge chunk of farmland destined to be developed. Would it not make more sense, 
at least, to wait until the full environmental and social impacts on the town 
of "The Cape" ecovillage can be assessed following its completion? That aside, 
what is known for certain is that should the proposal go ahead many species of 
local wildlife, precious to local residents, will lose valuable habitat, 
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remembering that habitat/farmland has already recently been lost to 
construction of the ecovillage. As a consequence it is inevitable that we will 
see fewer and fewer of these wonderful creatures in our backyards, one of the 
great joys of living in Cape Paterson (and something quite remarkable and rare 
to be able to show our grandchildren). The developer tells us there are 33 
species of birdlife, as well as wombats and kangaroos to be found on the 
proposed site. Other species frequently seen in our gardens such as echidnas, 
lizards (and maybe the odd snake) are not recorded. That they are not recorded 
indicates that the developer's survey process is grossly inadequate and that a 
far more detailed environmental impact study is required. 

The fact that existing Environmental Significance and Significant Landscape 
Overlays can be so easily scrapped by the C136 amendment shows, chillingly, 
where priorities lie, and it strikes me as so very, very sad, in the wake of 
the recent cataclysmic bushfires throughout eastern Australia, and in the light 
of what now is known about the realities of climate change leading to almost 
certain mass extinctions of our planet's flora and fauna, that still no lessons 
have been learned by powerful administrators and greedy developers in pursuit 
of the mighty dollar, or to be kinder, in pursuit of crass and insensitively 
applied ideals of "regional growth" and "progress". If any sizeable growth or 
expansion is to occur, then land on the outskirts of Wonthaggi should be 
designated, for this is where the appropriate infrastructure such as schools, 
hospitals, shops and businesses is already in place.  

Cape Paterson is one of very few beach hamlets remaining in Victoria that has 
managed to retain its "small coastal village" character and unspoiled ambience, 
something to be envied and well worth preserving at all costs. The town is 
pedestrian-friendly with little or no through traffic - there are few footpaths 
because it is still currently safe for families with children, and the elderly, 
to walk on the roads. Many of the town's roads are unsealed, creating a 
delightful "country-feel" so treasured by locals and visitors alike. Yet C136's 
accompanying traffic analysis of the impact of rezoning the town's boundaries 
anticipates increased traffic to the beach through the existing township at an 
additional 9140 car trips per day. This (alarming) figure is a gross 
underestimate surely, given that the report is based on a survey conducted in 
July rather than during the peak holiday season of December through January? 
There are also issues concerning which currently peaceful local streets will 
become favoured traffic routes and shortcuts, effectively destroying the 
current amenity enjoyed by those residents unlucky enough to own properties in 
streets that have suddenly become busy thoroughfares overnight. It can be 
argued, moreover, that the safety of residents and visitors alike will be 
compromised with the surge in traffic flow. That families and children can 
currently walk to the beach, park and shops, walk the dog or go for bike rides 
in relative safety along Cape's gentle roads etc. will rapidly become a thing 
of the past. It simply won't be safe to do so. Needless to say, the toll on the 
town's local wildlife - the echidnas ambling across our roads, the koalas, 
birds, blue tongues in our gardens, will be swift and irreversible. 

Another obvious and immediate concern is the indisputable fact that Cape 
Paterson has a fragile and sensitive coastal environment with its beaches 
arguably at capacity in summer, particularly with regard to the availability of 
parking for beach goers. Spaces are at a premium, and many already resort to 
parking in nearby local streets in order to access the beaches. Again it is the 
home owners in these streets who will feel the impact of a sudden, sharp 
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increase in population. Moreover, any attempt to increase beach parking can and 
will result in the destruction of the current valuable foreshore buffer zone of 
coastal scrub, which currently provides a crucial wildlife corridor and haven 
for local wildlife. It might be said that that the undesirable influx of crowds 
and traffic are just part and parcel of living by the beach, but Cape Paterson 
is so far lucky enough NOT to be like Inverloch and other coastal towns due to 
its containment of boundaries and limited infrastructure. Most of us like it 
this way. It's why we chose to live here. We desperately want our small town to 
remain a small town and as one of Victoria's "best-kept secrets". An additional 
concern is the well-known fact that any new development will bring with it more 
dogs, cats and invasive plants contributing to the decimation of our already 
struggling local flora and fauna. 

Information about the Victorian Government's "Distinctive Areas and Landscapes" 
initiative can be found on their website. In 2018 "Amendments to the Planning 
and Environment Act" were introduced to safeguard the state's distinctive areas 
and landscapes with the rationale that: 

"Victoria is home to a number of unique and sensitive landscapes and 
distinctive places that are highly valued for their environmental, social, 
cultural and economic assets. These areas are vital to the functioning of our 
urban areas, providing people with clean air, drinking water, food, resources 
and recreational opportunities. These areas are under increasing pressure for 
development because of their attractiveness, accessibility and proximity to our 
cities, and because of environmental factors like the impacts of climate 
change. These areas are being protected so that they can continue to be enjoyed 
by current and future generations." Further: 

“Bass Coast Distinctive Area and Landscape: 

The Bass Coast contains distinctive rural and coastal landscapes, productive 
agricultural land, and sensitive environments of significant biodiversity 
value. The area attracts lifestyle residents, as well as holiday makers and 
includes the popular tourist destination of Phillip Island. The government has 
declared the Bass Coast a ‘distinctive area and landscape’ to protect the 
environment, landscape and lifestyle.  A Statement of Planning Policy will now 
be developed for the area. We will continue to consult with Traditional Owners, 
Bass Coast Shire Council, and the community throughout this process." 

Clearly no rezoning or development of farmland to the north of Cape Paterson 
should be approved before the Government's Distinctive Areas and Landscape 
"Statement of Planning Policy" is completed and incorporated into the Bass 
Coast Planning Scheme. 

I end my submission here. Please put on record that I oppose the C136 proposal 
unconditionally. That said, I note that my submission, to be complete, should 
include suggestions if any to "alleviate (my) concerns". Thus I can say that I 
do see the value of several points or provisos put forward by other opposed 
residents that, prior to consideration, any developmental proposal for land 
north of Seaward Drive must: 

· Expand the town's existing boundary by no more than 25%

· Not be submitted until 75% of blocks at The Cape eco-village have sold
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· Plan for lower density building than that currently proposed, with more
than 50% of the net developable area designated as open space 

· Put in place strict provisions to ensure that traffic is not funnelled
through the existing township 

· Provide far more detailed information regarding the protection of heritage
and environment, details of the development proposal, subdivision 
pattern, design guidelines, infrastructure requirements and development 
contributions 

· Plan for significant plantings of indigenous trees and appropriate green
passages for wildlife 

· Limit the number of car spaces per dwelling to reduce additional traffic
pressure on the town 

· Ensure high standards regarding the sustainability rating of new dwellings

Thank you, 

 



Subject: Bass Coast Planning Scheme Amendment C136
Date: Thursday, 27 February 2020 1:07:33 PM

To whom it may concern,

I wish to lodge my support for the above mentioned amendment to the Bass Coast Planning Scheme.

I believe that this amendment is a great initiative by Council and has the potential to generate
significant economic growth within the municipality.

As an employee of a local business and a life-long Wonthaggi resident, I have witnessed how housing
has become increasingly unaffordable ( particularly for first home market entrants ).

Your amendment to the Bass Coast Planning Scheme, I believe, will help alleviate the under-supply
of residential building blocks within our municipality, improving the affordability of residential
housing.

The associated increase in residential building activity will also have widespread commercial benefits
within our local retail sector.

Kind regards,
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Subject: Planning Scheme Amendment C136 - Objection
Date: Thursday, 27 February 2020 1:14:03 PM
Importance: High

 

Hello,

We are writing in strong objection to the proposed development north of Cape Paterson - Planning
Scheme Amendment C136. We are concerned about the scale, the density of the development and
the encroachment into what is a rural setting around the existing town boundary.

As a homeowner in Cape Paterson since 2007 we have enjoyed our time here immensely. The main
reason for choosing Cape Paterson was due to a number of factors:

Natural beauty of the Cape Paterson coastline / Bunurong Marine and Coastal Park
Smaller town footprint compared to other larger Bass Coast towns such as Inverloch / Cowes.
Surrounding rural farm land as you leave Wonthaggi and enter Cape Paterson, the farmland
provide a nice natural buffer between the towns.
Low key nature of the town itself, quiet most of the year.
Virtually no crime and very safe for everyone.  
Great community feel, strong and supportive – Lifesaving Clubs / Local Pub etc

Massive overdevelopment:

The initial proposal of development C136 is to develop 53 hectares north of the town which could
extend even further to the west another 44 hectares – this would double the size of Cape Paterson.
A rezoning proposal is lodged by a developer with plans for up to 1000 new dwellings (500 + 500).
We can envisage a new development similar to any in the SE of Melbourne (Cranbourne East, Clyde
North etc) where there are a large number of small blocks with low energy efficient housing and NO
public transport. This has been given a lot of media attention recently about high density
developments with little or no supporting infrastructure.

Council should reject this proposal – or at a minimum ensure any development aligns to existing
recent subdivisions such as the Cape Ecovillage with sustainable housing footprint and large
percentage of open space.          

Recommendations:
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Reducing the town boundary so that the town expands by no more than 25%.
Waiting until 75% of blocks at The Cape eco-village have sold.
Sensible development with more open space - The Cape Eco village has more than 50% open
space. The proposed development north of Seaward Drive is offering 11% open space out of
the total "Net Developable Area". i.e. less than a fifth of what the ecovillage offers.
No small suburban blocks in subdivision – this is a rural area.
Large developments with smaller blocks / high density need to be located closer to Wonthaggi
as it has all the major services, shops, schools, hospitals etc . Bass Coast’s strategic plan is to
concentrate development in high growth areas like Wonthaggi. C136, if approved, will reduce
demand in Wonthaggi where there is more urban infrastructure such as schools, transport,
shops. Wonthaggi has existing infrastructure and makes more sense as a place for additional
development.

Recent Development Precedence:
Larger block sizes as per recent “acreages” north of Viminaria Road Harmers Haven, suit the
area.
Recent development north of Inverloch “Wattle Ridge” in Wattle Bank 660 Lynnes Road.
136.59 hectares - 58 lots over seven stages with each lot measuring at least five acres in size.
The proposed development north of Cape Paterson is much smaller and support upto 1000
homes !

Oversupply of Land:
Despite a Planning Panel report (2010) that said expanding the town boundary to the West and to
the North would result in an oversupply of land, Mathew Guy (2011) approved both town boundary
expansions. C136 provides the first opportunity to correct this by reducing the over-expanded town
boundary

No Public Transport:
In addition similar to these developing areas there is no public transport, (Irregular bus service
Wonthaggi - Cape Paterson). Hence there will be a significant increase in traffic though Cape
Paterson and also along Cape Paterson Road. This will also impact environmental emissions from
excess car usage, particularly parents doing twice daily school drop off/pickups to schools in
Wonthaggi etc.  Given Cape Paterson has no local schools or businesses every householder will need
to use cars to get to / from work/school multiple times a day.

Not Aligned to Planning Scheme Amendment C136:
The proposed scale of expansion is a major over-development, more than doubling the size of the
township.  This is contrary to the Bass Coast Strategic Coastal Framework
https://d2n3eh1td3vwdm.cloudfront.net/general-downloads/Strategy-and-Growth/FINAL-Bass-

https://d2n3eh1td3vwdm.cloudfront.net/general-downloads/Strategy-and-Growth/FINAL-Bass-Coast-Strategic-Coastal-Planning-Framework-June-2011.PDF


Coast-Strategic-Coastal-Planning-Framework-June-2011.PDF
 
Quote Page 20 which states:
“Cape Paterson/Kilcunda as local coastal town each with varying but limited opportunities for
additional development”
 
Inappropriate Timing:
No development should be approved before the Distinctive Areas and Landscape process (initiated
by the Labor government) is completed. Cape Paterson community’s biggest response was to
request a reduction of the current town boundary.
 
Environmental Impact:
Threats to the adjoining Bunurong Marine and Coastal Park including contaminated drainage run off.
Threats to existing Significant Vegetation and Wildlife within the area to be rezoned.
Puts wildlife at further risk. The developer’s materials note there are 33 species of birdlife, as well as
wombats and kangaroos. Surprisingly they have not recorded other species frequently seen
including echidnas, snakes, lizards etc. The proposal will result in loss of habitat for these animals,
which in turn is a loss for Cape Paterson where they are highly valued by residents. Local Kangaroos
are already losing habitat due to Eco Village development.
 
Can you please respond in acceptance of this submission.
 
Regards

 
 

 

 
 
 

 

https://d2n3eh1td3vwdm.cloudfront.net/general-downloads/Strategy-and-Growth/FINAL-Bass-Coast-Strategic-Coastal-Planning-Framework-June-2011.PDF


Sub 307 

 

  

RE: Objection to amendment C136  

I wish to lodge a formal objection to the proposed rezoning & development of land north of 
Seaward Drive known as amendment C136. 

I am a Cape Paterson holiday home resident with strong connections to the local community & 
surrounding area. I will be directly impacted should C136 be approved, as a development of 
this size will ruin the small village of Cape Paterson which I love and cherish and was the 
reason for purchasing a home here. I feel safe and welcome in Cape Paterson due to the small 
village atmosphere and close knit community. Any changes to the size of the town, especially 
as outlined in C136 for 1000 additional homes, will have a direct negative impact on my 
wellbeing, safety and ability to feel safe and secure in a village environment.  I urge council to 
Reject C136 and reduce the town boundary to seaward drive.  

I am concerned that the Bass Coast Shire Council is continuing to make significant planning 
and development decisions without having in place a Climate Emergency action plan and an 
incomplete DAL process to ensure sustainable and climate change ready planning are 
embedded into all decision making processes that effect our precious and vulnerable coastal 
areas. A development such as C136 would be an over development of Cape Paterson, resulting 
in negative outcomes for the existing community, environment and generations of people to 
come.  

Please act now to ensure Cape Paterson is protected from inappropriate development and 
remains a small & charming village and not an ugly suburban sprawl.   

In particular, I would like to highlight the following concerns I have with the C136 proposal: 

• Cape Paterson is inadequately serviced by public transport, with no provision of commuter 
transport to activity centres such as Wonthaggi and poor connection to VLine services. This 
will create a car dependent community and directly impact on climate change through the 
greater dependency on cars and dependence on fossil fuels 

• The Bay beach precinct masterplan was developed in 2014 but no funding has been allocated 
by Council or by developer contributions. 

• Limited capacity of the Lifesaving clubs to service a large increase in beach goers without 
major increased funding for paid lifesaving services.  

• Extreme weather events (1 in 100 year) are becoming increasingly common requiring 
infrastructure upgrades before further development occurs.  

• C136 doesn’t provide any public or social housing – only unsustainable housing for profit. 
• Internal roads are unsealed  - extra traffic will mean more dust and less safety 
• Without the Distinctive Areas and Landscape process being completed and imbedded into the 

Bass Coast Planning Scheme, the C136 proposal cannot be appropriately assessed & 
considered without the DAL process being completed and embedded into existing planning 
frameworks, Current frameworks to ensure our distant coastal areas are protected lack clarity 
& scope. C136 will undermine any future effort to plan appropriately for Cape Paterson. 
Cape Paterson’s community’s biggest response during the DAL consultation was to request a 
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reduction of the current town boundary. This should be the priority of council and the state 
government 

• Despite a Planning Panel report (2010) that said expanding the town boundary to the West
and to the North would result in an oversupply of land – the then planning Minister Mathew
Guy (2011,) approved both town boundary expansions without any community consultation
and without Council’s involvement or representation of ratepayers & users. C136 provides
the first opportunity to correct this by reducing the over-expanded town boundary. Council
should work state government to undo the town boundary over expansion.

• Bass Coast’s strategic plan is to concentrate development in high growth areas like
Wonthaggi. C136, if approved, will reduce demand in Bass Coast’s strategic plan is to
concentrate development in high growth areas like Wonthaggi. C136, if approved, will dilute
demand in Wonthaggi where there is more urban infrastructure such as schools, transport,
shops.  Cape Paterson doesn’t have the infrastructure needed to support a huge increase in
population. Provision for Population & additional housing should be centred on major
activity centres such as Wonthaggi - where more urban infrastructure such as schools,
transport, shops exist to support better planning of healthy communities that are connected
and not dependant of cars and fossil fuels.

• Lack of/No provision for footpaths requires walking on road –community safety issues will
be exacerbated & increased.

• Telephone and data become unusable at peak times, C316 will place additional demand and
exacerbate exiting issues.

• Electricity supply is often subject to brown out or black out at peak times, C316 will place
additional demand and exacerbate exiting issues.

• Drainage - current infrastructure is inadequate at peak rainfall already (eg. Flooding of
Wonthaggi Life Saving Club in May 2019)

• Water quality and pressure is inadequate at peak times requiring heavy chlorination (and the
purchasing of bottled water and subsequent waste management and recycling issues
associated with increased use of plastic bottles)

• C136 documentation does not adequately address the significant adverse impact such a large
scale expansion will have on the small coastal village character, amenity and infrastructure

• Cape Paterson is currently a coastal village with a cohesive community and cannot support
the gross expansion as proposed in C136 without significant upgrades to existing
infrastructure and development of new infrastructure such as drainage – these improvements
are not in scope of C136, leaving the responsibly to Council who have no plans or budget to
undertake the works. Why should rate payers have to pay for infrastructure improvements
that mitigate or support the development of private land & a development for purely for
profit.

• Cape Paterson is pedestrian friendly with little or no through traffic and few footpaths but
currently safe to walk on road. C316 will increase traffic flow by encouraging and supporting
car dependency due to lack of alternative transport options.

• The distance from the beach of the C136 proposed rezoning will result in increased traffic
through existing township, directly impacting on inadequate existing infrastructure, wildlife,
community life and wellbeing.

• There is grossly insufficient parking already at peak times with environmental constraints on
increasing parking capacity

• An increase in dogs, cats and invasive plants that will have a negative impact on local flora
and fauna

• Greater threats to the adjoining Bunurong Marine and Coastal Park including contaminated
drainage, run off & waste and increase of human activity & impact.

• Threats to existing Significant Vegetation and Wildlife within the area to be rezoned.
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• The loss of habitat & habitat linkage corridors from the existing village of Cape Paterson –
creating an island effect for resident koalas and significant wildlife

• The C136 development will urbanise a vulnerable marine/coastal environment and change
Cape Paterson from a village atmosphere to a suburban landscape, dependant on cars and
fossil fuels and contributing to the climate crisis.

• The proposed scale of expansion is a major over-development, more than doubling the size of
the township.  This is contrary to the Bass Coast Strategic Coastal Framework which states
“Cape Paterson - a local coastal town- with varying but limited opportunities for additional
development”.

• Approving the C136 development will encourage further pressures for new development to
the east and west of Cape Paterson

C136 should not be considered until the Statement of Planning Policy (required by the
Distinctive Areas and Landscape designation) is finalised, and a review of the Cape Paterson
town boundary results in it being reduced to the original northern boundary (ending at
Seaward Drive

 I appreciate your review and consideration of these points when considering the C136 
amendment.  

Best regards 
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RE: Objection to amendment C136 

I wish to lodge a formal objection to the proposed rezoning & development of land north of 
Seaward Drive known as amendment C136. 

I am a Cape Paterson resident with strong connections to the local community & surrounding 
area. I grew up in Wonthaggi and have spent the last 50 summers enjoying the Cape Paterson 
beaches, village community and surrounding areas.  I will be directly impacted should C136 
be approved, as a development of this size will ruin the small village of Cape Paterson, turning 
it into a much larger, sprawling & segregated community. We have seen this happen already 
with ‘the Cape eco village’ being a prime example of segregated and poorly integrated 
planning.  I purchased a home to here to due to the small village size of the town – choosing 
small, safe and welcoming village atmosphere over a larger town or suburbia. Any changes to 
the size of the town, especially as outlined in C136 for 1000 additional homes, will have a 
direct negative impact on my wellbeing, safety and ability to feel happy and secure in a village 
environment.  I urge council to Reject C136 and reduce the town boundary to seaward drive.  

I am concerned that the Bass Coast Shire Council is continuing to make significant planning 
and development decisions without having in place a Climate Emergency action plan and 
without having completed the DAL process. Bass Coast Shire Council lacks sustainable and 
climate change ready planning processes to protect our precious and vulnerable coastal areas. 
A development such as C136 would be an over development of Cape Paterson, resulting in 
negative outcomes for the existing community, environment and generations of people to 
come.  Continuing to allow large scale developments in coastal areas, in a ‘climate changing 
landscape’, is negligent and short sighted planning.  

Please act now to ensure Cape Paterson is protected from inappropriate development and 
remains a small & charming village and not an ugly suburban sprawl.   

In particular, I would like to highlight the following concerns I have with the C136 proposal: 

• Cape Paterson is inadequately serviced by public transport, with no provision of commuter
transport to activity centres such as Wonthaggi and poor connection to VLine services. This
will create a car dependent community and directly impact on climate change through the
greater dependency on cars and dependence on fossil fuels

• The Bay beach precinct masterplan was developed in 2014 but no funding has been allocated
by Council or by developer contributions.

• Limited capacity of the Lifesaving clubs to service a large increase in beach goers without
major increased funding for paid lifesaving services.

• Extreme weather events (1 in 100 year) are becoming increasingly common requiring
infrastructure upgrades before further development occurs.

• C136 doesn’t provide any public or social housing – only unsustainable housing for profit.
• Internal roads are unsealed  - extra traffic will mean more dust and less safety
• Without the Distinctive Areas and Landscape process being completed and imbedded into the

Bass Coast Planning Scheme, the C136 proposal cannot be appropriately assessed &
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considered without the DAL process being completed and embedded into existing planning 
frameworks, Current frameworks to ensure our distant coastal areas are protected lack clarity 
& scope. C136 will undermine any future effort to plan appropriately for Cape Paterson. 
Cape Paterson’s community’s biggest response during the DAL consultation was to request a 
reduction of the current town boundary. This should be the priority of council and the state 
government 

• Despite a Planning Panel report (2010) that said expanding the town boundary to the West
and to the North would result in an oversupply of land – the then planning Minister Mathew
Guy (2011,) approved both town boundary expansions without any community consultation
and without Council’s involvement or representation of ratepayers & users. C136 provides
the first opportunity to correct this by reducing the over-expanded town boundary. Council
should work state government to undo the town boundary over expansion.

• Bass Coast’s strategic plan is to concentrate development in high growth areas like
Wonthaggi. C136, if approved, will reduce demand in Bass Coast’s strategic plan is to
concentrate development in high growth areas like Wonthaggi. C136, if approved, will dilute
demand in Wonthaggi where there is more urban infrastructure such as schools, transport,
shops.  Cape Paterson doesn’t have the infrastructure needed to support a huge increase in
population. Provision for Population & additional housing should be centred on major
activity centres such as Wonthaggi - where more urban infrastructure such as schools,
transport, shops exist to support better planning of healthy communities that are connected
and not dependant of cars and fossil fuels.

• Lack of/No provision for footpaths requires walking on road –community safety issues will
be exacerbated & increased.

• Telephone and data become unusable at peak times, C316 will place additional demand and
exacerbate exiting issues.

• Electricity supply is often subject to brown out or black out at peak times, C316 will place
additional demand and exacerbate exiting issues.

• Drainage - current infrastructure is inadequate at peak rainfall already (eg. Flooding of
Wonthaggi Life Saving Club in May 2019)

• Water quality and pressure is inadequate at peak times requiring heavy chlorination (and the
purchasing of bottled water and subsequent waste management and recycling issues
associated with increased use of plastic bottles)

• C136 documentation does not adequately address the significant adverse impact such a large
scale expansion will have on the small coastal village character, amenity and infrastructure

• Cape Paterson is currently a coastal village with a cohesive community and cannot support
the gross expansion as proposed in C136 without significant upgrades to existing
infrastructure and development of new infrastructure such as drainage – these improvements
are not in scope of C136, leaving the responsibly to Council who have no plans or budget to
undertake the works. Why should rate payers have to pay for infrastructure improvements
that mitigate or support the development of private land & a development for purely for
profit.

• Cape Paterson is pedestrian friendly with little or no through traffic and few footpaths but
currently safe to walk on road. C316 will increase traffic flow by encouraging and supporting
car dependency due to lack of alternative transport options.

• The distance from the beach of the C136 proposed rezoning will result in increased traffic
through existing township, directly impacting on inadequate existing infrastructure, wildlife,
community life and wellbeing.

• There is grossly insufficient parking already at peak times with environmental constraints on
increasing parking capacity
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• An increase in dogs, cats and invasive plants that will have a negative impact on local flora 
and fauna 

• Greater threats to the adjoining Bunurong Marine and Coastal Park including contaminated 
drainage, run off & waste and increase of human activity & impact.  

• Threats to existing Significant Vegetation and Wildlife within the area to be rezoned. 
• The loss of habitat & habitat linkage corridors from the existing village of Cape Paterson – 

creating an island effect for resident koalas and significant wildlife 
• The C136 development will urbanise a vulnerable marine/coastal environment and change 

Cape Paterson from a village atmosphere to a suburban landscape, dependant on cars and 
fossil fuels and contributing to the climate crisis.  

• The proposed scale of expansion is a major over-development, more than doubling the size of 
the township.  This is contrary to the Bass Coast Strategic Coastal Framework which states 
“Cape Paterson - a local coastal town- with varying but limited opportunities for additional 
development”.   

• Approving the C136 development will encourage further pressures for new development to 
the east and west of Cape Paterson 
 
C136 should not be considered until the Statement of Planning Policy (required by the 
Distinctive Areas and Landscape designation) is finalised, and a review of the Cape Paterson 
town boundary results in it being reduced to the original northern boundary (ending at 
Seaward Drive 

 I appreciate your review and consideration of these points when considering the C136 
amendment.  

 

Best regards 

 



Strategic Planning Department 
Bass Coast Shire Council,  
PO Box 118 Wonthaggi,  
E: strategic.planningadmin@basscoast.vic.gov.au 

Re: Amendment C136. 

 
 
 

To whom it may concern, 

I am writing to oppose the Planning Amendment C136 in its current form. 

I have been holidaying in and visiting Cape Paterson for 20 years, and have family with longer 
connections to the town who have recently relocated there. 

I acknowledge the need for more residentially-zoned land for the Bass Coast. However doubling the 
size of Cape Paterson, even if not done immediately, will destroy the character and environment that 
make the town so special, both for existing community and visitors, and the fragile dune and coastal 
ecosystems, which will be stressed beyond breaking point.  

Amendment C136 is also counter to Bass Coast Council’s own strategic objectives to protect and 
enhance the uniqueness of its townships. 
In particular, the strategic outcomes of: 
“Partnering with our community to protect and enhance the unique character of our townships, open 
spaces and rural landscape” 
and  
“Ensur(ing) the review of the Municipal Strategic Statement improves the controls within our 
townships to ensure that the character is protected.” 

In my view, increasing the size of the Cape Paterson residential zone to this extent, and subjecting the 
area to many years of heavy development, runs completely against to the objective to “protect and 
enhance the unique character” of the township. Likewise, after primary development has been 
finished, it is not clear from any of the publicly-available documentation of this amendment how, 
once developed, the character of the town will have been retained, let alone enhanced.  

• The Coastal Spaces Landscape Assessment Study (2006) includes best practice policies
including “Retain the natural and undeveloped character of the coastal strip between
settlements”. While Cape Paterson North does not itself physically alter the coastal strip, it is
clear – from any visit during Summer – that strip barely accommodates existing population in
peak times, let alone a doubling.

• Cape Paterson residents have helped keep many of the town’s streets unpaved. If in future the
decision is taken to pave more Cape Paterson streets, the amount of extra traffic, particularly
during summer, will overwhelm existing infrastructure and create a far less safe environment
as cars drive at the increased speeds allowed by paved roads. Paving the roads would also
result in significant loss of native trees and significantly change the character of the town.

• At present, vehicles regularly create a dangerous environment during peak periods for
pedestrians by parking illegally on Surf Beach Road and all available foreshore areas. Parking
once reserved for the campsite is filled with day visitors.
Not only can existing foreshore parking infrastructure not cope with the summer volumes it is
already subjected to, there are no provisions in C136 that address this problem – likely
because it is clear that no more beachside parking can be created without severely impacting
on native vegetation and coastal native animal habitats.
For this reason, making so much extra residential land close – but not realistic walking-
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distance – to Cape Paterson beaches, is not in keeping with the strategic growth plan for the 
Bass Coast, and would be irresponsible. I do not use this term lightly. As identified in the 
town planning report prepared by Beveridge Williams (Nov 2019), many of the people 
moving to Cape Paterson are doing so to retire. Mixing more car traffic with both an ageing 
and elderly population and families with small children will result in decreased safety 
outcomes for the very people the area attracts or now calls home. 

• Relatedly, no public transport increase has been recommended or apparently planned beyond
the two-hourly bus to/from Wonthaggi, increasing pressure on parking and increasing
pollution and associated impacts of car traffic.

• I have read and acknowledge the need for Bass Coast to ensure there is adequate land to meet
15-year responsibilities at all times. But while the town may be growing at an above-average
rate, there are many indications that demand does not exist for a rezoning this large.
As acknowledged in Sec 2.1 of the town planning report, the Golden Cape development still
has 27 lots remaining, despite being released almost 20 years ago, in 2002.
Nearby The Cape development also has dozens of vacant lots. Despite it having a more niche
appeal, having the two most recent developments still unfilled many years after being
released make clear that – despite the apparent need for more varied lot sizes and
development options – there is not demand for the huge oversupply of land that C136
represents.

• As well as running clearly counter to Council’s strategic aims around retaining character, this
development is also clearly against the planning policy direction, which currently is to
“Encourage growth within existing urban or appropriately zoned land, primarily through infill
capacity and defined settlement boundaries.”

• While both the Central Regional Coastal Plan 2015-2020 and Victorian Coastal Strategy
identify Wonthaggi as a regional centre which can accommodate growth, the already-
underway developments at Dalyston, Summerfields Estate and elsewhere go a long way
toward meeting current and future needs.
This amendment will mean a huge and unnecessary oversupply of land at Cape Paterson,
which will cause an irreversible reduction in the character of the town and its immediate
environment, which includes a coastal reserve.

• Of the five broad objectives identified in The Cape Paterson Community Plan 2010, this
amendment runs counter to two of them:
“A safe environment for residents and visitors.”
and
“To maintain the natural beauty of Cape Paterson while providing community facilities”

I consider the size and scope of this rezoning to be inappropriate and against the strategic goals of 
Council. 

With the addition of several hundred new residences close-but-not-walking distance from Cape 
Paterson beaches – and no new public transport – the character and amenity of town will be forever 
changed, at a cost to all that makes it such an attractive destination at present. 

I would like to request the boundaries be reduced to half the current size, and Council ensure all 
native vegetation is retained in any future rezoning – including that identified in the Native Vegetation 
Assessment completed in June 2018: Damp Sands Herb-rich Woodland (EVC 3) and Swamp Scrub 
(EVC 53), the two large trees and all native vegetation in the south-east corner, and north-west corner 
(currently marked as lots in the preliminary indicative plan). 
I would also like Council to consider the environmental safeguards with which The Cape 
development was approved, and the very real opportunity to position Cape Paterson as a best-in-state 
example of low-impact and environmentally sensitive, community-first sustainable growth. 

Yours sincerely, 
. 



Subject: Amendment C136 proposes to rezone land in Cape Paterson
Date: Thursday, 27 February 2020 1:36:33 PM

For the attention of the relevant Council officer.

On behalf of the members of the Cape Paterson Surf Life Saving Club we would like to
submit the following feedback points around the proposed rezoning to the north of Cape
Paterson.

Feedback and points to be addressed as follows - 

Parking / Access
We have concerns with the current parking availability, which currently
overflows on busy (hot) days onto Surf Beach Road extensively,
with increases to the population no's this will be stretched further and
resulting congestion will be a factor in the access of emergency vehicles
(ambulances) to attend when required.
With the distance from the northern estate we expect increased traffic
through this area also, there is a significantly increased risk for the current
(high volume of) pedestrian traffic, especially small children and vehicles
trying to find parking
Bicycle parking currently at overflowing levels on these days also, while
hoping any northern residents use bikes rather than cars more bike parking
would be required

Beach patronage 
Busy days at high tide at firsts the beach is overcrowded as is
Increased patronage will see an overflow affect to other beaches
Seconds surf conditions are amongst the most dangerous along the Bass
Coast
Seconds currently not an issue as it used by more experienced
surfers/swimmers
If families overflow to Seconds this will become a risk to the public and our
members

Thank you for your consideration of these points and look forward to hearing from you further
through the process.
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Subject: Objection to C136 rezoning application
Date: Thursday, 27 February 2020 1:36:40 PM

---------- Forwarded message ---------

Date: Thu, 27 Feb. 2020, 1:34 pm
Subject: Objection to C136 

To whom it may concern

We are regular visitors to Cape Paterson and we wish to lodge a formal objection to
the proposed rezoning of land north of Seaward Drive that is dealt with by C136.

Cape Paterson is a quiet little hamlet that has surrounding communities with the infra
structure already in place to cope with developments. We cannot see the need to
alter the “feel” and amenity in Cape Paterson to this extent, and to increase it’s
population by such a significant amount.

In particular, I would like to highlight the following concerns:

Inappropriate Timing

· No development should be approved before the Distinctive Areas and Landscape
process (initiated by the Labor government) is completed.

· The Distinctive Areas and Landscape process has not yet been incorporated into
the Bass Coast Planning Scheme - the Cape Paterson community’s biggest response
was to request a reduction of the current town boundary.

Massive overdevelopment

· A rezoning as proposed would have significant adverse impact on the small
coastal village character, amenity and infrastructure

· Cape Paterson is currently a coastal village with a cohesive community. The
rezoning proposal is lodged by a developer with plans for up to 1000 new dwellings
(500 + 500). Even if each dwelling had only two occupants this would more than triple
the town’s population which was below 900 at the last census.

· This is a massive over-development, both in land size and impact on population

· Despite a Planning Panel report (2010) that said expanding the town boundary to
the West and to the North would result in an oversupply of land, Mathew Guy (2011)
approved both town boundary expansions. C136 provides the first opportunity to
correct this by reducing the over-expanded town boundary.
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Ignores Indigenous, Cultural and Historical Heritage

· part of the development area contains an area of cultural heritage sensitivity  and
the proposed development of the land constitutes a high impact activity (ref: Heritage
Insight report). This is inappropriate on cultural heritage grounds. Any development
must strictly heed Cultural Heritage Management requirements

Ruins the Peaceful and Safe Character of Cape Paterson

· Cape Paterson, being small, is a safe place for families, especially children and
elderly

· There are very few places like Cape Paterson and that, in itself, means it is worth
preserving the town as is

· Cape Paterson is pedestrian friendly with little or no through traffic and few
footpaths but currently safe to walk on road

· The distance from the beach of the C136 proposed rezoning will result in
increased traffic through existing township. This is envisaged by the traffic report with
the C136 proposal which envisages an additional 9140 car trips per day

· The traffic report is flawed as it is based on a survey conducted in July rather than
peak in Dec/Jan. Also they think that half the people travelling to the beach from the
development would rather make a right turn from Seaward Drive into Cape Paterson
Road (notwithstanding the increased traffic coming down that road thanks to the
development), rather than an easy left turn (a short cut) into Spear Street. I know
which I would do......

Will Decimate the Community Feel of This Much-Loved Coastal Village

· The current community feel means people drive with respect and maintain the
safety of the town

· Will prompt population that is too rapid to be effectively integrated

· Will ruin the village feel that means children can walk to the park, shops, go for
bike rides etc in relative safety

Is Environmentally Undesirable

· Puts wildlife at further risk. The developer’s materials note there are 33 species of
birdlife, as well as wombats and kangaroos. Surprisingly they have not recorded other
species frequently seen including echidnas, snakes, lizards etc. The proposal will
result in loss of habitat for these animals, which in turn is a loss for Cape Paterson
where they are highly valued by residents

· The new development is car reliant and does nothing to reduce dependence on
fossil fuels



· There is insufficient parking already at peak times. This is not easily addressed as
expansion of beach parking would have a detrimental impact on the environment and
amenity of the area and is undesirable

· Internal roads are unsealed (which residents overwhelmingly voted to retain
because they like this laid-back feel) - extra traffic will mean more dust and less
safety but is not easily addressed without altering the “feel” of the town

· Cape Paterson has a fragile and valuable coastal environment. The beach is
already at capacity in summer.

· Development brings greater risks to coastal strip with more dogs, cats and
invasive plants that can decimate local flora and fauna

· Threats to the adjoining Bunurong Marine and Coastal Park including
contaminated drainage run off.

· Threats to existing Significant Vegetation and Wildlife within the area to be
rezoned.

Will put too much pressure on infrastructure

· Limited capacity of the Lifesaving clubs to service a large increase in beach goers
without major increased funding for paid lifesaving services.

· Extreme weather events (1 in 100 year) are becoming increasingly common
requiring infrastructure upgrades before further development occurs.

Is not the best way forward for development – more suited to Wonthaggi or
Inverloch

· Bass Coast’s strategic plan is to concentrate development in high growth areas
like Wonthaggi. C136, if approved, will reduce demand in Wonthaggi where there is
more urban infrastructure such as schools, transport, shops.

· Wonthaggi has existing infrastructure and makes more sense as a place for
additional development

· Cape Paterson currently has a very different “feel” to Inverloch. We like it that way

The process puts developers before community

· The reports accompanying C136 have been commissioned and paid for by the
developer and in some cases have been amended following consultation with the
developer. It is difficult to consider them independent.

· The community has previously made clear its feelings about expansion to the
north of the town



· Many residents of Cape Paterson are not confident with the objection process and
have not felt heard

Finally, if a development of any sort is to go ahead then it must involve:

· Reducing the town boundary so that the town expands by no more than 25%

· Waiting until 75% of blocks at The Cape eco-village have sold

· Include more than 50% open space of the net developable area (as per The Cape)

· Traffic provisions that do not funnel traffic through the existing township

· The developer providing far more detailed information regarding protection of
heritage and environment, details of the development proposal, subdivision pattern,
design guidelines, infrastructure requirements and development contributions.

· Significant plantings of indigenous trees and appropriate green passages for
wildlife

· Limited car spaces to ensure there is not additional traffic pressure on the town

· High standards regarding sustainability rating, as per the example set by the Cape

· Lower density building than currently proposed

· Retention of some green wedges of open green land

We will be waiting with interest to hear your response.
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Subject: Planning Scheme Amendment C136
Date: Thursday, 27 February 2020 1:57:45 PM

To whom it may concern 

I write in regards to my support for the Planning Scheme Amendment C136.

I have spent a lot of time at Cape Paterson with my fiancée and her family. It is such a
beautiful place and we would love to be able to purchase some land to build a house there,
however there are currently very limited options to be able to do this. 

This amendment will allow us, and many others in our situation, to be able to continue to
enjoy Cape Paterson for a long time to come. 

Kind regards 
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Subject: Objection to C136 rezoning application
Date: Thursday, 27 February 2020 1:57:58 PM

Objection to C136 rezoning application

 

     

Please note our objection on the following grounds:

We are Cape Paterson permanent residents and wish to lodge a formal objection to the
proposed rezoning of land north of Seaward Drive that is dealt with by C136.

· We are now living permanently in the house that has been owned by my family
for 50 years. I have seen Cape Paterson grow from a tiny village of holiday homes,
to a place that's safe and unique to live in. It has reached a limit of capacity, and
any further development would seriously disrupt the safety and significance of the
beach, coastal landscape, roads and other infrastructure. This is a place worth
protecting and preserving for the future without overdevelopment. 

This development should be tabled or approved before the Distinctive Areas and
Landscape process (initiated by the Labor government) is completed. The Distinctive Areas
and Landscape process has not yet been incorporated into the Bass Coast Planning Scheme -
the Cape Paterson community’s biggest response was to request a reduction of the current
town boundary.

 A rezoning as proposed would have significant adverse impact on the small coastal village
character, amenity and infrastructure. Cape Paterson is currently a coastal village with a
cohesive community. The rezoning proposal is lodged by a developer with plans for up to
1000 new dwellings (500 + 500). Even if each dwelling had only two occupants this would
more than triple the town’s population which was below 900 at the last census.

Part of the development area contains an area of cultural heritage sensitivity  and the proposed
development of the land constitutes a high impact activity (ref: Heritage Insight report). This
is inappropriate on cultural heritage grounds. Any development must strictly heed Cultural
Heritage Management requirements

Cape Paterson, being small, is a unique and safe place for families, especially children and
elderly.  Cape Paterson is pedestrian friendly with little or no through traffic and few
footpaths but currently safe to walk on roads. The distance from the beach of the C136
proposed rezoning will result in increased traffic through existing township. This is envisaged
by the traffic report with the C136 proposal which envisages an additional 9140 car trips per
day. The traffic report is flawed as it is based on a survey conducted in July rather than peak
in Dec/Jan. 

This proposed development puts wildlife at further risk. The developer’s materials note
there are 33 species of birdlife, as well as wombats and kangaroos. Surprisingly they have not
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recorded other species frequently seen including echidnas, snakes, lizards etc. The proposal
will result in loss of habitat for these animals, which in turn is a loss for Cape Paterson where
they are highly valued by residents

There is insufficient parking already at peak times. This is not easily addressed as expansion
of beach parking would have a detrimental impact on the environment and amenity of the area
and is undesirable. Cape Paterson has a fragile and valuable coastal environment. The beach is
already at capacity in summer. Development brings greater risks to coastal strip with more
dogs, cats and invasive plants that can decimate local flora and fauna and provides a threat
to the adjoining Bunurong Marine and Coastal Park including contaminated drainage run off
and a threat to existing Significant Vegetation and Wildlife within the area to be rezoned.

There is a limited capacity of the Lifesaving clubs to service a large increase in beach goers
without major increased funding for paid lifesaving services. Extreme weather events (1 in
100 year) are becoming increasingly common requiring infrastructure upgrades before further
development occurs.

Bass Coast’s strategic plan is to concentrate development in high growth areas like
Wonthaggi. C136, if approved, will reduce demand in Wonthaggi where there is more urban
infrastructure such as schools, transport, shops. Wonthaggi has existing infrastructure and
makes more sense as a place for additional development. Cape Paterson currently has a very
different “feel” to Inverloch. That's why we live here. 

The process puts developers before community. The community has previously made clear its
feelings about expansion to the north of the town.

Finally, if a development of any sort is to go ahead then it must involve 
·       Reducing the town boundary so that the town expands by no more than 25%

·       Waiting until 75% of blocks at The Cape eco-village have sold

·       Include more than 50% open space of the net developable area (as per The Cape)

·       Traffic provisions that do not funnel traffic through the existing township

·       The developer providing far more detailed information regarding protection of heritage
and environment, details of the development proposal, subdivision pattern, design guidelines,
infrastructure requirements and development contributions.

·       Significant plantings of indigenous trees and appropriate green passages for wildlife

·       Limited car spaces to ensure there is not additional traffic pressure on the town

·       High standards regarding sustainability rating, as per the example set by the Cape

·       Lower density building than currently proposed

·       Retention of some green wedges of open green land

thank you for accepting our objection to this proposal.



Subject: Objection to C136 rezoning application
Date: Thursday, 27 February 2020 1:58:54 PM

Hi,

My name is  and I am a part time resident of Cape Paterson.

I wish to lodge a formal objection to the proposed rezoning of land north of Seaward
Drive that is dealt with by C136. 

Cape Paterson is special because of its small community feel. There are few places left like it.
Continuing to expanding it excessively risks turning it in to yet another overcrowded coastal
town and forces more service provision within Cape itself without the infrastructure to support
it. At present, most of the service provision and  is inland in Wonthaggi in line with the Bass
Coasts' strategic plan. Cape Paterson is already busy in the summer months with a full beach,
limited parking and busier traffic. This is not easily addressed as expansion of beach parking
would have a detrimental impact on the environment and amenity of the area and is
undesirable. Simply making everything bigger and busier, is not what Cape Paterson is about
and not what the residents want.

Further, the impact of a new development is environmentally undesirable given the fragile
state of the coastline and dwindling number of endangered species. Development brings
greater risks to coastal strip with more dogs, cats and invasive plants that can
decimate local flora and fauna. Regardless of regulations in place, people still have
dogs off lead and even dogs on lead are a threat to the vulnerable hooded plover
population, amongst other endangered species. The proposal will result in loss of
habitat for these animals, which in turn is a loss for Cape Paterson where they are
highly valued by residents.

I believe this proposal should not go ahead, and the town boundary should be reduced in size.

Thank you for your time and consideration,
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Thursday, 27 February 2020 

Strategic Planning Department 
Bass Coast Shire Council  
PO Box 118 Wonthaggi  
VIC 3995 

Dear Sir/Madam 

I write to you on behalf of the Wonthaggi Life Saving Club and its members in relation to the 
Amendment C136 proposes to rezone land in Cape Paterson from the Farming Zone to the 
General Residential Zone. Commonly referred to as the Cape Paterson Northern development 

The Wonthaggi Life Saving Club has provided lifesaving services, education and training for its 
members as well as the teaching of water safety and suppling of Lifesaving Services to the broader 
community since it was founded in 1938 and is the longest serving Lifesaving club in the Bass 
Coast . The Club patrols and operates from the Cape Paterson Bay Beach.  

As well as hosting many local community events including movie nights, the Cape Family Festival, 
and Hoy and music nights. The Club also assists many Bass Coast community groups in suppling 
volunteer first aid, lifesaving services and personnel to events such as the Bass Coast Cycle 
Challenge and Family Festival, Bass Coast Barracudas Triathlon, Keep Kids on Track, and the 
Human Powered Vehicle (HPV) as well as many School beach visit and water safety days and is an 
integral part of the local and surrounding community. 

The Wonthaggi Life Saving Club and its members have seen and been directly affected over its 82-
year existence by changes and development in the Cape Paterson township including the impact 
the town growth has had on the Cape Paterson Bay Beach facilities and surrounding Foreshore  

In relation to the Proposed Northern Development we wish to raise our observations and what we 
believe will be expected impacts this development will have on the Cape Paterson Bay Beach. 
These comments are a collection from members after attending the Public consultation and 
perusal of the supplied literature.  

Cape Paterson is a popular tourist destination and has a large influx of campers during the summer 
months. Camping, Fishing, diving, boating as well as swimming and surfing are very popular at 
Cape Paterson. Along with an increase in day trippers/Visitors who come to enjoy the natural 
beauty that Cape Paterson has to offer.  

Drainage and Stormwater Management 

On the 10th May 2019 A significant storm event resulted in severe inundation and subsequent 
erosion of the coastal dune at the Wonthaggi Life Saving Club (LSC). The local area of Cape 
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Paterson received in excess of 125mm of rain on that day with hail and damaging winds causing 
severe damage to the LSC and the Township itself.  

Damage to the existing clubhouse and patrol tower/storage facility occurred, with the dune 
seaward of the patrol tower suffering significant scour as stormwater was directed at high velocity 
through a narrow overland flow path down the side of the building. After the Bay beach 
Playground and park flooded to over 1.9 meters deep at the public toilet block end due to 
drainage and infrastructure failure of the existing 72-year-old Stormwater drainage system.  

Since this Flooding. A Coastal Engineering, Geotech and Structural Engineer reports where 
produced by Consultants for the Wonthaggi LSC Project Steering Group which Bass Coast Shire is 
party to. And these reports formed the basis of the planning approvals for the upcoming 
demolition and implementation of temporary facilities and the foundation for the reconstruction 
of new Facilities  

These reports all indicate that the storm water drainage and discharge and overland flooding 
infrastructure is inadequate for the current storage, collection and discharge of stormwater from 
the Cape Patterson Township. These reports strongly recommended that a stormwater 
assessment be undertaken as part of the re-development plans for the site. These issues were also 
identified in several key directions of the Cape Paterson Bay Beach Masterplan adopted by Council 
in 2014. It is also noted that the damage caused by the May 2019 event was a result of stormwater 
drainage, not coastal or ocean processes. 

After attending public consultation and reading the relevant literature we feel that this area has 
not been properly addressed / considered in relation to the north development. In the document 
Proposed Drainage Strategy:  

Page 2 indicates 
The only other “real” outfall to the sea is the outfall from the township drainage system as 
shown in red. Council have indicated that the township drainage system only accounts for 
drainage of the town and makes no provision for external upstream catchments. However, 
it appears that some minor input may occur at Points 2, 3 and 4 (possibly though small road 
culverts into the township drainage system). Whatever the case, in relatively large storm 
events, when flow does occur over Seaward Drive from the catchment to the north, 
nuisance flooding in the township would be expected. 

We feel that the Drainage Strategy Description on page 6 of: 

“Ensures NO discharge south into the existing township in all events up to the 100 Year event, thus 
reducing the current flood impact in the township considerably,” 

Implementation of 

• Retard basins

• Bypass pipeline

• Rainwater Harvest tanks

• Incorporating wetlands and maximising flood water storage
as positive solution to addressing these complex issues but fails to identify possible solutions to address the 
land overflow issue and the possible impact on the current town stormwater system and the increased 
stormwater discharge that will occur at our location.  
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As we know by our own experience and monitoring of the stormwater 
outflow this season that once we get over 22 mm of rain the system is at 
capacity and overland flooding is well established 

Photo Taken 10/01/2020 

We would like to see further consideration and possible practical solutions on 
how this could be managed and better modelling on expected impact of 
nuisance flooding identified in the supplied documents. 

We also like to supply an insight to what happens when the proposed discharge end of the creek commonly 
referred to as Pea Creek discharges to the sea over the years when this occurs flow generally flows to 
undertow bay but is known to regularly discharge to the Bay Beach swimming area causing impact on the 
beach users and Fauna and Flora and marine life resulting in remedial work to redirecting towards  
undertow bay what considerations are being considered and who would be responsible for maintaining this 
works? 

Other issues that members have raised for consideration are 

• Beach Access tracks

• Carparking already beyond capacity to cope

• Increased Beach Usage

• Increased need for Lifesaving services

• Struggling infrastructure Power, internet etc

The document Cape Paterson Town Planning report and other circulated information indicates that the: 

“The proposed rezoning and growth of the township provides an opportunity through the 
collection of developer contributions to improve community infrastructure within the 
existing Cape Paterson township, which benefit both current and future residents. In 
addition, the population increase will support existing retail and community services. This is 
reflected in the proposed Development Plan Overlay Schedule which requires these 
matters to be addressed within any future Development Plan for the land.” 

Also referred to in the Frequently asked Questions literature circulated 

The Wonthaggi Life Saving Club has an extensive involvement in the development of the Cape Paterson Bay 
Beach Precinct Masterplan  
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The Masterplan was developed following years of public consultation and provides a vision for the highly 
popular and extensively used Bay Beach area of the Cape Paterson Foreshore and will be used to guide the 
development and improvements to the area. This Masterplan was adopted at the December 2014 Ordinary 
Council Meeting. Yet is still to be funded. 
 
Are we to assume that the proposed developer Contributions? Referred above will be guided by this 
masterplan and if so? Which ones? The Members seek clarity around what these statements mean, and will 
they address the above concerns. 
 
In relation to the gifting of a land lot to the club as a fundraiser came as a surprise other than the initial 
introduction meeting back in Feb 2017. No other meetings /discussions have taken place. So, the Club is 
unaware what this entails and how this come about.  
 
The members are seeking some clarity around what this pertains and would have appreciated some 
discussions prior this being public announced. 
 
Members generally saw the  
 

Social effects   

• improved housing choice and affordability throughout the Shire.  

• Supporting Wonthaggi as the regional service centre in accordance with the Gippsland 
Regional Growth Plan. 

• Providing community and physical infrastructure upgrades through development 
contributions that will benefit existing and future residents.  

•  Supporting the existing commercial and community infrastructure of Cape Paterson and 
nearby Wonthaggi and Inverloch through increased population mass. 

 Economic Effects  

• The amendment will support the growth of Cape Paterson and reinforces the sub regional 
network of the Wonthaggi Regional Centre, Inverloch and Cape Paterson.  

• The amendment will also contribute to construction investment and associated 
construction related employment.  

• The strengthening of local employment opportunities is a key policy goal for Bass Coast 
Shire Council.  

• The amendment will also contribute to the local economy of the retail and commercial 
businesses in the Cape Paterson town centre, and potentially the attraction of additional 
facilities and services that would benefit the entire Cape Paterson community. 

 
As a positive benefit of the proposal. 
 
In general the members felt that the proposal had some good merits though it fell short in answering some 
of the above issues and therefore would like to see some more clarity around the above points raised to be 
able to fully understand what the impact this proposal will have on them, the club, the community and 
Cape Paterson as a whole. 
 
 
Regards  
 
 
 

 
 

 
   



Subject: Bass Planning scheme Amendment C136.
Date: Thursday, 27 February 2020 2:15:24 PM

Subject: Bass Planning scheme Amendment C136.

To whom it may concern,

I would like to support the rezoning of the land north of Cape Patterson.

I believe it would be beneficial for everyone including existing owners to develop
the currently  limited area providing them with greater business potential, more
park areas and proposed walking tracks. The wetlands area is a great idea to
attract more wildlife and enhance the natural aspect of the area.

This rezoning will help all involved long term.
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Subject: Submission on Amendment C136
Date: Thursday, 27 February 2020 2:18:45 PM
Attachments: image005.png

––––––-
Plse acknowledge receipt.
––––––-

Strategic Planning
Bass Coast Shire Council
By email: strategic.planningadmin@basscoast.vic.gov.au

Amendment C136

Dear madam/sir,

I am writing to object to the proposals to:
· Rezone approximately 53 hectares of land from the Farming Zone to the General

Residential Zone and apply the Development Plan Overlay (Schedule 26) to the
entire Cape Paterson north area, included within the settlement boundary;

· Remove the Environmental Significance Overlay (ESO) and the Significant
Landscape Overlay (SLO) from the land being rezoned;

· Insert a new Schedule 26 to Clause 43.03 Development Plan Overlay (DPO) to
cover the Cape Paterson north area, included within the settlement boundary;

· Insert a new Schedule to Clause 52.01 Public Open Space Contribution and
Subdivision; and

· Amend Schedule to Clause 72.03 'What does this Planning Scheme consist of?'

In addition to the reasons included in the submission of the CPRRA, with which I agree, the
particular points I would like to add/emphasise are as follows:

· Cars and public transport:  For residents of any new development at Cape
Paterson north, most job prospects and amenities (like shops etc.) would be in
Wonthaggi, or further afield.  But they will not be accessible by public transport to
any practical extent since there are only 5 buses a day.  Therefore, creating a new
development outside Wonthaggi will increase the number of cars on the road with all
the negative impacts that brings, including:

o increased emissions at the exact time the Shire is trying to work out how to
reduce community emissions to net zero by 2030; and

o financial disadvantage, which will likely increase as petrol prices increase over
time as governments try to make driving less attractive as part of their
response to climate change.

The designated growth area of North Wonthaggi is, and always will be, far better
served by public transport, and this is where development should be occurring. 

· Environmentally Sensitive Design:  If any development were to go ahead at
Cape Paterson north, it should be conditional on developers being required to, or
agreeing to (in an enforceable sense, e.g. through restrictive covenants) ensure that
all buildings meet environmental standards at least equal to The Cape ecovillage
(e.g., 7.5 star energy efficiency, 2.5 kilowatts of solar, and 10,000 litres of rainwater
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storage).  Following the lead provided by The Cape, this part of Bass Coast should
become a model of sustainable development for others to follow.  The Cape should
not become an isolated island of exemplar development surrounded by mediocre,
energy- and water-hungry housing.  Again, at a time the Shire is planning how to
cope with the inevitable impacts of climate change, The Cape ecovillage should be
set as the benchmark and Council should use all methods at its disposal to ensure
any new development at Cape Paterson north meets, or exceeds, the standards at
The Cape ecovillage in terms of Environmentally Sensitive Design.

· Housing density and community facilities:  The Cape ecovillage has also set the
benchmark for density and community facilities in new developments: “The Cape
has over 50% open space compared to around 10% or less on most conventional
estates. Open space includes parks, walking and cycling paths, dogs off leash
fenced park, habitat areas, community gardens, wetlands and landscaped road
verges, and this open space can never be built out.”  Following the lead provided by
The Cape, this part of Bass Coast should become a model of community-centred
development for others to follow.  The Cape should not become an isolated island of
exemplar development surrounded by mediocre McMansions crammed in cheek by
jowl with minimal community land and facilities.  The Cape ecovillage should be set
as the benchmark and Council should use all methods at its disposal to ensure any
new development at Cape Paterson north meets, or exceeds, the standards at The
Cape ecovillage in terms of density community facilities.

Re the CPRRA submission: I have not repeated their points here, but if/when
consideration of submissions involves tallying numbers in support of particular positions, I
would like to be included as supporting the positions included in the CPRRA submission.

Yours sincerely,
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27 February 2020 

Strategic Planning 
Bass Coast Shire Council 
Email:   strategic.planningadmin@basscoast.vic.gov.au 

Submission:  Bass Coast Planning Scheme Amendment C136

I wish to place my objection to the above proposed amendment, in an attempt to ensure 
the right decision is made with concern to the future of Cape Paterson. I have been a 
holiday home owner here at Cape Paterson for 12 years or so, and the local area 
including the pristine beaches, the solitude, the wildlife and the community is what 
attracted me to the area in the first place. It is paramount that this environment is kept. 

I know that council are always looking for areas to expand and I’m not against natural 
progression, but I think it is important in this case to realise just what will be lost if this 
proposal was to go ahead in the form outlined in the above amendment. 

• Impact on infrastructure- at the moment the area has been neglected (it seems
that Invaloch and Philip Island attract the most infrastructure dollars) for example
present drainage is non existent- (outside our house is a drain that goes
absolutely nowhere, every winter it fills with water and the mosquitoes happily
breed). When I asked the developers what infrastructure plans they had for the
area they were totally non forthcoming, just saying “Oh yes will commit to the
infrastructure upgrade to the area…but no details, and I don’t believe it is in their
interest to spend the money to upgrade the infrastructure to such that would cope
with the extra strain from so many new houses.

• Beach Numbers Now over the Xmas New Year time, the place is full, you can’t
move down at No 1 surf beach or at the Rock pool beach, imagine if there was
another 800-1000 homes built. Extra rubbish on the foreshore, more dog feces,
extra trampling over the sand dunes - the local fauna and flora would be hugely
impacted, already it is hard to encourage the endangered hooded plover to keep
up good numbers, the extra people would be a disaster

• Spare Properties Cape Paterson at present has 250 house blocks that are
vacant, surely this is enough to see us well into the future, I believe the extra
allotment is just a council move that is keen to earn more revenue from rates,
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and incidentally these properties have been vacant for years, what makes you 
think that another 1000 properties would be so popular?

• Property Types At least the ECO village has a 25% free living areas, I believe
the new proposal will have 11% this will make it like the initial extension of Cape
Paterson houses stuck on top of each other just to ensure the maximum return
for the property. It will become a rural slum similar to the horrible land/package
living in Pakenham, Officer, Drouin and Cranbourne. This is not what I want for
this beautiful area

• Wildlife at the moment we are blessed to have visitors like black cockatoos,
wombats, koalas and echidnas visit our bushy property, the extra strain of vehicle
traffic and foot traffic will surely drive these residents away, part of the beauty of
living in Cape Paterson is that you never know when the next echidna will amble
into your property.

Can I suggest that you go back to the public and propose a much more eco-friendly 
resident friendly proposal?  
Work with the properties that are presently available. Release more funds to improve 
the local infrastructure (proper drainage might be a start) and maybe we can all live in a 
place that had the foresight and good planning to move beyond 2020 in a balanced  

Regards  



Subject: Amendment C136 - Submission from 13 Coral st Cape Paterson. G. Di Stefano & E. Crock
Date: Thursday, 27 February 2020 2:23:39 PM

I write to oppose the  Amendment C136, and to urge Council to do so. 

My partner and I discovered Cape Paterson in 1989, after holidaying at Inverloch at a friend’s
place. We were keen to buy a holiday house on the South Gippsland coast, but even then,
Inverloch was already too developed for our desire to find a quaint, quiet place near this
beautiful coast, where to spend our holidays, and eventfully settle, yet close enough to a
regional centre such as Wonthaggi.  

Cape Paterson proved to be such a special place.

The housing development that has taken place since, including the recent “The Cape”
ecovillage (seemingly based on sustainable principles, yet in an entirely wrong location - too
close to the coastal park, it should have been located where the current C136 rezoning
amendment proposal), has already, if slowly, started to undermine the close-knit feeling of the
original settlement.

However, Amendment C136 is bound to destroy forever the ‘village’ feel that Cape Paterson
has managed to retain so far.

By doubling up its size and increasing density, it will catastrophically change one of the last
remaining livable communities on the Bass Coast into anonymous suburbia.

What a loss it will be for the Shire, Gippsland, Victoria and yes, Australia!

Shame on those of you who will let this obscene proposal go ahead!

Sincerely in dismay and passionately opposed,
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Subject: Objection to C136 Re-zoning Application
Date: Thursday, 27 February 2020 2:14:45 PM
Importance: High

27th February 2020

To:-  Strategic Planning Department,
 Bass Coast Shire Council,
 Wonthaggi  VIC  3995

Dear Sirs,

I am a semi-permanent resident of Cape Paterson and have owned a property here for 33 years.

I wish to lodge an objection to the proposed re-zoning of the land north of Seaward Drive that is
dealt with by Amendment C136 for the following reasons:-

1. The liveability of Melbourne has been ruined by allowing rapid development with too many
people arriving in too short a time. This development, if allowed, will have exactly the same
impact on Cape Paterson. The liveability and special nature of this small village community
will be ruined and lost forever.

2. There are already significant problems with car parking at the beach and further

development of this size means that the car park at 1st Surf Beach would need to be
extended enormously. There will be total chaos at peak times without additional car parking
but I’m sure Parks Victoria will not allow it.

3. The residents overwhelmingly voted to keep the roads unsealed because they appreciate
the quiet uniqueness of Cape Paterson. The roads are not designed for increased use by a
development of this size. The development, if allowed, will greatly increase the risk to
pedestrians and cyclists. There are few footpaths and they are not needed at present.

4. Koalas are regularly seen in Cape Paterson and it is highly likely they would be driven out by
further development.

5. The electricity supply is already unreliable and will not cope with further demand.

6. The water supply pressure is pathetic and will not cope with further demand.

7. The mobile telephone system is already compromised at peak times and will not cope with
further demand.

8. There are approximately 200 building blocks currently available in Cape Paterson and any
further expansion is a complete over-supply and over-development.
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9. This proposal is driven purely by GREED and not NEED.

10. Bass Coast’s own strategic plan is to concentrate development in high growth areas such as
Wonthaggi which is a more urban environment with supportive infrastructure.

I urge the Council to reject the proposed re-zoning in the strongest possible terms.

Your faithfully,



Subject: C136 Amendment to St
Date: Thursday, 27 February 2020 2:26:02 PM

To the planners,

I wish to object to the proposed amendment to Planning Scheme C136.

I think it will adversely affect the existing community at Cape Paterson. 

At present, my daughter can ride her bike safely along the streets, and walk to the milk bar, knowing
that traffic is low.  We chose this location partly on this basis, that the town has a particular feel to it,
a low-key atmosphere.  The proposed development would really change that, and increase traffic to
such an extent that it would affect how we, as current residents, use and move around the town.
  Summer and other holidays already bring an increase in traffic and activity to the area, which we
accept.  We are lucky enough to live where others want to holiday.  But increasing the residential
area to such a great extent will mean the increase in traffic will be permanent, which will
permanently change the feel of our town for the worse.  

Wildlife would be significantly affected.  We currently enjoy koalas, echidnas, lizards, possums,
kangaroos and wallabies, and countless other smaller mammals and birds.  All of these non-human
residents would be adversely affected by this development.  We already take up so much of the
land.  We need to reserve what we can for them, especially as climate change threatens us all.

Our beach life would be adversely affected.  Currently, Cape Paterson enjoys a mix of residential and
tourist visitors to the beach during summer.  It’s hard to get a spot for your towel at the beach as it
is, on busy days.  The infrastructure at the beach hasn’t been build to cope with 53 hectares worth of
extra residents.  It would also affect the coastal environment adversely.

Cape Paterson is a unique town that has a certain feel to it.  That would be destroyed by this
development.  I really hope it doesn’t go ahead.  

Sincerely,

Sub 324



Sub 325





   
  

I am a Cape Paterson homeowner. 
I wish to lodge a formal objection to the proposed rezoning of land north of Seaward 
Drive that is dealt with by C136. 

• I love the quiet country atmosphere, particularly of Seaward Drive where we live
and I believe the development will destroy this 

In particular, I would like to highlight the following concerns 
Inappropriate Timing 

•  No development should be approved before the Distinctive Areas and Landscape
process (initiated by the Labor government) is completed. 

•  The Distinctive Areas and Landscape process has not yet been incorporated into
the Bass Coast Planning Scheme - the Cape Paterson community’s biggest 
response was to request a reduction of the current town boundary. 

Massive overdevelopment 

•  A rezoning as proposed would have significant adverse impact on the small
coastal village character, amenity and infrastructure 

•  Cape Paterson is currently a coastal village with a cohesive community. The
rezoning proposal is lodged by a developer with plans for up to 1000 new dwellings 
(500 + 500). Even if each dwelling had only two occupants this would more than 
triple the town’s population which was below 900 at the last census. 

•  This is a massive over-development, both in land size and impact on population

•  Despite a Planning Panel report (2010) that said expanding the town boundary to
the West and to the North would result in an oversupply of land, Mathew Guy (2011) 
approved both town boundary expansions. C136 provides the first opportunity to 
correct this by reducing the over-expanded town boundary. 

Ignores Indigenous, Cultural and Historical Heritage 

• part of the development area contains an area of cultural heritage sensitivity  and
the proposed development of the land constitutes a high impact activity (ref: Heritage 
Insight report). This is inappropriate on cultural heritage grounds. Any development 
must strictly heed Cultural Heritage Management requirements 

Ruins the Peaceful and Safe Character of Cape Paterson 



•  Cape Paterson, being small, is a safe place for families, especially children and
elderly 

•  There are very few places like Cape Paterson and that, in itself, means it is worth
preserving the town as is 

•  Cape Paterson is pedestrian friendly with little or no through traffic and few
footpaths but currently safe to walk on road 

•  The distance from the beach of the C136 proposed rezoning will result in
increased traffic through existing township. This is envisaged by the traffic report with 
the C136 proposal which envisages an additional 9140 car trips per day 

•  The traffic report is flawed as it is based on a survey conducted in July rather
than peak in Dec/Jan. Also they think that half the people travelling to the beach from 
the development would rather make a right turn from Seaward Drive into Cape 
Paterson Road (notwithstanding the increased traffic coming down that road thanks 
to the development), rather than an easy left turn (a short cut) into Spear Street. I 
know which I would do...... 

Will Decimate the Community Feel of This Much-Loved Coastal Village 

•  The current community feel means people drive with respect and maintain the
safety of the town 

•  Will prompt population that is too rapid to be effectively integrated

•  Will ruin the village feel that means children can walk to the park, shops, go for
bike rides etc in relative safety 

Is Environmentally Undesirable 

•  Puts wildlife at further risk. The developer’s materials note there are 33 species of
birdlife, as well as wombats and kangaroos. Surprisingly they have not recorded 
other species frequently seen including echidnas, snakes, lizards etc. The proposal 
will result in loss of habitat for these animals, which in turn is a loss for Cape 
Paterson where they are highly valued by residents 

•  The new development is car reliant and does nothing to reduce dependence on
fossil fuels 

•  There is insufficient parking already at peak times. This is not easily addressed
as expansion of beach parking would have a detrimental impact on the environment 
and amenity of the area and is undesirable 

•  Internal roads are unsealed (which residents overwhelmingly voted to retain
because they like this laid-back feel) - extra traffic will mean more dust and less 
safety but is not easily addressed without altering the “feel” of the town 



•  Cape Paterson has a fragile and valuable coastal environment. The beach is
already at capacity in summer. 

•  Development brings greater risks to coastal strip with more dogs, cats and
invasive plants that can decimate local flora and fauna 

•  Threats to the adjoining Bunurong Marine and Coastal Park including
contaminated drainage run off. 

•  Threats to existing Significant Vegetation and Wildlife within the area to be
rezoned. 

Will put too much pressure on infrastructure 

•  Limited capacity of the Lifesaving clubs to service a large increase in beach
goers without major increased funding for paid lifesaving services. 

•  Extreme weather events (1 in 100 year) are becoming increasingly common
requiring infrastructure upgrades before further development occurs. 

Is not the best way forward for development – more suited to Wonthaggi or
Inverloch 

•  Bass Coast’s strategic plan is to concentrate development in high growth areas
like Wonthaggi. C136, if approved, will reduce demand in Wonthaggi where there is 
more urban infrastructure such as schools, transport, shops. 

•  Wonthaggi has existing infrastructure and makes more sense as a place for
additional development 

•  Cape Paterson currently has a very different “feel” to Inverloch. We like it that
way 

The process puts developers before community 

•  The reports accompanying C136 have been commissioned and paid for by the
developer and in some cases have been amended following consultation with the 
developer. It is difficult to consider them independent. 

•  The community has previously made clear its feelings about expansion to the
north of the town 

•  Many residents of Cape Paterson are not confident with the objection process
and have not felt heard 

Finally, if a development of any sort is to go ahead then it must involve 

•  Reducing the town boundary so that the town expands by no more than 25%



•  Waiting until 75% of blocks at The Cape eco-village have sold

•  Include more than 50% open space of the net developable area (as per The
Cape) 

•  Traffic provisions that do not funnel traffic through the existing township

•  The developer providing far more detailed information regarding protection of
heritage and environment, details of the development proposal, subdivision pattern, 
design guidelines, infrastructure requirements and development contributions. 

•  Significant plantings of indigenous trees and appropriate green passages for
wildlife 

•  Limited car spaces to ensure there is not additional traffic pressure on the town

•  High standards regarding sustainability rating, as per the example set by the
Cape 

•  Lower density building than currently proposed

•  Retention of some green wedges of open green land



Subject: Re proposed development north of Cape Paterson
Date: Thursday, 27 February 2020 2:35:21 PM

To whom it concerns. I am a permanent resident at the above address but away at the present time. I would like to
voice my concerns regarding the proposed planned development.
My first concern is use of Seaward Drive. If there is to be heavy cartage using this road associated with development
of the proposed land, will there be applicable speed advisory signage. At present many heavy vehicles as well as
trades people use this road to reach the ‘eco village’ development. The majority of transport enter through the
Tarooh Street entrance ignoring the right hand no entry sign and many at speeds upward of the 50 klm zone with the
only advisory sign being uselessly located at the Wilson Road end. Those same vehicles are driven in excess of the
speed limit on return. There is no buffer zone to protect pedestrians from these vehicles whether one is riding a
bicycle, pushing a pram or walking from side of road dust or gravel. I would like to request a series of traffic
calming strategies similar to that in Anglers Road, additional speed limit signs where they can be seen and raise the
idea that the  Tarooh road entrance be cut off completely that traffic entering Seaward Drive do so from Spear
Street.
With so many heavy vehicles who is responsible for the maintenance of Seaward Drive?
My other concern(s) is the lack of infrastructure at the beaches in Cape Paterson. There are too few toilets and
facilities and very limited parking. It will be a fairly long walk to the beach for residents living at the proposed sites
so I imagine many will require more than the basic car parking facilities acceptable to long time Cape residents.
There is also a need to upgrade the storm water system. I don’t know it’s technicalities but my garden and garden
shed were flooded during a hail storm in May 2019 when water from a blocked system caused a backup of water to
flood across the road from a culvert in Seaward Drive spilling through my property and three others.

Thank you for this opportunity to voice my concerns. I am not against development but am concerned that the
proposal is large and would prefer a lesser release of blocks in the proposed subdivision. For ecological reasons as
well as aesthetical I would strongly propose that the acreage opposite to my house be maintained as a natural reserve
for native animals. It is a sanctuary for wombats, possums and birds and I have heard a koala in there but not
recently.
Yours sincerely 
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To: Strategic Planning - Bass Coast Shire Council 

email: strategic.planningadmin@basscoast.vic.gov.au 

 

 

Amendment C136 Submission 

For the past couple of years I have been living nearly full-time in our holiday home in 

beautiful Cape Paterson.  More than likely my husband and I will retire here in the future.  I 

have based this submission on my lived experience here, reading of the documentation, and 

interest in helping to preserve and protect the village’s character for residents and Bass 

Coast locals, visitors and holiday makers from further afield, and wildlife. 

Cape Paterson hugs the coast, and, while there are few footpaths, the whole village, and all 

the beaches and lovingly maintained and low-key tracks, are accessible by foot and pleasant 

for walking. Many families and children also use the roads for relaxed cycling, scootering, 

skateboarding and the like.  The relatively new area of Cape Paterson where I live is 

characterised by good sized blocks and setbacks, and mostly quite modest coastal style 

homes with many lovely gardens. Mine is visited by big and small echidnas, one (or more) 

regular wombats, dozens of birds daily, lizards, possums, and the occasional snake and 

koala. 

The new pedestrian access to the Ecovillage part of Cape Paterson from the West end of 

Surf Beach Road, and the paths and roads through the Ecovillage itself, have made it easier 

to enjoy this sweeping, elevated and interesting site, and to get to F Break Beach on foot. 

The setback from the ocean and the depth of the coastal reserve are advantages.  I am 

aware water and drainage are massive issues around here, and have certainly witnessed a 

lot of related work over the months in the Ecovillage, as well as other problems with water 

and drainage this side of the Ecovillage. 
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I understand that the slow, steady and careful development of land beyond the existing 

Ecovillage south of Seaward Drive to Wilsons Rd will take many, many years. As this 

progresses, permanent and holiday housing will become available, and landscaping and 

other environmental issues will arise and be managed.   

Today, the views from the corner of Seaward Drive and Wilsons Rd are spectacular. The 

panorama includes Bass Strait, beaches, wide and unspoilt coastal reserve, proportional and 

walkable village, dairy cattle, farmland, and rolling Gippsland hills.   

Because of the nature and character of Cape Paterson as just described, and for many other 

reasons (including, for example, those referred to in the 2018 Media Release from the 

Premier, Daniel Andrews, Stopping Developers Ruining Phillip Island and the Bass Coast) the 

direction of the Bass Coast Planning Scheme Amendment C136 should be reversed. 

Residential development should be both exceptionally sensitive and limited to the area 

south of Seaward Drive.  This could be achieved by reducing the town boundary accordingly, 

making the Farming Zone permanent, or some other device. Perhaps the land in question, 

where degraded, could be rehabilitated as farmland or for hobby or boutique farming.   

Wonthaggi is also an excellent holiday destination, with its history, services, amenities, and 

proximity not only to Cape Paterson but to Inverloch, Phillip Island, so many other coastal 

and inland Gippsland villages and towns, and indeed to Melbourne itself. 

Careful development of both permanent and residential housing in the Wonthaggi suburbs 

could be great for the area and future residents and visitors. 



Subject: Bass Coast Planning Scheme | Amendment C136 Cape Paterson
Date: Thursday, 27 February 2020 3:01:44 PM

To Strategic Planning Department

I wish to lodge an objection to the proposed Amendment C136 to the Bass Coast. In
general, I do not agree that the development has strong strategic justification and have
serious concerns that a developer driven development proposal such as this could have
similar failings that have emerged in the City of Casey, i.e inappropriate influence by
developers on decision making at council level.

Cape Paterson is a coastal settlement that should be preserved not developed with
inappropriate density. Whilst the Ethos Urban report on the development states that the
planning application fits within the Bass Coast Planning Scheme, it also reports that there is
a total supply of 245 existing and future residential lots and that the predicted demand for
new lots is 20 dwellings a year which would equate to 12.25 years of supply. The proposed
development of 480 residential lots is therefore completely unwarranted.

The impact of 480 dwellings and associated vehicles would not be adequately supported by
the single road access from Wonthaggi to Cape Paterson causing congestion.  The public
transport servicing the area is limited to bus services that would not meet the needs of new
residents who would need to commute to Wonthaggi or further for employment, schooling,
and other services. The proposal does not mention any upgrade of the main access road.

I do not believe that Wonthaggi has sufficient employment or educational opportunities that
a community of 480 dwellings would require and that there are limited opportunities for
development within the existing small town centre of Cape Paterson. Any over development
of that particular area would completely destroy the amenity of the “village” atmosphere
unique to Cape Paterson.

There are countless examples of overdevelopment of coastal areas in Victoria – namely
Inverloch nearby and I strongly believe that this needs to be stopped to preserve the
diversity of our landscapes, and the holiday destination locations. There is already a
significant influx of people during holiday periods that overcrowds the beaches and
facilities. Adding another 480 dwellings and their occupants would stretch this township
beyond its limits.

Time constraints permits me to address all the effects outlined in the report and I trust that
when this application goes before a panel hearing, that there will be rigorous examination of
all the conclusions drawn and the actual facts that support them . To my mind there are far
too many contradictory statements within the Ethos Urban report and explanatory report
that need to be addressed independently and with complete transparency.
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Subject: Objection to C136 rezoning application
Date: Thursday, 27 February 2020 2:41:28 PM

 I am a Cape Paterson permanent resident. I wish to lodge a formal 
objection to the proposed rezoning of land north of Seaward Drive that is dealt with by C136.
I'm looking forward to building my home at The Cape development, a fantastic example of 
sustainable housing and should be held as a standard here in Australia. Instead the proposed 
new development will focus on bulk housing without sufficient infrastructure to support the 
massive increase in population and the demand on services required. Let alone preserve the 
Bunarong Marine national part sufficiently. In particular, I would like to highlight the following 
concerns
Inappropriate Timing · No development should be approved before the Distinctive Areas and 
Landscape process (initiated by the Labor government) is completed. · The Distinctive Areas and 
Landscape process has not yet been incorporated into the Bass Coast Planning Scheme - the 
Cape Paterson community’s biggest response was to request a reduction of the current town 
boundary. Massive overdevelopment · A rezoning as proposed would have significant adverse 
impact on the small coastal village character, amenity and infrastructure · Cape Paterson is 
currently a coastal village with a cohesive community. The rezoning proposal is lodged by a 
developer with plans for up to 1000 new dwellings (500 + 500). Even if each dwelling had only two 
occupants this would more than triple the town’s population which was below 900 at the last 
census. · This is a massive over-development, both in land size and impact on population · 
Despite a Planning Panel report (2010) that said expanding the town boundary to the West and to 
the North would result in an oversupply of land, Mathew Guy (2011) approved both town boundary 
expansions. C136 provides the first opportunity to correct this by reducing the over-expanded 
town boundary. Ignores Indigenous, Cultural and Historical Heritage · part of the development 
area contains an area of cultural heritage sensitivity and the proposed development of the land 
constitutes a high impact activity (ref: Heritage Insight report). This is inappropriate on cultural 
heritage grounds. Any development must strictly heed Cultural Heritage Management 
requirements Ruins the Peaceful and Safe Character of Cape Paterson · Cape Paterson, being 
small, is a safe place for families, especially children and elderly · There are very few places like 
Cape Paterson and that, in itself, means it is worth preserving the town as is · Cape Paterson is 
pedestrian friendly with little or no through traffic and few footpaths but currently safe to walk on 
road · The distance from the beach of the C136 proposed rezoning will result in increased traffic 
through existing township. This is envisaged by the traffic report with the C136 proposal which 
envisages an additional 9140 car trips per day · The traffic report is flawed as it is based on a 
survey conducted in July rather than peak in Dec/Jan. Also they think that half the people 
travelling to the beach from the development would rather make a right turn from Seaward Drive 
into Cape Paterson Road (notwithstanding the increased traffic coming down that road thanks to 
the development), rather than an easy left turn (a short cut) into Spear Street. I know which I 
would do...... Will Decimate the Community Feel of This Much-Loved Coastal Village · The current 
community feel means people drive with respect and maintain the safety of the town · Will prompt 
population that is too rapid to be effectively integrated · Will ruin the village feel that means 
children can walk to the park, shops, go for bike rides etc in relative safety Is Environmentally 
Undesirable · Puts wildlife at further risk. The developer’s materials note there are 33 species of 
birdlife, as well as wombats and kangaroos. Surprisingly they have not recorded other species 
frequently seen including echidnas, snakes, lizards etc. The proposal will result in loss of habitat 
for these animals, which in turn is a loss for Cape Paterson where they are highly valued by 
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residents · The new development is car reliant and does nothing to reduce dependence on fossil 
fuels · There is insufficient parking already at peak times. This is not easily addressed as 
expansion of beach parking would have a detrimental impact on the environment and amenity of 
the area and is undesirable · Internal roads are unsealed (which residents overwhelmingly voted 
to retain because they like this laid-back feel) - extra traffic will mean more dust and less safety 
but is not easily addressed without altering the “feel” of the town · Cape Paterson has a fragile 
and valuable coastal environment. The beach is already at capacity in summer. · Development 
brings greater risks to coastal strip with more dogs, cats and invasive plants that can decimate 
local flora and fauna · Threats to the adjoining Bunurong Marine and Coastal Park including 
contaminated drainage run off. · Threats to existing Significant Vegetation and Wildlife within the 
area to be rezoned. Will put too much pressure on infrastructure · Limited capacity of the 
Lifesaving clubs to service a large increase in beach goers without major increased funding for 
paid lifesaving services. · Extreme weather events (1 in 100 year) are becoming increasingly 
common requiring infrastructure upgrades before further development occurs. Is not the best way 
forward for development – more suited to Wonthaggi or Inverloch · Bass Coast’s strategic plan is 
to concentrate development in high growth areas like Wonthaggi. C136, if approved, will reduce 
demand in Wonthaggi where there is more urban infrastructure such as schools, transport, shops. 
· Wonthaggi has existing infrastructure and makes more sense as a place for additional
development · Cape Paterson currently has a very different “feel” to Inverloch. We like it that way 
The process puts developers before community · The reports accompanying C136 have been 
commissioned and paid for by the developer and in some cases have been amended following 
consultation with the developer. It is difficult to consider them independent. · The community has 
previously made clear its feelings about expansion to the north of the town · Many residents of 
Cape Paterson are not confident with the objection process and have not felt heard Finally, if a 
development of any sort is to go ahead then it must involve (delete what doesn’t matter to you or 
add other conditions): · Reducing the town boundary so that the town expands by no more than 
25% · Waiting until 75% of blocks at The Cape eco-village have sold · Include more than 50% 
open space of the net developable area (as per The Cape) · Traffic provisions that do not funnel 
traffic through the existing township · The developer providing far more detailed information 
regarding protection of heritage and environment, details of the development proposal, 
subdivision pattern, design guidelines, infrastructure requirements and development contributions. 
· Significant plantings of indigenous trees and appropriate green passages for wildlife · Limited car
spaces to ensure there is not additional traffic pressure on the town · High standards regarding 
sustainability rating, as per the example set by the Cape · Lower density building than currently 
proposed · Retention of some green wedges of open green land  

Sincerely 

 

 
 



 
 
 
 
 

Amendment C136 

Dear strategic planning committee, 

My name is  and I have been coming to Cape Paterson since my wife 
introduced me to our little piece of paradise 20 years ago. I fell in love with quiet Cape 
Paterson straight away. My wife and I have recently purchased her grandparents property 
from them which was one of the first houses built in Cape Paterson.   I feel as a ratepayer of 
Cape Paterson that I should raise my concerns over the proposed development of 500 more 
houses. 

My concerns start with the safety aspect. Already at peak summer and Easter times there is 
insufficient parking for all of our beaches. The increase of traffic from 500 new houses will 
most definitely add to the already big problem. I believe that traffic from the new 
development will be driving down Spear street and Park parade , both unsealed  roads  
which can create a lot of dust with existing traffic  , god forbid what happens with the extra 
traffic . Lots of families ride their bikes to the park now because it’s safe.  Park parade will 
no longer be a safe place to ride your bike to the park with all the extra traffic. My kids 
learnt to ride their bikes on the roads around Cape Paterson, I fear now that their kids will 
not be able to do the same because the amount of new traffic will make the roads unsafe. 

Infrastructure at cape Paterson is already at breaking point, our water pressure is terrible 
and the drainage is completely inadequate as witnessed after last year’s terrible storms. We 
still have buildings needing attention now to make them safe. As a builder myself I know the 
importance of good drainage. I don’t believe that sending the stormwater under the roads 
in old pipes to Pea creek is going to be a good solution. 

When you drive through the Bass Coast, it’s hard not to see all the new housing estates in 
Grantville, San Remo , Dalyston , Inverloch and Wonthaggi to name a few  . It’s also easy to 
see how poorly the blocks are selling. Where is the research to say that the proposed blocks 
of land will sell?  In 2010 a Planning Panel report said expanding the town boundary to the 
West and to the North would result in an oversupply of land.  Mathew Guy (2011), against 
this advice, approved both town boundary expansions. Amendment C136 provides the first 
opportunity to correct this by reducing the over-expanded town boundary. 

    Bass Coast’s strategic plan is to concentrate development in high growth areas like 
Wonthaggi. C136, if approved, will reduce demand in Wonthaggi where there is more urban 
infrastructure such as schools, transport, shops. Wonthaggi has existing infrastructure and 
makes more sense as a place for additional development 
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 The Distinctive Areas and Landscape process has not yet been incorporated into the Bass 
Coast Planning Scheme - the Cape Paterson community’s biggest response was to request a 
reduction of the current town boundary. 

I believe that no development should be approved before the Distinctive Areas and 
Landscape process (initiated by the Labor government) is completed. 

Over development will also adversely affect the wildlife in Cape Paterson which is rich and 
large. Over summer my kids saw kangaroos, echidnas, many blue tongue lizards and a koala! 
This is such a treat for them which will most likely become a memory with over 
development that will ruin their habitats and surely drive these animals away. 

Cape Paterson has a unique feel and atmosphere about it. There are very few places like 
Cape Paterson and that, in itself, means it is worth preserving the town as is with minimal 
development. My kids and grandkids will grow up here and I want them to have the same 
wildlife filled, bike riding, beach walking, fun and safe environment that we currently have. 
This will not be the case if the town triples in size due to overdevelopment. 

Finally, if a development of any sort is to go ahead then I believe it should involve some or 
all of the following: 

· Reducing the town boundary so that the town expands by no more than 25%

· Waiting until 75% of blocks at The Cape eco-village have sold

· Include more than 50% open space of the net developable area (as per The Cape)

· Traffic provisions that do not funnel traffic through the existing township

· The developer providing far more detailed information regarding protection of heritage
and environment, details of the development proposal, subdivision pattern, design 
guidelines, infrastructure requirements and development contributions. 

· Significant plantings of indigenous trees and appropriate green passages for wildlife

· Limited car spaces to ensure there is not additional traffic pressure on the town

This is a glorious seaside town. Please consider the community as a whole and don’t turn it 
into another over developed suburb just to line the pockets of a few. 

Thanking you, 
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February 24, 2020 

Strategic Planning Department 
Bass Coast Shire Council 
PO Box 118, 
Wonthaggi 3995 
strategicplanningadmin@basscoast.vic.gov.au 

To whom it may concern 

RE: Amendment C136 - Proposal to rezone land in Cape Paterson from the Farming Zone to 
the General Residential Zone. 

I write in protest of planning scheme Amendment C136, being the proposal to rezone land in Cape 
Paterson from the existing Farming Zone to General Residential Zone. I am a Cape Paterson resident 
and have had an association with the area for over 50 years. I formally request that Bass Coast Shire 
Council reject the proposed subdivision and amendment C136. 

My concerns relate not just to the reality that such a development would create a massive 
oversupply of residential land and thereby facilitate devastating flow on effects upon the amenity, 
peacefulness, cultural and environment quality of the village, beaches and hinterland. The extent of 
community concern clearly articulates that this proposal has well and truly failed any ‘pub test’ and 
in reality only benefits a few pecuniary interests, the developers, estate agents and some 
community representatives. It is difficult to look at this proposal as having any positive attributes 
other than for the developer, and subsequently Council coffers with expanded rate base. 

At essence the proposal is contrary to the Distinctive Areas and Landscape designation, particularly 
as this is still in its infancy and that the Statement of Planning Policy and review of the existing town 
boundary have not been finalised. Any consideration needs to be consistent with the strategies and 
guidelines that result from these processes.  

I appreciate that many submissions will pertain to the above points, so with that in mind I would like 
to focus upon two specific considerations in relation to this matter that I believe demand serious 
consideration by the Bass Coast Shire Council as the responsible authority. These are: 

1. The existing and potential adverse impacts resulting from unregulated accommodation that
is contributing to increased population levels in Cape Paterson, and consequently
diminishing the amenity of the village and its environs: and,

2. The existing and potential risk of unplanned fire and weather events given the volatile and
fire-prone vegetation of the region, which is exacerbated by climate change.

Sub 331



   Page 2 of 7 

1. Unregulated Accommodation growth and impacts:

Historically Cape Paterson has been a quiet beachside community comprising a small number of 
permanent residents, with the vast majority of properties comprising holiday homes generally 
occupied for less than one month each year. Traditionally estate agents would manage a small 
number of holiday rentals, generally restricted to peak holiday periods of Christmas and Easter. 

In recent years the holiday letting market have seen expediential growth worldwide through the 
advent of meta-search engines that facilitate the letting of unregulated accommodation online; 
primarily delivered by corporate behemoths such as AirBnB and HomeAway. This phenomenon has 
significantly expanded the capacity for holidaymakers to view, assess, select, reserve and pay for 
unregulated and non-traditional accommodation in holiday areas, and consequently has seen 
unprecedented growth over recent years. So much so that now over 100 properties are listed in 
Cape Paterson by AirBnB, placing significant pressure on both the natural and built environment. 
This issue is further expanded by 300 similar offerings in Inverloch and well over double that across 
the remainder of the municipality.  

Of further concern is that the traditional demand for holiday lettings over summer months has 
expanded greatly to reservations throughout the year as the burgeoning Melbourne populations 
seek short and medium term domestic holidays and breaks. We have noticed this trend as we have a 
number of unconventional accommodation properties surrounding us, often hosting large groups, 
multiple vehicles and significantly increasing traffic and diminishing egress due to overflow parking. 
Many of these properties can comfortably accommodate 10 or more people, sometimes 
supplemented with tents and vans expanding occupancy levels. Consequently it is not unusual to 
have five or six vehicles per house, the majority of which overflow onto nature strips and onto road 
verges. All contribute to increased noise, traffic, dust and congestion, in doing so diminishing the 
amenity of the area and the very essence of what draws people to Cape. Sadly too often these 
short-term visitors have little regard toward peace and quiet, and all too often with seemingly little 
regard in maintaining respectful relationships with their neighbours.  

This is not just restricted to the traditional January period, but is adding significant population levels 
throughout the year. These growing signs are evident with significant traffic, numerous vehicles 
parked on residential and main road verges, crowded beaches and visible adverse impacts upon 
sand dunes and cliff faces. Hooded Plovers and other shore birds are fighting a losing battle due to 
increased number of beach users, too often people, animals and lifesaving patrol vehicles are 
encroaching into fragile vegetation and dune areas.    

The situation has deteriorated so much over recent years that we are now seriously reconsidering 
our decision to retire to Cape Paterson, and that’s before any such a proposal can potentially further 
diminish the amenity and livability of the village.  

2. Ongoing and growing risk of unplanned fire and weather events

Victoria remains one of the most fire-prone areas in the world, with vegetation, weather and 
topography all contributing to significant fire events across our recorded history. Despite few 
significant uncontrolled fire events experienced in the Bass Coast area it is vital that we nurture and 
maintain a respectful appreciation that Bass Coast inherently carries significant fire risk and 
therefore significant community safety risk, and to acknowledge that it is both good luck and good 
management that disaster has been avoided to date. Extensive tracts of coastal heathland, together 
with remnant and recovered bush land contribute to vast levels of fire fuel. The nature of this land 
combines heath, shrubs and small eucalypts which, when combined in the same landscape, by their 
very nature contribute to quickly crowning (burning across the tops of trees) fires due to heat 
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transfer through direct, radiant and convection methods. This facilitates rapidly expanding fire 
growth which has the potential to generate its own fire weather as well as firebrands, embers and 
spotting activity. Coastal scrub is notorious in its fire ferocity and heat output, fire quickly consuming 
high percentages of available of ‘fine’ fuels (fuels that are narrower than your little finger and small 
enough to be consumed immediately during wildfire), enhancing ignitability, combustion and 
spread. The clumped nature of this vegetation, given the individual plant proximity, contributes to 
fire spread through pre-heating, quickly consuming the available massive fuel load. The proximity of 
the vegetation significantly limits accessibility, compromising any capacity to attack the fire without 
severely compromising fire crew safety.  

It is vital to appreciate that climate change increases all fire parameters, increases extreme weather 
events and mean temperatures, all contributing to a greater number of extreme fire danger days in 
Victoria. The risk and potential for loss of life posed from unplanned fire events to existing residents 
and day visitors during high to catastrophic fire danger days grows by the year due to climate 
change. Consequently such excess increase to the size of the village is ludicrous.  

Of significant concern are the endemic risks posed through unplanned fire events in coastal 
reserves, in what is amongst the most fire prone natural environments on the planet. Having a 
sound appreciation and experience of the power and danger posed from fast-moving fires in these 
highly-volatile fuel loads of the Bunurong Coast, further drives my concerns and this submission. My 
past service as a volunteer firefighter and officer with Wonthaggi Fire Brigade and Fire Officer with 
CFA subsequent to that, honed at fires in these very coastal reserves, motivates my concerns and 
this submission. 

I remain increasingly concerned as to the growing risk of unplanned fire impacting this area, most 
particularly on extreme fire-weather days. The potential for such eventualities increases by the year 
driven by climate change; as mean temperature increase, fire seasons extend, greater propensity for 
extreme weather events together with the frequency of dry lightning storms. All contribute to an 
already naturally high fire risk throughout the coastal fringes and pose a continued and significant 
concern for fire authorities. The events of the past summer clearly articulate the potential impacts 
of such an eventuality, and I remain of the firm belief that given similar conditions, or malicious 
intent, that fire would rapidly burn virtually unchecked through the coastal hinterland. The result 
would be devastating for the environment, property, infrastructure and people. It would be difficult 
to anticipate that should ignition occur anywhere along the coastal hinterland between Kilcunda and 
Cape Paterson, that the potential implications would be just as severe as any of the horrors that we 
have witnessed over recent months.  

And whilst Bass Coast currently enjoys a high rainfall which generally mitigates the fire risk, there 
are no guarantees that this will be the case next summer, more so in coming decades. We are 
already seeing significant climatic variation driven by the altering of ocean current temperatures 
changing traditional climate and rainfall patterns, realities that should sound alarm bells for anyone 
naïve enough to anticipate a climatic status quo in Bass Coast.    

Despite few significant uncontrolled fire events experienced in the Bass Coast area it is vital that we 
nurture and maintain an appreciation that the area inherently carries significant fire risk and 
therefore significant community safety risk, and it is both luck and good management that this is the 
case. Extensive tracts of coastal scrub, together with remnant and recovered bush land contribute to 
vast levels of fire fuel. The nature of this land combines heath, shrubs and small eucalypts which, 
when combined in the same landscape, by their very nature contribute to quickly crowning (burning 
across the tops of trees). This facilitates rapidly expanding fire growth which has the potential to 
generate its own fire weather as well as firebrands, embers and spotting activity. Coastal scrub is 
notorious in its fire ferocity and heat output, high percentages of available fuel is considered ‘fine’ 
enhancing ignitability and combustion, while its clumping structure and individual plant proximity 
contribute to fire load as well as limited accessibility and therefore fire attack capacity and fire crew 
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safety. Importantly it is vital to appreciate that climate change is changing the parameters resulting 
in more extreme weather events and increasing temperatures contributing to a solid increase in the 
number of extreme fire danger days in Victoria.   

The CFA sum up the risk associated with coastal scrub as follows: “burning scrub, heath or other 
coastal vegetation can create hot, dangerous bushfires. If you live by work by or travel to the coast 
you are at risk. Beaches, foreshores and shallow waters may not be safe or protect you from radiant 
heat. Often a fire will be burning between you and the beach”. Expectations identified by CFA 
regarding this type of fire include: very hot and fast-moving fires; gusty ocean winds causing fire to 
behave erratically; a lot of embers; fire reaching houses quickly, and; busy, congested coastal roads. 
It was disappointing to note that in some of Council’s fire prevention material the fire risk in coastal 
vegetation is determined as of a medium risk due to the historic low frequency of fire incidents in 
the area. Whilst this assessment (erroneous in my view) would have been achieved by diminishing 
the probability to negligible levels or downplaying both probability and consequences, it is clearly 
erroneous. Anyone who has seen fire in coastal scrub would never consider the risk as medium.   

In previous roles I’ve seen firsthand the awesome force and rapid escalation of an active fire front in 
coastal heathland. This has included wildfire in both the areas to the southwest of Wonthaggi and at 
Cape Paterson. Both of the significant fires that I have fought in these areas in the 1980’s occurred 
on relatively average days (days that would be considered low risk rather than days of very high or 
extreme fire danger). It is vital that responsible authorities appreciate that Cape Paterson has a high 
risk to both bushfire and grassfire impact and that the consequences of unplanned fire on a very 
high, extreme or code red day would most likely result in devastation to life and property, to say 
nothing of the annihilation of the environment. 

The challenge in responding, combating and controlling incidents of this nature can be incredibly 
demanding even on low-risk days, however depending upon wind strength, low humidity and high 
temperature, any of which can result in any unplanned fire quickly becoming uncontrollable. This 
places significant demands upon responding brigades with the reality that an ignition in Cape 
Paterson, Harmer’s Haven or Wonthaggi on a day of high fire danger or above would place Cape 
Paterson residents and visitors in significant and immediate danger. This is all the more significant 
given that most people are attracted to the beach on days when the fire risk is greater.  

To illustrate these points I pose two scenarios, the reality of which is there is any number of 
situations, conditions and events which could combine to result in scenarios such as these: 

SCENARIO 1: 

A grass fire ignites on the southern outskirts of Wonthaggi, either accidently or maliciously. Such 
a fire in extreme conditions would easily reach coastal scrublands, some five kilometres to the 
south within an hour (often moving as fast as the prevailing wind speed, generally at least 40+ 
kmph on bad days). In such conditions emergency response access would be hampered and safe 
egress for community members fleeing Cape Paterson would be chaotic. Panic, smoke, embers 
and fire would most likely result in accidents, any of which would potentially render roads non-
trafficable. As egress directly to Wonthaggi is prevented due to roads being impacted, access via 
Harmer’s Haven would also be cut, leaving the Cape Paterson – Inverloch Road (Bunurong Coast 
Road) as the only escape option, though potentially impacted by smoke and spot fires, and 
physically not the ideal road for evacuation, particularly when it would also be the access for 
emergency vehicles. Residents and the public would be driven to seek beach refuge through 
scrublands to the beach, or risk it at the ‘place of last (no) resort’ which is alarmingly inadequate 
for the permanent population, let alone additional holiday makers and day trippers. Fire would 
potentially impact all northern, eastern, western and southern perimeters of Cape Paterson 
through to the beach, ensuring that the only real refuge for many would be Bass Strait. 
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Victoria’s omnipresent weather pattern on catastrophic days poses the critical danger of strong, 
hot, northerly winds being erratically replaced with squally southwesterly changes. This 
phenomenon changes a southerly moving fire to turn 90 degrees, the eastern flank then 
becoming a much wider front heading in a totally different direction. Given such conditions 
together with a dry summer, the reach and impact of such a scenario would be devastating to all 
before it.     

SCENARIO 2: 

Late afternoon of an extreme weather day a scrub fire ignites between Harmer’s Haven and 
Cape Paterson as a result of a dry lightning storm which struck a few days prior and ‘slept’ until 
strong northerly winds fan it into life around midday. The point of origin is remote and 
consequently is not initially reported allowing rapid increase in size and burning through to the 
beach before authorities are alerted, then spreading unrestricted through the foreshore toward 
Cape Paterson. Initial Fire Management Victoria (FMV) and Country Fire Authority (CFA) 
response calls for immediate and sizable support, but this takes time to assemble and travel as 
some closer units and crews have been previously committed to strike teams fighting a large fire 
in East Gippsland. Aerial support is on its way, though much of this resource has already been 
committed to other going fires around the State. Soon after the expected south westerly wind 
change hits and spotting activity ignites paddocks north of Cape Paterson cutting Wilson’s Road 
and Cape Paterson road. The only access for fire crews to provide asset protection is along the 
coast road from Inverloch, though concern is held as to how long that will remain assessable. 
Meanwhile residents, holiday makers and day visitors are panicking with the majority 
attempting to flee along roads where visibility is rapidly diminishing, and fire fast encroaching. 
Some are defending their homes and others are seeking refuge on beaches. The Vic Emergency 
app, for those that have it, has initially notified people of the fire and 10 minutes later advised 
that it is now too late to leave, this occurring prior to the majority of beachgoers arriving back at 
their vehicles. Within 25 minutes of the fire being notified spot fires start in the bushland 
reserve between Cassia Street and along Surf Beach Road, between the Caravan Park and Surf 
Lifesaving Club, and further east in the scrub near Undertow Bay and Yancowinna, effectively 
rendering all roads in and out of Cape Paterson inaccessible. Fire has burnt into the new 
northern suburb of Cape Paterson and The Cape development and ember attack and spot fires 
are springing up throughout the remainder of the village. Within 90 minutes of the fire being 
reported the entire foreshore area and Caravan Park is involved in fire. Darkness has come 
hours early and the community place of last resort, for the few that know where it is it, if 
overrun by panicked families having to seek refuge in vehicles whilst the one CFA appliance that 
has managed to be allocated to protect this area is doing its best to put out spot fires in the 
immediate area and hose down vehicles.       

Neither of the above scenarios is fantasy, it could happen next summer, simply with diminished 
rainfall in spring and summer, extreme fire weather days and an ignition point. Each year such 
eventualities come closer to reality as we are overrun by greater impacts of climate change; 
increased temperatures, rainfall variation, longer fire danger periods, dry lightning storms and more 
extreme and unmanageable fire conditions. No matter what actions are taken today, and I remain 
skeptical that there is sufficient will to combat climate change given the mentality and corporately 
polluted politicians in Canberra, we will still need to manage and survive decades of temperature 
increases and its consequences, until such time as ways are found to lower atmospheric carbon 
dioxide levels. It is therefore critical that significant consideration is given to the future impacts of 
climate change whilst determining such amendments and planning proposals.    
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Should a wildfire occur on an extreme or high fire risk day the panicked response from residents and 
visitors would quickly see chaos in Cape Paterson and beyond. Dependent upon smoke levels and 
direction the most likely scenario is that mass self-evacuation would potentially result in loss of life. 
That is the situation today with well under 1000 permanent residents and some 650 houses. 
Extrapolate that with residents, holidaymakers, and day visitors utilising limited official car parking 
and extensive roadside verge parking, diminished light and smoke, together with evacuating Cape 
residents, or returning to homes, and you have all the ingredients for an unmitigated disaster. 

The endemic fire risk that Cape Paterson carries at all times is concerning enough, let alone the 
potential on extreme high fire risk, or Code Red days. The only ingredient missing is the ignition 
source, be that arson, cigarette butts, vehicle exhausts, machinery, tools and to increase in dry 
lightning storms, and the Bass Coast Shire Council’s assessment of a medium risk is sitting on 
extremely tenuous ground. Consider also that the existing risk is already subject to expand by a third 
with the ‘The Cape’ subdivision to the west of the existing township, as well as existing vacant blocks 
in the township, contributes significant to that risk profile. The proposal to then virtually double the 
size of the township with the addition dwellings and population, all reliant on the same limited 
resources and infrastructure, beggars belief.  

As such I consider that from a fire management and community safety perspective the proposal 
provides an unacceptable risk to residents, holidaymakers and day visitors in terms of fire risk. 
Further I consider that the existing road network and dearth of parking areas, both within the 
township and to provide safe egress in emergency conditions, is inadequate to provide both 
emergency services access and evacuee egress when, not should, a significant fire event occur. All 
access roads straddle significant vegetation corridors, and whilst the last thing that I want to see is 
reduction of that fuel, the potential for significant vegetation modification both in Cape and on the 
roads to and from would be on future agendas and again diminish the amenity, quality of natural 
resource and consequently the livability of the area.  

Importantly State Government Strategic and Settlement Planning principles direct development to 
locations of lower bushfire risk with a specific focus on the avoidance of development in areas 
where there is an extreme bushfire risk. Similarly a key driver is to avoid development in areas 
where planned bushfire protections measures may be incompatible with other environmental 
objectives (practice note 64 DPCD website).   

Given that the vast majority of development should be directed away from areas of extreme fire 
risk, and that the general fire risk at Cape Paterson will grow as climate change worsens, facilitation 
of this proposed development by Council faces a real and ongoing possibility of negative 
retrospective assessment, and certainly open the council to litigation should such a disaster 
eventuate.    

Finally we need to remain constantly aware that there are no community fire refuges or safe places 
in Cape Paterson, other than the Anchor Parade Reserve; which is simply two acres of grass and 
trees designated as the Neighbourhood Safer Place. It is important to appreciate that whilst 
earmarked as a ‘safer’ place, authorities are quick to advise that it is a place of last resort, where 
safety cannot be guaranteed. Such a small portion of mown grass is totally inadequate to 
accommodate all residents and their vehicles, provides no facilities such as toilets, shelter and 
certainly no protection from radiant heat, embers and firebrands.  

Conclusion 

The proposed amendment would have a detrimental impact upon the Cape Paterson Community 
and environment. It would take away the very essence of what attracts people to the region, place 
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overwhelming demand upon a fragile and diminishing natural and cultural environment, and place 
significant risk of danger by wildfire to residents and visitors alike.   

Humanity is at a crossroads, we are facing an existential crisis, and we don’t have the immediate 
mechanisms, knowledge and commitment to address this. Consequently we need to maintain as 
much of what little is left to ensure that we can build on this, and bring the world back from the 
brink. How can this be appropriate development when all it achieves is the irony of a ‘beach house’ 
ten to 15 blocks away the beach, that will necessitate vehicular travel in the majority of cases, to 
non-existing parking facilities at the beaches? The proposal serves no beneficial purpose, with its 
primary objective to provide money-for-jam for some property speculators, a tantalising bauble to 
bedazzle those who prefer development over amenity, a quick buck rather than social capital, 
concrete and asphalt rather than community safety. The challenge now is to make those 
considerations whilst ignoring the allure of additional ratable properties, but we the existing 
community deserve nothing less.  

Yours sincerely, 



To: strategic planning admin
Cc: strategic planning admin
Subject: Planning Scheme Amendment C136
Date: Thursday, 27 February 2020 3:10:29 PM

To whom it may concern,

I would like to oppose the proposed Amendment C136 and ask that the Council not to proceed with it.

The proposed expansion is a major over-development, more than doubling the size of the township. When the Eco
Village was proposed we were told that if that development was approved, that would be the extent of further
development. How does this further expansion fit in with the Bass Coast Strategic Coastal Framework? The
Planning Panel report (2010) that said expanding the town boundary to the West and to the North would result in an
oversupply of land, yet despite the Eco Village only being at 50% capacity another 800 houses are proposed.

When asked for feedback on the Distinctive Areas and Landscape process, which has yet to be completed, the
community’s biggest response was to request a reduction of the current town boundary, not an expansion.

Isn’t Bass Coast’s strategic plan is to concentrate development in Wonthaggi? Wonthaggi already has the urban
infrastructure such as schools, transport, shops.  Applications for various types of business in Cape Paterson have
been knocked back over the years because Wonthaggi was to be the commercial centre with all the associated
infrastructure.

Please don’t proceed with this consideration of this amendment until the Statement of Planning Policy is finished,
which includes a review of the Cape Paterson town boundary.

C136 documentation does not adequately address the significant adverse impact such a large scale expansion will
have on the small coastal village character, amenity and infrastructure.

Cape Paterson has minimal through traffic and few footpaths but it’s is pedestrian friendly and currently safe to walk
on roads, etc. The distance from the beach of the proposed new housing estate means that everyone there will drive
to the beach, not only immensely increasing traffic on the roads through residential areas, but also having a huge
impact on parking during peak tourism periods which is already under-catered for and no doubt has a negative
impact on the environment with people parking anywhere they can because the car parks are full.

There is nothing in the proposed amendment that addresses infrastructure issues such as quality of internet,
electricity, water quality or drainage.

There is nothing in the proposed amendment that addresses increased demand for community services. If the
proposed resident are expected to go to Wonthaggi for these services, why isn’t the proposed development closer to
Wonthaggi? What happens when there is a fire?

There is nothing in the proposed amendment that addresses the environmental impact of such a development. Cape
has a fragile and valuable coastal environment and the impact on native flora and fauna appears to have been given
no consideration. Any development of this size would bring more dogs, cats and invasive plants that can decimate
local flora and fauna.

This just seems to be an amendment based on greed, with little consideration given to the infrastructure required to
support such a huge development, the impact on the environment or consideration for the community.

Yours sincerely,

Sub 332
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24 February 2020

Angela Gleeson
Senior Strategic Planner
Bass Coast Shire Council
PO Box 118
Wonthaggi VIC 3995

Dear Ms Gleeson,

Re: Bass Coast Planning Scheme Amendment C136

Thank you for providing the oppurtunity to respond to the above proposed planning scheme amendment.

The proposed scale of expansion is a major over-development, more than  doubling the size of the township. This is 
contrary to the Bass Coast Strategic Coastal Framework which states “… Cape Paterson … a local  coastal town … with 
varying but limited opportunities for additional development”. 

We oppose any change to the above planning scheme and rezoning of the 53 hectares north of Seaward Drive, on the 
following basis.

Irreparable damage to amemity of Cape Paterson

1.  There is no available information on how the large scale expansion of Cape Paterson will impact the quiet small
coastal village character.

2.  Being a small coastal village with a cohesive community, Cape Paterson is a safe place for families. Currently there
are few footpaths in Cape Paterson, which lead to pedestrians walking on roads. As the proposed expansion is to
the north of Cape Paterson, traffic will undoubtedly increase on the roads to beaches and shops, through the exist-
ing village, causing roads to be unsafe to walk on. This is a clear safety issue.

3.  Expansion will have an everlasting detrimental affect on the village character of Cape Paterson. Increased vehicles
couple with an increased population numbers will completely destroy the quaint ambience of Cape Paterson.

Lack of infrastructure in Cape Paterson

1.  As per above, there are few footpaths in Cape Paterson. While the roads are generally safe at the moment, any
increase in traffic (from the proposed rezoning) would render the roads unsafe for walking.

2.  Much of Cape Paterson is gravel/dirt roads. Traffic increases would cause such roads to become dustier and poorer
in quality, reducing the amenity of residents on these roads, as well as increasing health risks from dust pollution.

3.  Water pressure in Cape Paterson is low. Any increase to housing would negatively impact the already low water
pressure.

4.  Drainage is currently insufficient in Cape Paterson, as witnessed by the flooding of the Wonthaggi Life Saving Club
in May 2019.

5.  Parking at both the Bay beach and Surf beach is an existing problem. Any rezoning and subdivision would add
vehicles to parking areas and exacerbate parking problems, making Beach Parade increasingly more dangerous for
pedestrians.

6.  The two surf clubs do a fantastic job in patrolling the Cape Paterson beaches. Numbers of beachgoers would swell,
putting undue pressure on the existing clubs and patrol members. At it’s core this is a safety issue.

continued overleaf...
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Environmental impact of rezoning and further development

1.  Cape Paterson enjoys significant vegetation and wildlife, as well a varying degree of marine animals. Any devel-
opment will have a negative effect on such vegetation and wildlife. The Bass Coast Council, and indeed all of us,
should work to protect this area and land from overdevelopment so vegetation and wildlife can thrive.

2.  In August 2019 the Bass Coast Shire Councillors “have resolved that climate change poses a serious threat and
should be treated as an emergency” and are endeavouring to develop a Bass Coast Climate Action Plan to deter-
mine how the Shire can contribute to climate change mitigation. The northern rezoning of Cape Paterson is contra-
dictory to this resolution, as the area would ultimately be reliant on cards and resources that burn fossil fuels and
contribute to global warming.

3. Bunurong Marine and Coastal Park will be adversely affected by run-off.

In conclusion I would like to state any rezonining and further subdivision would set a dangerous precedent for further 
and continued rezoning and development in and around Cape Paterson.

Let’s leave Cape Paterson alone and retain the charm and quaintness of a small seaside village, which we are sadly 
seeing disappear.

Yours sincerely



From:
To: strategic planning admin
Subject: Planning Scheme Amendment C136
Date: Thursday, 27 February 2020 3:12:54 PM

To the Planning Department,

I wish to make a submission to Bass Coast Planning Scheme Amendment C136.
Development in Cape Paterson should be supported. Consideration of this land for residential development was long argued and thoroughly considered by Amendment C93. Bass Coast Shire Council and the State Government ruled in favour of this almost a decade ago. Amendment C136 is a continuation of due process and should be considered based on current planning policy with which the proposed amendment is consistent with.

It is considered that the benefits of this amendment are far reaching and as per the planning material prepared in support of the amendment, the benefits include:
- The creation of jobs to the local trade and construction industry
- Additional population to support the retail industry in Cape Paterson as well as Wonthaggi
- Improvements to infrastructure within the existing township including roads and drainage, the foreshore and Bay Beach Area.
- Management and improvement of areas that will contain native vegetation which will also benefit local wildlife.
- Not allowing for any more housing within Cape Paterson is not going to stop people from visiting the area. The result will be more cars as people living or visiting Bass Coast will have to drive to the beach. This will result in more cars on the road and difficulty in finding a car park. If people are allowed to live in Cape Paterson they will at least have the choice to walk to the beach rather than drive.

It is accepted that some people don’t like change and they like the town the way it is. This site however, has been identified for many years as a suitable location to accommodate a residential estate for the people who want to live by the beach. For this reason, the rezoning of the land should be supported.
Regards,
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Submission on Amendment C136 

Submission against the proposal 

 
 

Introduction & brief history 
The current proposal for C136 has come about as a consequence of the intervention 
of the previous planning minister Matthew Guy in 2011 when he disregarded the 
wishes of the community, the recommendations of an Independent Planning Panel 
and the Bass Coast Shire Council who voted six to one against the Eco village 
proposal and expansion of the town boundary.  
Mr Guy’s intervention allowed the Eco-Village proposal to proceed and at the same 
time he expanded the town boundary of Cape Paterson to the north which doubled 
the size of the town’s footprint. 
The movement of the town boundary was excessive and disproportionate to the 
capacity for expansion of Cape Paterson, and a complete disregard for the impact this 
will have in the future to the environment and amenity of the small seaside village 
which is Cape Paterson. 

The current proposal originally  included all of the undeveloped land to the north of 
Seaward Drive, but after considerable opposition from the community the proponent 
has reduced the proposal to about 500 house lots, which could eventually result in 
the development of up to 1000 lots in the future. This number is still grossly 
excessive and inappropriate, as this would lead to the doubling of the footprint of the 
town and destroy the values and amenity that make Cape Paterson a truly unique 
place. 
I understand that we have to have land available in Bass Coast, but Cape Paterson 
shouldn’t have to do all the heavy lifting in this regard and there are opportunities for 
this to happen in more appropriate locations like Wonthaggi where growth is a 
priority. It would be entirely appropriate for the Council and the Planning Minister to 
protect the integrity of places like Cape Paterson and reduce the size of the town 
boundary and I would encourage them to do so. Any development should be on a 
small scale and conditional on not impacting the existing amenity of the town and its 
environment or community. 
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Cape Paterson is a unique environment 
The things that make Cape Paterson a unique environment are worth protecting 
because once you change it and double the size of its footprint the impact will be 
irrevocable. 

The pristine coastline which includes the Bunurong Marine Reserve will come under 
enormous pressure from the increased activity on the land. The flora and fauna 
which includes fragile rare animals and plants will gradually disappear. 
What attracts people to the town is the sense of space, the unspoiled nature of the 
beaches and the serenity that only comes with a small cohesive community and the 
people’s ability to interact freely with the natural environment.  
When you overdevelop it and turn it into a large town that is underserviced with 
infrastructure and change the fabric of the place you destroy its uniqueness and the 
lifestyles of all those who live there are diminished.  
Cape Paterson has always held a special place in the hearts and minds of local people 
and visitors because they know that in ten minutes they could drive to the beach and 
seek refuge from the hustle and bustle of their lives in Wonthaggi and nearby towns. 
This is surely something that is worth preserving. 

The negative effects of approving this proposal on the existing infrastructure 

• The existing parking facilities at Cape Paterson are severely overstretched with
the influx of visitors during summer. An overflow of cars results in cars being
parked on nature strips, road verges and surrounding streets. This summer the
problem was exacerbated by the policy of the Caravan park allowing only one
car per site. This has resulted in cars being parked permanently in the scarce
public parking areas that service the Bay Beach and at the end of Hut View
Road. This has severely reduced car park spaces for day visitors and residents.

• The access routes through the existing town’s streets to the beach will result in a
disturbance to the amenity of the residents especially as many of the streets are
unsealed.

• Access tracks, paths, timber staircases and ramps at Cape Paterson are already
inadequate and will suffer from the increased traffic that will accompany any
expansion to the town.

• Greater pressure will also be applied to the ability of the two lifesaving groups
to patrol beaches and maintain the safety of residents and visitors.

• An increase in the number of connections to utilities will result in further
disruption to our power and water supply. Electricity “brown outs” and poor
water pressure are a constant problem during peak periods.

• Similar issues are experienced with telephone and internet services.
• Drainage issues were a major contributor to the devastation caused by the

extreme weather event experienced in May last year. The existing system was
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inadequate to drain the stormwater away and resulted in tens of millions of 
dollars in damage affecting about 160 properties. Any expansion will increase 
the risk of further flooding and contamination of waterways especially when 
you take into consideration the effects of climate change.  

• I read with interest in the Sentinel Times and some promotional material that
the development will bring about an expansion of the number of businesses in
the town’s commercial centre. This is unlikely as Wonthaggi is only a ten-
minute drive from most areas of Cape and offers excellent shopping. The
existing businesses experience “boom” conditions for the summer months but
struggle during the remainder of the year. During the rest of the year existing
businesses operate on restricted hours and on occasions shut down for short
periods.

• With development comes the demand for greater services and facilities which
will result in greater costs for the ratepayers and the Bass Coast Shire Council.

• Many of the existing streets in Cape Paterson are of a poor standard and by
nature are unmade gravel or stone surfaces. These roads will be used by
residents from the proposed development to access the beach and commercial
centre. They require continual maintenance and any upgrading will be costly
and unaffordable for the Council, as attempts to build new infrastructure
through private contributions in the past resulted in a costly and unachievable
exercise for the Council.

• Cape Paterson is pedestrian friendly with little or no through traffic and few
footpaths. The residents of Cape Paterson are currently able to walk safely
along the roads. This will change with the huge population and traffic increase
that will be generated by the proposed development. Inevitably, demand for
upgrading of roads and infrastructure will increase and will indeed be
warranted. Ultimately the costs of any remedial construction will not be borne
by the developer but by the Council and eventually the ratepayers.

The impact of the proposal on the Natural Environment 

• There are two main beaches that are safe to use by the public. The Bay Beach is
approximately 80 metres long and the First Surf Beach is about 150 metres
long. There just isn’t the capacity to absorb a massive influx of people who will
be using the beaches. Management issues relating to safety would evolve with
people seeking to use the treacherous and unpatrolled Second Surf and
Undertow Bay beaches. The current beaches are only patrolled from 1.00 pm –
4.00 pm on weekends and public holidays from Christmas to Easter.

• The native flora and fauna will come under pressure from the reduction of their
native habitat and the presence of cats, dogs and invasive plant species.

• Any expansion to the footprint of the town will create pressures on the
adjoining Bunurong Marine and Coastal Park. There is an inherent risk of
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contamination due to the increased drainage run off into Pea Creek which flows 
into the sea at Undertow Bay.  

• The Marine Park is an important link in the preservation of the fragile
ecosystems that exist offshore and any interference with the balance of these
systems could be disastrous. This is a convincing argument to facilitate
development away from coastal areas and encouraging development at
Wonthaggi.

Implications for the Planning Process 

• If C136 is approved, and all the remaining farmland within the existing town
boundary is rezoned from farming to residential, then demise of one of the
jewels of our area and the state of Victoria will be confirmed. Once the land is
rezoned it will eventually be developed and Cape Paterson will become another
beautiful coastal village ruined by poor planning decisions and the greed of
developers and investors.

• Bass Coast’s strategic plan is to concentrate development in high growth areas
like Wonthaggi. If C136 is approved, this will affect the take up of land in
Wonthaggi and compromise the Council’s strategic objective by reducing
demand in Wonthaggi where there is more urban infrastructure such as schools,
transport, shops.

• If proposals like C136 are supported by Council then we won’t have small
villages or towns that are a refuge in summer and throughout the year, because
we will have turned them into major towns that no longer have the beautiful
coastal village type atmosphere that attracted people in the first place.

• In October 2019 the State Government designated that Bass Coast would be
placed under the protection of Distinctive Area Landscape (DAL). The DAL is
intended to “protect and enhance significant attributes and specify long- term
settlement boundaries for key townships to protect rural and environmental
values.”

• A week later the Planning Minister Richard Wynne authorised the Bass Coast
Shire to commence the C136 planning amendment process. Minister Wynne has
since stated that the process will have to take into consideration the Distinctive
Area Landscape (DAL).

• As the DAL has not been incorporated into the Council’s Planning strategies it
would be completely inappropriate for the proposal to be approved or even
considered at this stage unless the intention is to circumvent the DAL before it
is formally adopted.

• Having been involved in the process that eventuated in the approval of the Eco-
village in 2011, I have seen how the integrity of a proper planning process can
be interfered with and compromised.
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• It is common practice for proponents to negate opposition to their proposals by
placating certain groups or individuals who then withdraw their opposition and
actively support the proposal.

• I note that the developer has offered the two Cape Paterson Lifesaving clubs the
right to an allotment of land for each club. It is further noted that the Country
Fire Authority (CFA) has been offered an allotment of one acre of land.

• I have the greatest respect for the officers and members of these organisations
and I am a supporter of their programs and activities, but I have concerns about
the ethics involved when the proponent could be seen to be silencing opposition
by offering inducements.

• These actions could be seen to be compromising the integrity of this whole
process and are not that dissimilar to those being investigated in the current
Casey Council debacle.

• I would like to state that I am a member of the Cape Paterson Residents &
Ratepayers Association but have been an inactive member for the past two
years. This submission is my personal submission and independent from any
submission made by the CPRRA.

• In stating that, I would like to acknowledge and endorse the Association’s
thoughts on any possible development that is approved for Cape Paterson in the
future which include:

• Reducing the town boundary so that the town expands by no more than 25%
• Waiting until 75% of blocks at The Cape eco-village have sold
• Include more than 50% open space of the net developable area (as per The

Cape)
• Traffic provisions that do not funnel traffic through the existing township
• The developer providing far more detailed information regarding protection

of heritage and environment, details of the development proposal,
subdivision pattern, design guidelines, infrastructure requirements and
development contributions.

• Significant plantings of indigenous trees and appropriate green passages for
wildlife

• Limited car spaces to ensure there is not additional traffic pressure on the
town

• High standards regarding sustainability rating, like those at the Cape
• Lower density building than currently proposed
• Retention of some green wedges of open green land
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Conclusion 
After considering the negative impact that this proposal will have on the town of 
Cape Paterson, I call on the Council to reject the application for this excessive and 
inappropriate development.  
The Council and the Councillors should appreciate the importance of having and 
maintaining their small coastal villages and towns that are a refuge for all residents 
and visitors to the Bass Coast Shire.  
The amenity and serenity of places like Cape Paterson, Kilcunda, Harmers Haven and 
similar coastal locations throughout Bass Coast and around the whole country is what 
defines us, makes us unique and should be protected at all costs. 
Until such time as we can incorporate Distinctive Areas Landscape into our planning 
scheme and come up with a strategy that incorporates some of the thoughts 
espoused by the CPRRA on any further development in the future, the C136 
Amendment should be rejected.  
Any development proposal of this magnitude should be restricted to areas that have 
been designated for high growth, such as Wonthaggi which has been prioritised by 
the State Government. 
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This objection addresses the C136 Amendment and proposal for residential development 

stretching along  the Cape Paterson Rd.   This objection also highlights the negative impact of a 

very large residential housing development on the entrance to Cape Paterson and the coastal 

landscape. The proposed boundary for housing on the Cape Paterson Rd is excessive and is 

almost 30% increase on the Bass Coast Strategic Framework. The southern boundary and 

elevated sandy banks within the site also contain significant scarce indigenous coastal vegetation 

which need protection rather than the proposed removal of the Environmental Significance 

Overlay and the Significant Landscape Overlays. The area considered for Development Overlay 

and Rezoning (97 ha) is excessive and effectively doubles this towns existing residential area. 
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 CAPE PATERSON RE ZONING 

for  RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT OBJECTION 

Cape Paterson Road Impact 

The proposed short term residential re zoning boundary should be minimized along the Cape 

Paterson Rd not increased well beyond the Bass Coast Strategic Framework by 300 metres as is 

proposed by the C 136. Amendment. 

The Cape Paterson Road is the major transport route to Cape Paterson and the Bunurong Marine 

Park.  The existing Landscape character of farmland and remnant Melaleucas and Eucalypts 

needs to be enhanced and not destroyed and diluted by unscreened views into a very large 

proposed residential development. 

Cape Paterson Rd Buffer 

A buffer zone of 20 metres wide for a walking/cycling track and enhancement and replanting of 

the roadside Melaleucas, Acacias and Sedges should be provided as a community access track 

for walkers or cyclists on the Eastern boundary of this site (adjoining Cape Paterson Rd). 

The existing narrow cyclist lane exists on the road verge on the high speed Cape Paterson Rd is 

used by experienced cyclists only and not suitable for safe community use for families and 

walkers. 
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Bass Coast Planning . 

Residents and visitors to Cape Paterson and the Bunurong Marine Park area expect quality 

planning and Protection of Significant Landscapes, Native Vegetation Retention and preservation 

of coastal town character . Appropriate residential development needs to provide significant 

benefits for the whole community on the actual land subject to rezoning. 

In 1910,  the State Government and Wonthaggi Council demonstrated excellent Planning 

capability developing the streetscapes, community open spaces , the curved inner crescents , 

recreation reserves, pedestrian laneways and landscape views of central Wonthaggi. We need to 

implement high quality design engaging Landscape Architects and planners with the desire and 

skills to set aside private land for community use, to protect Landscape Character, retain and 

regenerate indigenous vegetation and provide for passive community recreation. State 

government Landscape overlays and Areas of  Environmental Significance need to be 

strengthened not removed. . 

Wonthaggi is only 6 km from Cape Paterson beaches,  quality long term planning would plan for 

a separate safe walking track, cycling track from Wonthaggi to the beach. West Australia’s 

Margaret River implemented this concept years ago for the 10km from the township to their 

ocean beach.. 
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Vegetation Retention. 

The steeper elevated sandy banks in the middle of the proposed housing development and 

hectares of remnant vegetation on the southern boundary are the most significant mature 

remnants of Coastal Manna Gum, Messmate , Grass Trees and associated understorey in Cape 

Paterson. This is known habitat for the local Koala population, wombats and smaller native 

animals. These areas of remnant vegetation need to be protected and managed to allow 

regeneration for habitat and to retain existing local landscape character .  Indigenous vegetation 

can screen development from the bordering roadsides. These vegetation remnants are scarce, 

important genetically, and need to be enhanced. Environmental and Landscape Overlays should 

not be removed. 

Koalas 

Cape Paterson has a vulnerable local koala population feeding usually on Coastal Manna Gum 

and resting in other eucalypts and relocating between larger trees. Many residents and visitors 

frequently sight them and hear them from the foreshore reserve to beyond Seaward drive. These 

habitat trees are scarce and significant koala habitat exists on the land in question. The koala 

population has not been addressed. 

Excessive Development Area 

Rezoning of 53 ha including the extension of  residential development further north along the 

Cape Paterson Road than was recommended by the Strategic Framework is unnecessary and 

diminishes the landscape amenity, diminishes views of this area and significantly increases the 

residential edge of the proposed development. 
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Information provided at the February community consultation demonstrated approximately 20 

additional housing blocks would continue to meet the annual Cape Paterson residential demand. 

50 Ha of residential development and further longer term plans for another 40 ha is unreasonably 

accelerating  residential development. 

Cape Paterson has taken over 50 years to grow to its existing size and retain a coastal feel and 

landscape. The town boundary for housing needs reducing. Storm water run off from existing 

roads and housing developments is already inundating the foreshore reserve. The proposal to 

double the existing township area , stretching development right down the Cape Paterson Rd in 

the short term and removing Environmental and Landscape Overlays while the Distinctive Area 

Landscapes are being formulated is excessive. I request council does not proceed with this C136 

Amendment and does not apply a Development Plan Overlay to the entire Cape Paterson North 

Area. 

. 

Landscape Character and Vegetation Photos attached 
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2. Eucalypt Remnants

– Significant for habitat, nesting sites , indigenous seed regeneration

and coastal landscape character, 

Located on elevated steep sandy banks 

1. Cape Paterson Road –  Existing Town Entrance of  Melaleuca and

open farmland Landscape 
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Seaward Drive Landscape and Existing Indigenous Vegetation 

Buffer Zones (Boobialla, Melaleuca, Acacia, Eucalypts) on proposed 

development 

 

.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Mature Coastal Manna Gums stands – In South East of rezoning
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 l 

Cape Paterson koala in local Manna Gums 

Seaward Drive Landscape with Coastal Manna Gums on proposed 

rezoning 



To: strategic planning admin
Subject: Objection to C136 Amendment
Date: Thursday, 27 February 2020 3:32:29 PM

Dear Planning Department,

I’ve been a Cape Paterson permanent resident and holiday maker for over 30 years. I would
like to register my objection to the proposed amendment to the planning scheme, C136, on the
grounds of over-development concerns and environmental worries.

Overdevelopment:

I believe 1000 houses that may follow this rezoning is too many. I understand the need for
some development, but this seems out of proportion considering the current size of the
township. My main concerns are increased traffic - both car and foot, and the increase in
domestic animals that will follow. I am worried about the impact on the peace and quiet we all
enjoy here. I am concerned that the personality of Cape Paterson will change. It’s currently a
place that is low key, friendly and gorgeous. I can’t see it staying the same with (what is
estimated to be) triple the number of people. It’s too many!

As an older resident, one of the things I most value is the feeling of safety I have here, which I
believe is largely due to the small and friendly population. It’s also a safe place for my
grandchildren to ride their bikes around, as it was for my children, some years ago.

There are very few places like Cape Paterson and that, in itself, means it is worth preserving.
We have seen what happened to the (formerly) pretty little town of Berwick!

Environmental:

My (now deceased) husband and I planted trees for koalas 30 years ago hoping to attract them
- and it worked. I have a koala that visits me here in Tarooh Street and I don’t want to upset
his routine - and as I understand it Tarooh Street could become a key thoroughfare. What will
happen to my trees? And my koalas?

It also appears this development is car reliant - it’s probably too far to walk to the beach for
most people - so there will be more pollution associated with that.

Furthermore:

I’d like to express my frustration that this amendment is even being considered when I believe
there have been planning protections in place for Cape Paterson that have been cast aside. I
feel that, as residents, we are never listened to when developers have a big bag of money to
spend.

As I said earlier, I’m not opposed to development, per se, I understand the need, but would to
see the size to be limited. Traffic provisions that do not funnel traffic through the existing
township would also make the project more palatable.

Please don’t turn our lovely little town into an ordinary suburb.
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Strategic Planning Department  
Bass Coast Shire Council 
PO BOX 118 Wonthaggi 
Strategic.planningadmini@basscoast.vic.gov.au 

26th February 2020 

Re: Planning Scheme Amendment C136 Cape Paterson North Development 

To the relevant officer, 

The Cape is an industry leading sustainable property development located in Cape 
Paterson, which is directly adjacent to the proposed Cape Paterson North 
Development. The Cape has still been a catalyst for positive change in the Australian 
property development industry (Renew, 2019) and has been formally recognised for its 
industry leadership (Developer, 2018). 

The current poor standards of housing in Australia are creating uncomfortable and 
dangerous conditions for many, especially the young, ill and old, and are needlessly 
contributing to Australia’s large per capita greenhouse gas emissions (J.  Malo, 2020). 
An indicator of the severity of the housing issue was sadly demonstrated during the 
Black Saturday fires when more people died due to heat related stress because of the 
fires raging across the country at the time (Kruszelnicki, 2016). Australian housing 
contributes over 12% of our national carbon footprint and an additional 10% from 
commuter vehicle emissions (Department of Agriculture, 2020). Poorly designed and 
constructed, energy intensive housing is a major impediment to Australia’s move to a 
low carbon future, impedes our ability to meet international obligations and locks in 
very high running costs and energy bills for residents. 

The Cape spent 10 years conducting research and design development, with 
contributions from leading design and sustainability experts, to develop a simple and 
achievable blueprint for Australian housing estates. An independent international 
study, led by experts from RMIT, recently concluded that The Cape should be the 
national standard for housing “for a zero-carbon, climate-resilient future” (J. Malo, 
2020). 

The Cape has achieved the status of Australia’s first net-zero carbon estate through 
imposing additional requirements on houses built in the estate via a set of legislated 
design guidelines (Domain, 2019, February). Among other things, the design guidelines 
stipulate that all homes built in the estate are to be gas free and have a minimum 
energy efficiency rating of 7.5 stars, a significant improvement to the legislated 
nationwide minimum of 6 stars, and resulting in The Cape’s homes consuming 88 
percent less energy than the average home in Australia (J. Malo, 2020). With more than 
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one third of lots sold at The Cape, the owners of the homes will enjoy greater thermal 
comfort year-round, and energy bills as low as $500 (and in many cases the bills will be 
zero).  

The Cape’s masterplan includes 230 house lots and preferences active transport 
(walking and cycling) over passive, vehicular, modes. The Cape estate also features 
more than 50% open space, treats and reuses stormwater onsite and will soon feature 
a sustainability focused conference centre and one of the state’s largest community 
gardens.  

The Cape board and management team, which includes a group of social 
entrepreneurs, consulted extensively with stakeholders and subject matter experts in 
the design phase of the product to produce an industry best practice estate (Fuary-
Wagner, 2016, February). Despite the best practise approach when the development 
was first proposed, the design and philosophy have since evolved as new technologies 
have emerged (Foenander, 2011).  The Cape has demonstrated that social and 
environmentally sustainable development can and should and can underpin every 
commercial property development. 

Importantly, in September 2019 the Bass Coast Shire Council declared a climate 
emergency. With the industry leading, financially viable, net zero carbon housing estate 
in its municipality, in close proximity to the proposed development, Bass Coast Shire 
Council has an opportunity to advocate that the proposed development meet or 
exceed The Cape’s endorsed Design Guidelines and provide equivalent amenity for its 
residents.  

Conventional urban subdivision design and construction as proposed in the current 
form of C136 are accommodated in the future growth plans for Wonthaggi, closer to 
services and shopping precincts. The current proposal indicates that the development 
will likely be a conventionally subdivided estate similar to conventional estates on 
Melbourne’s urban fringe, with housing that meets minimum 6-star energy efficiency 
standards, is energy intensive, and poorly adapted to climate change. The estate as 
currently contemplated will generate significant carbon emissions, high running costs 
for residents, and is likely to be car-centric, with residents using vehicles as their 
primary means of transport to commute to the Cape Paterson commercial precinct, 
local beaches and to Wonthaggi.  

The current proposal also indicates that the estate will meet minimal mandated open 
space contributions, with much of the open space acting as retarding basins to accept 
large stormwater events. In comparison to The Cape estate which has around 50% 
open space comprised of parks, community gardens, walking paths, sports areas, 
wetlands and habitat areas, the current proposal is depauperate of open space and 
community parks and amenities. As The Cape has been developed with an open design 
and connecting pathways that invite visitation and usage by the residents of the 
broader Cape Paterson township, The Cape’s residents and design team are concerned 
that C136 will create a major distortion and imbalance in the township of Cape 
Paterson where the open space and amenity of The Cape sustainable estate becomes 
the de facto open space for the entire township, because the developers of C136 fail to 
allocate sufficient parkland, amenity and community facilities for their own residents. 
This has the potential to be very problematic for the entire township of Cape Paterson, 
and visitors. 



The sheer volume of increase in the number of dwellings will inevitably place more 
pressure on the sensitive coastal environment of Cape Paterson, including: 
- Adding more foot traffic and dogs on the beaches, impacting on the vulnerable 

Hooded Plover, as well as other shorebirds; 
- Increasing the likelihood of decline of the small remnant small koala population of 

Cape Paterson township through vehicle strike or dog attack; 
- Overloading of limited parking facilities on the existing beach; 
- Negatively impact the village atmosphere of The Cape; and 
- Adding to the legacy of poor-quality development and overdevelopment of 

townships along the Victorian coast. 

To address these issues and to ensure that C136 remains consistent with the 
emerging urban form and neighbourhood character of the sustainable and intimate 
coastal village of The Cape, we request that the developer: 
- Increases habitat and biodiversity linkages, walking and cycling paths, parks, 

sports facilities and open space areas; 
- Makes provision for an off-leash dog park within C136 to relieve pressure of dogs 

on the beach; 
- Designs and constructs a new intersection treatment at Seaward Drive and 

Tarooh Street to eliminate the significant safety risk at the site; 
- Reduces the number of dwellings by approximately two thirds, from the 1000 

dwellings currently contemplated to approxiamtely 300 dwellings, thereby 
increasing pervious fraction and reducing stormwater volumes and risk of 
flooding to receiving waterways, and reduces the impact of stormwater runoff to 
the sensitive Bass Coast marine environment; and 

- Increases the minimum sustainability standards of the housing to 7.5 star, 
efficient all electric homes with minimum 2.5 kilowatts of solar per dwelling to 
achieve operational carbon neutrality, and provide electric vehicle infrastructure. 



In addition to the abovementioned objections and requests, The Cape draws attention 
to the following issues pertaining to the C136 amendment application.  

• A stormwater design review by Marc Noyce, civil engineer and hydrology
consultant of Biofilta, demonstrates that that the proposal in its current form
disguises the true impact of stormwater runoff from the site and places
unnecessary risk on public and private property downstream (refer to Appendix
A). The proposal will increase runoff from predevelopment levels to such an
extent that significant volumetric increases in stormwater discharge into local
waterways and ultimately the sensitive coastal environment of Cape Paterson
will occur, and in the instance where the Cape experiences more extreme rain
events such as the locally damaging rain and hail event of Friday 10th May 2019,
downstream flooding is very likely to occur (refer
https://wlsc.org.au/2019/06/29/bay-beach-flash-flood-2019/). The cost of
flooding is likely to be significant and would be borne by Bass Coast Shire Council
and its rate payers, as well as The Cape body corporate if it occurs once the Cape
Paterson North Development is complete. If such damage occurred to the
privately maintained drainage corridors, swales and waterways and amenities in
The Cape, it would be compelled to engage in cost recovery to repair our
landscape.

• The minor engineering and administrative controls added to the intersection of
Seaward Drive and Tarooh Street, precipitated due to a fatal accident at the site,
are inadequate and often completely ignored by motorists. The intersection’s
ineffective controls, which include signage and a small road island, will pose an
unacceptable risk with the increased traffic flows caused by the proposed
development. The elevated hazard risk at the intersection could very easily result
in more fatalities unless the hazards are eliminated through the design and
construction of a new intersection.

• The Traffic Engineering Assessment (June 2016) is outdated and does not
accurately reflect the peak traffic conditions in Cape Paterson. Overcrowding and
a lack of car parking facilities is already a problem in Cape Paterson. More than
doubling the town size with all new lots outside of the generally accepted
walking distance will cause unacceptable congestion in Cape Paterson, especially
during the peak summer periods. The Cape Paterson North Development should
be limited to a maximum of 300 homes to avoid the worst effects of the
population growth.

• The Biodiversity Assessment (dated June 16) lists only 17 bird species detected
on the site. The Cape finds this is an underestimate of the diversity of bird fauna
in the subject site given that 90 species of birds have been sighted and
documented on The Cape housing estate site, adjacent to the proposed Cape
Paterson North Development Site. A more comprehensive biodiversity
assessment should be completed by an independent and appropriately qualified
consultant.

• The Town Planning Report (dated November 2019) states that Wonthaggi is the
major service and employment centre for the area. The Victorian Planning
Authority (VPA) is working with Bass Coast Shire Council to complete the
preparation of a Precinct Structure Plan (PSP) and Development Contributions
Plan (DCP) for 4,900 lots and 400 jobs in the Wonthaggi North East growth area
(refer https://vpa.vic.gov.au/project/wonthaggi-north-east/). As Wonthaggi is
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designed and equipped for expansion, a mega-development adjacent to Cape 
Paterson is unnecessary. A development of a small fraction (20%-30% of the 
proposed size) would be more appropriate. The report also states “The Central 
Regional Coastal Plan 2015-2020 also draws upon the Regional Growth Plan 
identifying Wonthaggi as a regional centre nominated to accommodate major 
growth, and Cape Paterson and Inverloch as towns that can accommodate 
medium growth”. The project proponent’s own report and referenced 
documentation demonstrates the development represents gross 
overdevelopment and the density should be dramatically reduced and the open 
space and public amenity significantly increased. 

• There are less than 900 homes in Cape Paterson, therefore approving an extra
1000 would be akin to approving another five million homes adjacent to
Melbourne – an unconscionable idea. The prospect of more than doubling a
town size, one that is under supported with its current amenity and
infrastructure, will, according to the current state government “ruin” Cape
Paterson (refer https://www.danandrews.com.au/policies/stopping-developers-
ruining-phillip-island-and-the-bass-coast).

• The project developer has a track record of not fully catering for the effects of
climate change at the expense of the local community and Bass Coast Shire (refer
Wallis Watson Kilcunda Pty Ltd v Bass Coast Shire Council [2010] VCAT 718).
The General Practice Note on Managing Coastal Hazards and the Coastal
Implications of Climate Change (December 2008) and the Victorian Coastal
Strategy 2008 state that impacts of climate change and the stormwater function
of watercourses are important considerations in a permit application. Especially
in light of Bass Coast Shire Council’s recent declaration of a climate emergency,
the project developer should be required to complete a separate report which
details how it will address the impacts climate change in its development.

• The town planning report (dated November 2019) mentions “Cape Paterson
Community Infrastructure Needs Assessment, 2015” but this assessment isn’t
available on Council’s website, nor was it included with the application
documents. This report should be available for all to review and its findings
should likely be enforced.

• The Town Planning Report (dated November 2019) mentions an “underutilized”
community hall. Eight of the last ten times The Cape has sought to use the hall it
has been booked out. The Cape and a surveyed sample of our residents are
certain that there is need for an additional community hall to keep up with
demand. The community hall being “underutilized” is one of many assumptions
that should be reassessed prior to the application proceeding.

• The town planning report (dated November 2019) states “In addition, Council
confirmed that in determining the number of existing residential lots within Cape
Paterson, the Cape Paterson Ecovillage lots were erroneously counted twice (94
additional lots). The 2017/2018 Assessment notes that future demand for
residential land is estimated at 509 new dwellings per annum (average), equating
to 7,636 new dwellings over the 15-year period from 2016 to 2031. Using
demand projections, the residential land supply, comprising vacant zoned
residential land, using 2016 data was estimated at 16.6 years”. Due to the
admitted errors, and the fact that the revised figures are also demonstrably
incorrect, we expect the land supply figure of 16.6 years is significantly
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underestimated/understated. Even so, there should be development caveat 
placed on the land so it can only be developed when the supply reaches a low 
enough level. For example, The Cape has settled approximately 60 lots in 5 years, 
so with the currently available stock, on past trajectories it may take another 10 
years to sell out.  

• Clause 11.01-1S of the Explanatory Report states that the objective of this
planning amendment is “medium scale growth”. More than doubling the town
size cannot be considered medium scale. Add to this the huge demand on
services and infrastructure and the unnecessarily large operational and
embodied carbon footprint and it is clear that the proposed development cannot
be considered sustainable growth.

• The Contamination Report (dated May 2018) indicates the site “is not in an area
of prospective coastal acid sulfate soils” however, soil tests in the area,
commissioned by The Cape, reveal the opposite to be true (report by SportsTurf
dated 29 January 2020). There is a trend of inaccurate assumptions and
statements in the documentation provided by the project proponent.

• The Bushfire Hazard Assessment (dated June 2018) incorrectly shows Stage 3 of
The Cape development as unmanaged grassland.

• Development Plan shows that for the most part, the area proposed to be
rezoned would have lot sizes <1,000m2, however no details of lot sizes have been
provided. Council minutes state that “Should the amendment proceed; any
future subdivision plans would need to demonstrate a range of lot sizes capable
of accommodating a variety of dwelling types and densities”

The above points highlight a clear trend by the project proponent of understating and 
misrepresenting the likely impact of the development in its current form. The 
proponent should be required to redo and update all reports and assumptions where 
a false or misleading statement or calculation has been made.  

The Cape urges Council to take action to ensure a fair and appropriate outcome for this 
important site.  
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27 February 2020 

Strategic Planning Department 

Bass Coast Shire Council 

Submission to Amendment C136 

 has been engaged to provide a submission regarding stormwater concerns on 
behalf of land affected at , Cape Paterson  

 known as The Cape development shown below as Land Affected. 

Figure 1 – Land Affected 

The Cape has established significant wetlands which are providing new habitat to flora and 
fauna and are sensitive to flood events as experienced in May 2019. Further development 
upstream has the potential to significantly impact the development’s water sensitive urban 
design and habitat facilities. 

Statement of Grounds 

We object to the current form of the C136 Amendment on the grounds that hydraulic provisions 
contained with the Stormy Waters Report dated 2016 and corresponding Beverage Williams 
letter ( Ref 3927 ) dated 12 December 2019 will exceed provisions provided in the approved 
drainage plans for The Cape. 

In particular, the assumed retarding basin levels seem inconsistent with the low point in 
Seaward Drive and would therefore require piped Q100 flows to enter the site where only Q5 
pipe drainage exists. The approved drainage design at The Cape only allows for piped 5 year 
ARI predeveloped external flows with flows greater than 1 in 5 years being accommodated in 
the road network as overland flow, as would currently be the case. 

We also believe that additional catchment is being directed to The Cape than previously 
allowed and this will further increase the impact on flow conveyance, flow volume and potential 
damage to drainage and treatment assets. 
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Given the sensitive nature of the affected site and recent flooding impacts, we believe that 
additional provisions for retardation of developed flows should be provided at RB4 to 
safeguard The Cape’s wetlands and overland flow paths provided to protect sensitive habitat 
that has established within the downstream wetlands. 

The subject retardation facilities in question are shown in Figure 2 of the Stormwater Waters 
Proposed Drainage Strategy report and re-shown overleaf as Figure 2. 

Figure 2 – Proposed Retarding Basin 4 ( RB4 ) location (PT 1) 

Provisions for increased impervious fraction over time have not been considered which can 
affect flow rates significantly and values used to model runoff and retardation are at the lower 
end of industry practice in our view. 

The Cape believes that the proposed drainage strategy of pit and pipe to end of line retarding 
basin/wetland does not provide optimal opportunity to reduce flow volume through infiltration 
as it is at The Cape where a network of wide swales within the road network infiltrate significant 
volumes of water. We believe that more effort should be made to use infiltration bio swales to 
reduce flow volume as well as providing more at source treatment. This approach would better 
match the best practice water sensitive urban design principles adopted at The Cape which is 
a benchmark for development and should be the base standard for new development in Cape 
Paterson. Given the sandy nature of the soils in the area, this approach would be appropriate. 

Basis for Objection 

Our objection to the current plan results from review of the base assumptions for catchment 
area, fraction impervious and retardation outflow to the affected land to the south of the 
proposed RB4 and likely impact on downstream assets. 

Biofilta has undertaken a review of the parameters used in the Stormy Water Solutions report, 
compared with ARR2016 procedures and approved drainage plans dealing with upstream 
catchments for The Cape and found that there is likely to be more flow entering the site than 
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has been allowed and this can have a large impact on drainage and treatment assets within 
The Cape. 

Concerns have been raised at the proposed levels of the retarding basin being lower than the 
lowest point in Seaward Drive and how flows are envisaged to be delivered to The Cape’s 
approved drainage assets. 

We also raise concerns with future development potential and assumed fraction impervious 
values which do not appear to consider the longer-term impact of residential development and 
this could lead to an underestimation of retardation requirements. 

This submission does make recommendations on possible solutions, however until these 
matters are resolved satisfactorily, we oppose the C136 submission. 
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Review of Proposed Development Drainage Summary 

A catchment plan was prepared by Stormy Water Solutions for the C136 Amendment shows 
contributing catchments as: 

Figure 3 – Catchment Plan to PT1 ( RB4 ) – Source: Stormy Water Solutions Report 2016 

From Figure 3 the catchments indicated as contributing to RB4 are: 

Catchment Area Fraction impervious % existing 
A 2.8 10 
B 3.1 10 
C 3.5 10 
D 2.8 10 
E 4 10 
F 5.5 10 

Total 21.7 

Stormy Water Solutions have assumed: 

Existing fraction imperviousness: 10% 

Initial loss for rainfall was: 10mm 

Continuing loss:   0mm 

The site was also noted as being sandy. 

Results of Stormy Water proposal: 

Existing flow in Q100:  0.9m3/s 
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Biofilta Assessment of Existing Flows to The Cape 

Using ARR2016 procedures and XPStorm, initial parameters obtained for the site from the 
Bureau of Meteorology recommend the following initial loss and continuing loss factors: 

Initial loss for rainfall was: 21mm (Stormy Water Solutions: 10mm assumed) 

Continuing loss:   4.6mm (Stormy Water Solutions: not stated) 

These loss factors are significantly higher than assumed by Stormy Water Solutions. 

From the aerial view of the proposed development, we find it difficult to see how the existing 
condition for the contributing catchment could be considered 10% impervious. 

From inspection of the undeveloped nature of the property to the north of Seaward drive, we 
assume that of the 21.7ha contributing catchment, it would be closer to 1% impervious 
(2,100m2 of roof area) accounting for houses and sheds that act as impervious surfaces for 
the purpose of runoff. 

Figure 4 – Aerial of upstream site 

Results from our analysis of the existing flows from the contributing catchment based on a 5% 
maximum impervious, BoM recommended values and ARR2016 procedures we obtain a 
maximum flow in the Q100 2hr storm event of 0.842m3/s. 

Figure 5 – Biofilta existing flows for 21.7ha catchment 
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For the existing case, we would be in reasonable agreement with Stormy Water Solutions 
despite there being a significant difference in initial loss and continuing loss factors. 

The issue is that during The Cape design development, the Q100 catchment for the low point 
in Seaward Drive was assumed to be a maximum of 20.82ha and took into account area to 
the west of the proposed development: 

Figure 6 - Catchment Plan – From Brosnan Engineering 

Survey of Seaward Drive also confirms that the roadway falls back from Wilsons Road towards 
a low point in Seaward Drive at RL 28.4m AHD. Bass Coast Council reviewed the plans and 
approved the external catchment plan shown in Figure 6. 
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In context of the Stormy Water Solutions catchment plan: 

Figure 7 – Proposed Catchment Plan with additional area 

The effect on overland flow will be that increased flow will be sent towards the low point in 
Seaward Drive and potentially cause excessive disruption to established roadside swales and 
established wetlands. 

The approved drainage plan for The Cape shows allowance for overland flows into the site: 

Pipe drainage capacity for external flows from the northern external catchment has been 
based on a 5 year existing flow determined by Brosnan Engineering to be 0.4m3/s and a Q100 
existing flow allowance of 0.713m3. The overland flow allowance is the gap between 0.4m3/s 
and 0.713m3/s = 0.313m3/s to be conveyed via the road network to downstream constructed 
wetlands. 
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If an additional 5ha of catchment to the site, the existing Q100 flow into The Cape could be 
expected to rise to 0.988m3/s. 

Developed Flows 

It is proposed that the northern development will provide a retarding basin for developed flow 
and release this flow at pre-development rates.  

From the Stormy Water Solutions report, for retarding basin 4: 

We note that the low point in Seaward drive is at RL 28.4m AHD which is 50mm lower than 
the proposed maximum Q100 flood level in the retarding basin. This provision does not appear 
to provide adequate freeboard to the roadway which we expect to be approximately 300mm 
in line with industry practice. 

If the basin is configured such that the top water level of RB4 is 50mm below the existing low 
point in Seaward Drive, how is the Q100 flow of 0.85m3/s proposed to be conveyed into The 
Cape? 

Provision for existing predeveloped overland flows has been assumed to be across the road 
not piped. 

The only piped provision is a Q5 pipe with a capacity of 0.4m3/s. 

Developed Flow Runoff 

Developed flow from residential areas has a dramatic effect on stormwater runoff. 

The assumed fraction impervious for the northern catchment varies from 10% to 60% in sub 
area F: 
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Lot layout and sizing has not been provided for review. 

Melbourne Water guidance for the fraction impervious of different lot sizes is: 

The above table shows that for lots larger than 600m2, a value of 0.6 is typical but can range 
up to 0.8 or 80% impervious and for standard densities, the typical range is 0.75 and can also 
be up to 0.8 or 80% impervious. 

Neighbouring lots in Cape Paterson show lots with high fraction impervious as properties are 
developed, shedding added and other hardstand areas contributing to impervious fractions 
increasing over time. 

Without the benefit of detailed lot sizing, The Cape team believe that 0.6 as a maximum 
fraction impervious for a newly proposed subdivision is low and should be modelled at 0.75 ( 
75% impervious ) as a minimum to provide for some future buffer in additional stormwater 
runoff due to typical development patterns. 

Effect on Retardation Facilities 

Increased fraction impervious within a catchment will necessitate increased retardation basin 
volume and provisions. 

The Cape request that the retardation provisions be based on a worst-case development 
scenario and not a best case as presented in the C136 submission. 

Volumetric Flow Increase 

A water balance model was created using MUSIC to estimate runoff volumes from the 
contributing catchment vs proposed. 

We estimate that at present, with a rural residential property with 1% fraction impervious, the 
average stormflow runoff volume will be 1.18ML per annum with the bulk of the 147ML per 
annum being lost to ground or evaporated as Cape Paterson has a high net evaporation figure. 

When the catchments are developed, the stormflow volume increases dramatically. 

Using the Stormy Water Solutions catchment values, we achieve a stormflow volume of 
43.7ML of stormflow being produced. 

Should sub-catchments C, D and F increase their impervious fraction over time to 75% a 
modest increase of 15% - 25%, the expected stormflow volume increases to 55ML per annum, 
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an increase of 11.3ML per annum and can have an impact on wetting and drying cycles within 
the downstream wetlands. 

Similar concerns would be applicable to the marine habitats where outfall is proposed and the 
effects that could be inadvertently occur without due consideration. 

Evidence of Concerns 

In May 2019, flash hail storms caused intense rainfall on the site and resulted in significant 
damage to wetlands and inundation of the lower portions of The Cape outfall areas. These 
climatic events are increasing as climate shifts and should be taken into account to build in 
more resilience to future developments. 

Flash flooding at The Cape caused over $50,000 damage in sediment management, erosion 
protection, replacement of plants and mulch in swales and had impacts on water quality due 
to higher than normal flow events within the wetland systems.  

If adequate provisions are not implemented for new upstream developments, the cost to 
downstream land managers such as The Cape will increase. 

Should the upstream catchment increase to 70% impervious for example, the inflow to the 
retarding basin could increase to over 6m3/s with the peak arriving in the 1hr event and not 
the 2hr event as currently modelled: 

Impacts on ecological restoration areas at The Cape site. 

The Cape estate has engaged ecological restoration specialists Australian Ecosystems to 
perform significant landscape and habitat restoration works on our wetlands, drainage 
corridors and bioretention swales, so that they both retain and filter stormwater to required 
standards, and create significant habitat for flora and fauna on site. Over the past 5 years The 
Cape team have invested in the creation of a seed bank for locally indigenous species, has 
planted over 100,000 tubestock and invested over $1 million in constructing and restoring 
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these waterway and WSUD assets to achieve best practice habitat and water treatment 
functions. Future stages at the Cape will see similar significant investment. 

The habitat restoration program currently being undertaken when completed will include 
installation of topsoiling and topsoil amelioration, mounding and shaping, installation of rock 
armouring, erosion control matting, mulch, habitat rocks and habitat stags, as well as seed 
collection, supply and installation of several hundred thousand locally indigenous trees, 
shrubs, understorey and ground cover species, tree guarding and a program of integrated 
pest and weed management. Over the past 6 months the Cape has completed plantings of 
the main stormwater and habitat wetlands, and over 60 species of locally indigenous plants 
have been installed – see photos below. The Cape is home to some residents who have 
considerable bird knowledge, and who have been compiling a bird list for all birds observed 
visiting the site and surrounds. In less than 12 months, over 90 bird species have been 
recorded on site and along the adjacent coast. The updated bird list is inserted as an 
addendum. The wetlands are now being visited by international migratory birds such as 
Latham’s Snipe ( Gallinago hardwickii) and significant work is being undertaken to enhance 
the suitability of onsite habitats to support greater numbers of Latham’s Snipe in future. 

One item of interest to note is that the fauna survey undertaken by Ecology and Heritage 
Partners on behalf of the proponents of C136 recorded a total of 14 native bird species on the 
C136 site, which seems very low compared to the bird list compiled on adjacent Cape 
sustainable housing estate site which abuts the C136 site. A total of 64 native freshwater and 
land bird species have been recorded on the Cape site in the past 12 months. 

Increases in stormwater flows from C136 has the potential to damage the restored ecological 
values of the drainage lines and habitat wetlands at the Cape. Large volume flows have the 
potential to cause significant damage including erosion, washout of mulch, pulsing water 
levels, diminished water quality, damage to habitat structures and negative impacts on more 
sensitive flora and fauna plant species. The Cape drainage and habitat assets are managed 
by a body corporate on behalf of the residents, and if such damage occurred, the Body 
Corporate would likely seek financial compensation and legal redress for the costs to repair 
damage.  
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Restored wetlands at the Cape play a dual role – both stormwater treatment and habitat 

Latham’s Snipe photographed at the habitat wetlands at The Cape. 64 native bird species 
have been recorded to date at the Cape sustainable housing estate site. Photographer 

David Hartney 
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Summary 

The Cape is not opposed to drainage from C136 entering the site and understands that it has 
an obligation to accept natural pre-developed flow. However, based on a review of available 
information, we believe that the proposed C136 drainage strategy needs to be reviewed and 
provisions made that satisfy The Cape residents that impacts of additional catchment area not 
accounted for previously, proposed conveyance mechanisms and integration with existing 
asset provisions will result in adequate flood protection before any approvals are given. 

We recommend that additional retarding volume be provided to limit outflow to The Cape at 
retarding basin 4 along Seaward Drive to the 5-year pre-developed level as a piped outflow of 
no more than 0.4m3/s and with no greater than 0.3m3/s overland in the Q100 year peak event. 

We request that modelling of more developed catchment characteristics be provided to 
demonstrate that the drainage provisions take into account inevitable future development at 
the lot scale and that significant increases in flow volumes are mitigated as far as possible 
which can be achieved with greater emphasis placed on infiltration within the subdivision and 
wider open space allowances. 

It is also recommended that consideration be given to adopting a similar water sensitive urban 
design approaches such as bioswales within the developed catchment to minimise flow 
volumes entering The Cape’s drainage and established habitat systems. 



Observations within Ecovillage precints, 

adjoining coastal bushland and coast 
ADDENDUM THE CAPE 

ECOVILLAGE BIRD 

OBSERVATIONS

V6 - as at 26 Feb 2020 

References: The Australian Bird Guide, CSIRO Publishing, 2017 and Museum Victoria Field Guide to Victorian Fauna 

BIRD GROUP COMMON NAME SCIENTIFIC NAME STATUS OBSERVATIONS 
MARINE AND 
COASTAL 
BIRDS 

Little Penguin Eudyptula minor Dead bird seen on 2nd Surf Beach 

Buller's Shearwater Ardenna bulleri 
Vulnerable Dead bird seen on 1st Surf Beach Feb 20, storms on 

east coast?? 
Short-tailed Shearwater Ardenna tenuirostris Mass 'feeding on wing' offshore sighting in Mar 2019, 

Nov 2019 
Australasian Gannet Morus serrator Coastal feeding and plunge diving 
Great Cormorant Phalacrocorax carbo Coastal rocks 
Little Black Cormorant Phalacrocorax sulcirostris Coastal rocks 
Little Pied Cormorant Microcarbo melanoleucos Coastal rocks and wetlands 
Pied Cormorant Phalacrocorax varius Coastal rocks and wetlands 
Silver Gull Chroicocephalus novaehollandiae Coast 
Pacific Gull Larus pacificus Coast 
Crested Tern Thalasseus bergii Coast 
Sooty Oystercatcher Haematopus fuliginosus Near-threatened Coast 

The Cape wetlands. One bird on large, 2 birds and 
nest 

Black-fronted Dotterel Elseyornis melanops on smaller in 2019 summer. 
small flock seen between 1st and 2nd Surf Dec 19. 

Pacific Golden Plover Pluvialis fulva Migrant from n Siberia and w Alaska. 

Hooded Plover Thinornis cucullatus Vulnerable 
2 X breeding pairs between 2nd Surf and F Break in 
Nov 19, 5 birds seen between 2nd Surf and F Break 
12 Nov 19, 7 birds seen on Bay Beach in March 19. 
21 Jan 20 three chicks hatched on 2nd Surf. 4 Feb 
one chick, 2 adults west of F Break 

Masked Lapwing ssp novahollandiae Vanellus miles Wetlands and open spaces 

Vulnerable in Vic Migrant from n Japan and e Russia. Wetlands and 
open spaces. Pair seen 14 Jan. 3 seen on 9 Feb, 1 in 

Latham's Snipe Gallinago hardwickii 
Running Marine and Coastal Bird 
Total 

CP2 and 2 in CP3. 2 seen 11 Feb 20. 
17 



Observations within Ecovillage precints, 

adjoining coastal bushland and coast 
ADDENDUM THE CAPE 

ECOVILLAGE BIRD 

OBSERVATIONS

V6 - as at 26 Feb 2020 

References: The Australian Bird Guide, CSIRO Publishing, 2017 and Museum Victoria Field Guide to Victorian Fauna 

Black Swan Cygnus atratus Flyover of small flocks 
Cape Barren Goose Cereopsis novahollandiae Near-threated in Vic End of Sunlight Bvd in summer period 
Australian Wood Duck Chenonetta jubata The Cape wetlands, Wilson Rd dam 
Australian Shelduck Tadorna tadornoides Flyover, M/F pair on Wilson Rd farm dam, 4 Feb 20 
Chestnut Teal Anas castanea M/F pair on wetland, family group Dec 19 
Grey Teal Anas gracillus On small wetland Dec/Jan 2019-20 
Pacific Blackduck Anas superciliosa The Cape wetlands and surrounds, family group 
Hoary-headed Grebe Poliocephalus poliocephalus Adult breeding The Cape wetlands 
White-faced Heron Egretta novaehollandiae Adult breeding pair The Cape wetlands 
White-necked Heron Ardea pacifica The Cape wetlands 

The Cape wetlands, 3 birds, Nov 19, Jan 20. Flyover 
Royal Spoonbill Platalea regia Vulnerable in Vic The Cape on 8 Feb 
Australian White Ibis Threskiornis molucca The Cape wetlands 
Straw-necked Ibis Threskiornis spinicollis Flyover wetlands, feeding open spaces 

Running Freshwater Bird Total 

White-bellied Sea-Eagle Haliaeetus leucogaster Vulnerable in Victoria Flyover The Cape 
Wedge-tailed Eagle Aquila audax Soaring over Seaward Dr, 5 Feb 20 
Collared Sparrowhawk Accipiter cirrocephalus Edge of coastal bush near end of Sunlight 
Whistling Kite Haliastur sphenurus Flyover The Cape 
Swamp Harrier Circus approximans Flyover The Cape Dec 2019 
Spotted Harrier Circus assimilis Flyover The Cape 
Black-shouldered Kite Elanus axillaris Flyover and hover over The Cape 
Nankeen Kestrel Falco cenchroides Flyover and hover over The Cape 

Peregrine Falcon Falco peregrinus Observed attacking an Eastern Rosella near wetlands 

Yellow-tailed Black-Cockatoo Calyptorhynchus funereus Flock in coastal bushland and flyover 
Galah Eolophus rosiecapilla Flock in coastal bushland and grass feeding in 

open spaces 
Little Corella Cacatua sanguinea Flock in coastal bushland and grass feeding in 

open spaces 
Sulphur-crested Cockatoo Cacatua galaerita Flyover 
Rainbow Lorikeet Trichoglossus moluccanus Flyover 
Eastern Rosella Platycercus eximius Open spaces and around houses 

Crested Pigeon Ocyphaps lophotes Open spaces 
Pallid Cuckoo Cacomantis pallidus In flight over open space 
Fan-tailed Cuckoo Cacomantis flabelliformis Call in coastal bushland 
Shining Bronze Cuckoo Chalcites lucidus Coastal bushland 

Laughing Kookaburra Dacelo novaeguineae Open spaces and housing area 

FRESHWATER BIRDS 

13 

LAND BIRDS 



Observations within Ecovillage precints, 

adjoining coastal bushland and coast 
ADDENDUM THE CAPE 

ECOVILLAGE BIRD 

OBSERVATIONS

V6 - as at 26 Feb 2020 

References: The Australian Bird Guide, CSIRO Publishing, 2017 and Museum Victoria Field Guide to Victorian Fauna 

Fork-tailed Swift Apus pacificus flock feeding over open space Dec 19/Jan 20 
Welcome Swallow Hirundo neoxena Everywhere 
White-backed Swallow Cheramoeca leucosterna Open spaces with Welcome Swallows in Dec 2019 
White-browed Scrubwren Sericornis frontalis Coastal bushland 
Brown Thornbill Acanthiza pusilla Coastal bushland 
Striated Thornbill Acanthiza lineata Coastal bushland 

Spotted Pardalote Pardalotus punctatus Coastal bushland 

Superb Fairy-wren Malurus cyaneus Coastal bushland 
White-eared Honeyeater Nesoptilotis leucotis Roadside verge, cnr Seaward/Wilson's, wetlands 

edge 
Yellow-faced Honeyeater Calligavis chrysops Coastal bushland 
New Holland Honeyeater Phylidonyris noveahollandiae Coastal bushland 
Crescent Honeyeater Phylidonyris pyrrhopterus Coastal bushland 
Eastern Spinebill Acanthorynchus tenuirostris Coastal bushland 

Little Wattlebird Anthochaera chrysoptera Coastal bushland and village streets 
Red Wattlebird Anthochaera carunculata Coastal bushland and village streets 
Black-faced Cuckoo Shrike Coracina novaehollandiae Coastal bushland 
White-winged Triller Lalage suerii Coastal bushland 
Grey Butcherbird Cracticus torquatus Open spaces and house sites 
Australian Magpie Cracticus tibicen Open spaces and house sites 

Little Raven Corvus mellori Open spaces and housing area 

Magpie Lark Grallina cyanoleuca Open spaces and housing area 
Grey Fantail Rhipidura albiscapa Coastal bushland 
Willie Wagtail Rhipidura leucophyrs Housing area 
Eastern Yellow Robin Eopsaltria australis Coastal bushland 
Scarlet Robin Petroica boodang Coastal bushland 

Crested Shrike-tit Falcunculus frontatus Coastal scrubland 

Olive Whistler Pachycephala olivacea voice only in coastal scrub 

Grey Shrike-thrush Colluricincla harmonica Coastal bushland 

Silvereye ssp westernensis Zosterops lateralis Coastal bushland 
Silvereye ssp lateralis Zosterops lateralis Coastal bushland - Tas sub-species 



Observations within Ecovillage precints, 

adjoining coastal bushland and coast 
ADDENDUM THE CAPE 

ECOVILLAGE BIRD 

OBSERVATIONS

V6 - as at 26 Feb 2020 

References: The Australian Bird Guide, CSIRO Publishing, 2017 and Museum Victoria Field Guide to Victorian Fauna 

Australian Pipit Anthus australis Open space grasses, mainly on ground 

Red-browed Finch Neochmia temporalis Coastal bushland 

Running Land Bird Total 52 

Running Indigenous Species total 82 

INTRODUCED 
SPECIES 

Rock Dove Columbia livia Track to beach 
Spotted Dove Spilopelia chinensis Open spaces and housing area 
Eurasian Skylark Alauda arvensis Seen in song flight in open space and feeding on 

ground in pair 
Common Blackbird Turdus merula Open spaces and housing area 
Common Myna Acridotheres tristis Open spaces and housing area 
Common Starling Sturnus vulgaris Open spaces and housing area 
House Sparrow Passer domesticus Open spaces and housing area 
European Goldfinch Carduelis carduelis Coastal bushland 

Running Introduced species total 8 

Total species count 90 
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Strategic Planning Department BASS COAST .:;!--IIRE COUNCIL 
Bass Coast Shire Council 
PO Box 118 
Wonthaggi VIC 3995 
strategic.planningadmin@basscoast.vic.gov.au 

V_ 

Submission Opposing Bass Coast Planning Amendment C136 

I do not support the proposed Amendment C136 to the Bass Coast Planning Scheme and request 
that the Council not approve it. 

Introduction: 

I have been a permanent resident of  Cape Paterson for more than thirty-five years. Over that time, 
long-term residents have seen the town change from a very small predominantly holiday home 
township with a population of  ninety permanent residents to a township with a permanent 
population o f  about nine hundred. Cape Paterson is popular for its sweeping swimming and surf 
beaches, craggy cliffs and the biodiversity of the foreshore and township reserves. 

The recommendation made in the draft of the Bass Coast Strategic Coastal Planning Framework 
2004, independently produced by consultants GHD Pty Ltd after community consultation, was that 
future residential development of  Cape Paterson be to the north o f  Seaward Drive, not along the 

coast to  the west. Despite a Planning Panel Report (2010) that said expanding the town boundary 
to  the west and t o  the north would result in an oversupply o f  land available, the Planning Minister 
at that t ime (2011) approved both town boundary expansions. 

Cape Paterson is currently a small coastal village when compared with Wonthaggi and Inverloch. 
Some growth in the town is to  be expected and, given previous recommendations, some of  that 
growth could be to  the north of Cape Paterson. However Bass Coast Planning Scheme Amendment 
C136 has the potential to almost double the size of  the town with almost 1000 (500+500) blocks 
for new dwellings proposed. 

This represents a potential overdevelopment in land size and impact on the population of  Cape 
Paterson especially when considering that the town is currently developing in a westerly direction 
towards Wilsons Road. An expansion of this magnitude t o  the north o f  Seaward Drive has the 
potential to  lead to  significant adverse impact on the township character including small size, 
relaxed village feel, easy access to  open space and amenity, and on the infrastructure and 
facilities, including parking, traffic and drainage. 

ED20/25865
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Many of these aspects of township character were included in the most frequently identified 
values stated by the community in a series of submissions at forums held as part of the first phase 
of the Distinctive Areas and Landscapes Program — Bass Coast Shire (DAL). The Bass Coast - DAL 
Report 2019 also listed overdevelopment as one of the most frequently identified threats to the 
values. 

If Planning Scheme Amendment C136 is approved: 
All native vegetation should be retained and protected within the study area to: 

o protect identified and unidentified flora and fauna values; 
o protect biodiversity, landscape and heritage values; 
o enhance the existing biodiversity corridor between native vegetation on the study 

area and the Cape Paterson Nature Conservation Reserve, the Pea Creek corridor 
and the Cape Paterson Foreshore Reserve; 

o recognise the importance of the biodiversity corridor with the formation of the 
proposed Yallock-Bulluk Coastal Park and the DAL process; 

o maintain a strong connection between the township, the coastline and bushland; 

o provide and protect wildlife corridors including in the marine environment; 
o provide more public open space and 
o minimise the need for vegetation offsets. 

Planning design should ensure that there is: 
o supplementation of existing vegetation with appropriate local native species to 

extend and protect flora and fauna habitat; 

o provision for adequate buffer zones between groups of dwelling lots and flora and 
drainage reserves and 

o planning for and implementation of an ongoing weed eradication program within 
the study area. 

The above lists are not exhaustive or prejudicial. 

Points of obiection: 

• Bass Coast Planning Scheme Amendment C136 and the Distinctive Areas and Landscape 
process (initiated by the State Government) should not be running in parallel. The DAL 
Process should be completed and incorporated into the Bass Coast Planning Scheme 
before consideration of C136. The two processes should be considered to be not 
independent of each other. 

• More detailed plans and information should have been made available for the public 
exhibition process and any subsequent planning panel process for an amendment involving 
such a potentially significant change to the Bass Coast Planning Scheme in relation to Cape 
Paterson. This would have assisted with and ensured a better outcome for the township 
and its residents, ratepayers and visitors. 
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• Planning Scheme Amendment C136 and the proposed town expansion o f  this magnitude to 
the north o f  Seaward Drive has the potential to lead to  significant adverse impact on the 
township character including: 

• small size; 

• easy access to  open space; 

• amenity and 

• infrastructure and facilities, including parking, traffic and drainage. 

• Biodiversity (Flora and Fauna) Assessments undertaken may not have identified all flora 
and fauna values, significant flora and fauna species, and/or fauna habitat within the study 

area and potential impacts of  the Planning Scheme Amendment and subsequent works if 
C136 was approved on these values within the study area. 

• Any recommended additional flora and/or fauna surveys (i.e. targeted surveys for 
significant flora and fauna species) should be completed and results made public as part of 
the Exhibition/Planning Panel process for C136. This could identify any potential impacts of 
the proposed Planning Scheme Amendment and subsequent works on flora and fauna 
species within the study area which are protected under the Environment Protection and 
Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act) and Flora and Fauna Guarantee Act 1988 
(FFG Act). 

• More comprehensive Ecological Assessments should be completed along the potential 
outfall sites and drainage lines to identify all flora and fauna values including significant 
flora and fauna species and/or fauna habitat for EPBC and FFG listed species and ecological 
communities within the study area, Pea Creek and surrounding environs. 

• More comprehensive assessments and analysis o f  any potential impacts on flora and fauna 
values including significant flora and fauna species and/or fauna habitat for  EPBC and FFG 
listed species and ecological communities within the study area, Cape Paterson Nature 
Conservation Reserve and Pea Creek and surrounding environs during construction and 
potential flood events. 

I request that the Bass Coast Shire Council not approve Amendment C136 and that it investigate a 
contraction o f  the northern boundary of  the township. 

Yours sincerely, 

ED20/25865



Subject: Planning Scheme Amendment 136
Date: Thursday, 27 February 2020 3:40:58 PM

27/02/2020

Re Planning Scheme Amendment C136

From:

Sir,

I am the owner of property at 

I do not support the amendment C136

I propose that changes should be made: -

The town boundary is currently too big and should be reduced.  Cape Paterson is uniquely placed to
retain its charm and size on the coastline.  The town boundary provides for excessive development
and growth of this township to an extent that existing infrastructure cannot cope with and which
does not have sufficient areas to provide additional infrastructure.

The proposed amendment should be rejected entirely because the amendment provides for
excessive development and growth of this township to an extent that existing infrastructure cannot
cope with and which does not have sufficient areas to provide additional infrastructure.

C163 should not be considered until the Statement of Planning Policy (required by the Distinctive
Areas and Landscape designation) is finalised, including a review of the Cape Paterson town
boundary

C163 should not be considered since there has been inadequate detail provided, online or at
community session, on details of the development proposal, subdivision pattern, design guidelines,
infrastructure requirements and development contributions.

There is a real potential for overdevelopment of this township to bring about adverse change to the
community: -

C136 documentation does not adequately address the significant adverse impact such a
large scale expansion will have on the small coastal village character, amenity and
infrastructure
Cape Paterson is currently a coastal village with a cohesive community
Cape Paterson, being small, is a safe place for families, especially children and elderly
Cape Paterson is pedestrian friendly with little or no through traffic and few footpaths
but currently safe to walk on road
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The distance from the beach of the C136 proposed rezoning will result in increased
traffic through existing township.

Whilst existing infrastructure is already failing to cope with the current population and size of the
town, overdevelopment will place an even greater strain on facilities: -

There is insufficient parking already at peak times with environmental constraints on
increasing parking capacity
Internal roads are unsealed (which residents overwhelmingly voted to retain) - extra
traffic will mean more dust and less safety
Lack of footpaths requires walking on road –safety issues
Telephone and data become unusable at peak times
Electricity supply is often subject to brown out or black out at peak times
Drainage - current infrastructure is inadequate at peak rainfall already (eg. Flooding of
Wonthaggi Life Saving Club in May 2019)

Water quality and pressure is inadequate at peak times requiring heavy chlorination
(and bottled water purchase)
Cape Paterson is inadequately serviced by public transport (community survey)
The Bay beach precinct masterplan was developed in 2014 but no funding has been
allocated by Council.
Limited capacity of the Lifesaving clubs to service a large increase in beach goers
without major increased funding for paid lifesaving services.
Extreme weather events (1 in 100 year) are becoming increasingly common requiring
infrastructure upgrades before further development occurs. 

The proposed additional development will place greater stress and threat on Cape
Paterson’s already valuable but fragile coastal environment: -

Development brings greater risks to coastal strip with more dogs, cats and invasive
plants that can decimate local flora and fauna
Threats to the adjoining Bunurong Marine and Coastal Park including contaminated
drainage run off.
Threats to existing Significant Vegetation and Wildlife within the area to be rezoned.
New development is car reliant and does nothing to reduce dependence on fossil fuels

        The extension of the George Bass Walk will place further pressure on endangered
flora and           fauna, and increase vehicle and foot traffic through the area.



The following strategic planning issues need to be considered: -

The proposed scale of expansion is a major over-development, more than doubling the
size of the township.  This is contrary to the Bass Coast Strategic Coastal Framework
which states “… Cape Paterson … a local coastal town … with varying but limited
opportunities for additional development”. 
The Distinctive Areas and Landscape process has not yet been completed and
incorporated into the Bass Coast Planning Scheme - the Cape Paterson community’s
biggest response was to request a reduction of the current town boundary.
Despite a Planning Panel report (2010) that said expanding the town boundary to the
West and to the North would result in an oversupply of land, Mathew Guy (2011)
approved both town boundary expansions. C136 provides the first opportunity to
correct this by reducing the over-expanded town boundary.
Bass Coast’s strategic plan is to concentrate development in high growth areas like
Wonthaggi. C136, if approved, will reduce demand in Wonthaggi where there is more
urban infrastructure such as schools, transport, shops. 
Approving C136 this development will encourage further pressures for new
development to the east and west of Cape Paterson

I urge council not to approve this amendment for all of the reasons outlined above.

Yours faithfully,
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Strategic Planning Department  
Bass Coast Shire Council,   
PO Box 118 Wonthaggi,   
strategic.planningadmin@basscoast.vic.gov.au 

27 February, 2020 

Dear Strategic Planning Department and BCS Councillors, 

Re: Full opposition to Planning Scheme Amendment C136 

I am writing this submission to voice my concern and entirely reject the Development Plan 
Overlay.  

I grew up at Cape Paterson and live half time at Cape Paterson, with Cape being as much home to 
me (perhaps even more so) as my other home closer to work. My husband and children also call 
Cape home, we have treasured family and friends here, and are (and have always been) actively 
involved and dedicated members of the community. We enjoy being able to walk everywhere, to 
feel safe and look after one another and recognise that the beach areas are now at, and on very hot 
days in school holidays, beyond its capacity. We love Cape Paterson because of the natural coastal 
environment and the sense of community that Cape Paterson transcends. Our commitment to Cape 
is long term, and indeed we plan to retire here.  

The Bass Coast coastline is something to be treasured and protected, and its true value cannot 
be fully measured in economic terms – the feel of the place is priceless. In its management, the 
entire ecosystem needs to be considered, beyond just those areas currently overseen by Parks 
Victoria, and rather than a piecemeal approach to development. There is only a small strip of 
natural vegetation along the coastline, with some pinch points (even narrower) already around Cape 
Paterson. Is there a plan to protect and expand on the areas around these pinch points?  

Carving off Cape Paterson, bit by bit, compromises the bigger coastline ecosystem. Bass Coast 
Shire Council needs a strong visionary plan to enhance and protect environmental landscapes, 
habitats and corridors, both now and for future generations. A Climate Change Crisis has now 
been declared, a worthy starting point, and one worth congratulating. But what does this declaration 
really mean? I don’t think the declaration is designed to impede on, compromise and derogate on 
precious local coastline environments. 

I am deeply concerned about the rushed processes with this new division and the lack of 
transparency with what the planning scheme amendment may entail, if approved. The council 
have not explained to us why they have not put any decision to dramatically expand Cape Paterson 
on hold before the delivery of the Distinctive Areas and Landscape Designation report.  If a 
decision on this development is made before the report, the integrity of Bass Coast Shire Council 
will be severely damaged. Questions will need to be asked as to why any decision has not been 
delayed. 

The town boundary does not need to expand. The Cape Ecovillage is not yet fully developed, 
something that most residents of Cape Paterson did not want. The Cape Ecovillage is HIGH 
DENSITY (and assigned this way) – it encroaches a significant sand dune and swamp area and 
there is still lots of land still to be developed.  What is in Bass Coast Shires plans – especially long 

Sub 342

mailto:strategic.planningadmin@basscoast.vic.gov.au


term? There is no reassurance of the limits of development. The current discussions should be seen 
an opportunity for Bass Coast Shire to fix the boundary issue at Cape Paterson right now.  

I went to one of the information sessions, run with Bass Shire and Beveridge Williams, 
Concerningly: 
• It was not clear why this development is needed.
• There was no sign of who is the developing the land (names were missing) – who is the

developer(s), why is there name hidden from the documents, is there something to hide, what
is their track record, what is in it for them?

• Why was a map of the proposed development, including road networks, not displayed at
the information session? Just a general map was given. Again, what are we NOT being told?

• The amendment cut the development in size, but what does this mean for the other part that is
now not in the amendment. How does the roads, pathways, parks connect to this ‘taken out
of the scheme’ area? Again, this seems very suspicious – what are we NOT being told?

• The area in question to be developed has essentially been left to degrade since it was sold
about 14 years ago, with the small bit of vegetation in desperate need to be enhanced and
expanded There are opportunities for a wildlife corridor, especially along the precious sand
dune line (water tower sits on it) and in some flood/ swamp areas. We are not sure what plants
(ie wildflowers, orchids) lay dormant, as this piece of land has been heavily grazed, and would
not be part of any environment report. These aaspects were not acknowledged at this session.

I also attended the Cape Paterson Rates and Residents Annual General Meeting. 
• It was not clear why this development is needed. Why are BCS councillors supporting this

development? What is in it for the BCS and councillors? Why were we told by one councillor
to write a submission and explain what we would like the development to be, rather than object
to it outright? What is the council planning to do to protect the community and environment if
this goes ahead?

Writing a submission like this one is difficult and time consuming and costly. This is a small 
community, while vibrant it is also aged, and there are a number of people who don’t feel 
empowered to write a submission. For instance, my mother-in-law, who also lives at Cape, is losing 
sleep about this development but sees a submission as too scary. My father is seriously unwell and 
has strong objected – but unable to speak or write. Neither voice is not able to be heard.    

Over my lifetime I have witnessed change at Cape Paterson, some good and some not so good, and 
fortunately essential elements remain. These elements need attention and still have the capacity to 
be enhanced even further. Some negative change includes environmental aspects that have been 
compromised over the years, including those associated with the development of “the triangle”, 
“the beasty track” and surrounding area and now the “The Cape “ecovillage”. Each time, it has 
been distressing to watch the natural bush bulldozed, or curved up, and the animals distressed (such 
as displaced wombats, kangaroos) as a result, and we really don’t know what else has been lost 
forever – for example, the smaller animals (amphibians, reptiles, birds) and indigenous plants and 
wildflowers, and the ways these losses have compromised the overall ecosystems. The dust (grey 
dirt) associated with digging up the landscape has also been difficult to live with. At the same time, 
the number of people has increased, and this increase has put extra pressure on services (eg water 
and drainage), parking, beach safety and the coastline. Worryingly the feral cat and fox problem 
has increased, each year there are more dogs (off leads) on the beach and koala population has 
plunged. These factors are impacting the local ecosystems, such as sand dune erosion due to heavy 
traffic, hooded plovers breeding success, and crab and shellfish population on the rock platforms.  



Here is an opportunity to try to fix Cape Paterson’s boundary problem for our generation, and 
future generations. Here is an opportunity for Bass Coast Shire Council to be brave and put 
forward what its values and priorities.  



Date: Thursday, 27 February 2020 3:34:50 PM
Attachments: image004.png

image006.png
image008.png
image010.png
image012.png

Importance: High

Dear Strategic Planning Department

I am a Cape Paterson holiday resident and have been for 18 years now.
I wish to lodge a formal objection to the proposed rezoning of land north of Seaward Drive
that is dealt with by C136.
I am writing to you today to urge you to cancel the plan to rezone the land north of  Seaward
Drive as laid out in  C136.  Cape Paterson is my haven away from Melbourne and the
craziness of suburbia/city living.   If this proposal goes ahead, my solace will be destroyed.
In particular, the following concerns:

·  The Distinctive Areas and Landscape process has not yet been incorporated into the
Bass Coast Planning Scheme - the Cape Paterson community’s biggest response
was to request a reduction of the current town boundary.

·  A rezoning as proposed would have significant adverse impact on the small coastal
village character, amenity and infrastructure .  This is a massive over-development,
both in land size and impact on population

·  So very important not only to myself but to the original owners of the land which
forms part of the development area contains an area of cultural heritage sensitivity
and the proposed development of the land constitutes a high impact activity (ref:
Heritage Insight report). This is inappropriate on cultural heritage grounds. Any
development must strictly heed Cultural Heritage Management requirements

·  Cape Paterson, being small, is a safe place for families, especially children and
elderly.   For myself, it is the most important factor in it being a haven which you must
agree means it is worth preserving the town as is!   Cape Paterson is pedestrian
friendly with little or no through traffic and few footpaths but currently safe to walk on
road.

·  The current community feel means people drive with respect and maintain the safety
of the town.

·  Puts wildlife at further risk. The developer’s materials note there are 33 species of
birdlife, as well as wombats and kangaroos. Surprisingly they have not recorded
other species frequently seen including echidnas, snakes, lizards etc. The proposal
will result in loss of habitat for these animals, which in turn is a loss for Cape
Paterson where they are highly valued by residents

·  Cape Paterson has a fragile and valuable coastal environment. The beach is already
at capacity in summer.    Limited capacity of the Lifesaving clubs to service a large
increase in beach goers without major increased funding for paid lifesaving services.
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·  Bass Coast’s strategic plan is to concentrate development in high growth areas like
Wonthaggi. C136, if approved, will reduce demand in Wonthaggi where there is more
urban infrastructure such as schools, transport, shops.

·  Cape Paterson currently has a very different “feel” to Inverloch.   That is what makes
Cape Paterson uniquely special.

Finally, if a development of any sort is to go ahead then it must involve:

·  Reducing the town boundary so that the town expands by no more than
25%

·  Waiting until 75% of blocks at The Cape eco-village have sold

·  Traffic provisions that do not funnel traffic through the existing township

·  Significant plantings of indigenous trees and appropriate green passages
for wildlife

·  Limited car spaces to ensure there is not additional traffic pressure on the
town

·  High standards regarding sustainability rating, as per the example set by
the Cape

·  Lower density building than currently proposed

·  Retention of some green wedges of open green land

I IMPLORE you to listen to the town folk who have lived at the Cape and loved their space.



Subject: Objection to the C136 application in its current form
Date: Thursday, 27 February 2020 4:03:47 PM

To Bass Coast Planning,

We moved to The Cape eco village in August 2019, the first residents of stage 2 and now permanent
residents of Cape Paterson.
The reason we moved to this estate/area is because we wanted to live in a development that
considered the environment, the wildlife, the flora and the individual health standards that the
developers of The Cape (eco village) have implemented.
I do not believe the C136 development does this, in fact I believe it falls very short.

For the C136 development to have any credibility it should meet the sustainability standards of The
Cape estate.
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Subject: Re objection to Amendment C 136
Date: Thursday, 27 February 2020 4:09:00 PM

Date: Feb 28, 2020

Subject: Amendment 136

Objection :
There is insufficient parking at cape and people visiting people in campgrounds  have
nowhere to park and end up
Parking on the ramp and no where for residents
To park

I am also concerned  that C 136 development will have a dramatic effect on traffic moving
in and out through existing streets and not safe for families living at cape including children 

Object to the number of homes that will ruin the beautiful atmosphere at the existing cape
paterson and our beautiful community 

Object to the distraction of the natural animal And wildlife corridor that will be distributed

Object to infrastructure as there is not enough as it is

Object as there is : 
Transport is inefficient and no transport
In Saturday’s and Sunday  at cape

Object as currently The fire area park on Anchor  Parade 
Is not even safe if there was a fire now - no Toilets - hard to exit so more housing will only
add to more unsafe issues 

Object as there Insufficient parking at cape at Christmas. People camping have friends visit
and no where to part overnight so cram up the ramp and the residents can’t park 

Why not Expand wonthaggi as
Cape does not have shops enough transport or parking to warrant more housing whereas
winthaggi has more of everything to warrant housing expansion 
Please hear what we cape residents treasure and don’t want destroyed 
Thank you 

Your sincerely
Nina Wills
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Subject: Bass Coast Planning Scheme Amendment C136
Date: Thursday, 27 February 2020 4:12:49 PM

To Whom it may concern ,
          I write in support of the above mention Amendment , I am not a Cape

Paterson resident but have lived in Wonthaggi for over 50 years.
I see a project like this is very important to the Bass coast area to secure future employment for the
local building industry.

Regards
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Strategic Planning Department 

Bass Coast Shire Council  

PO Box 118 

Wonthaggi 

s.planningadmin@basscoast.vic.gov.au

Re: Planning Scheme Amendment C136  Cape Paterson North Development 

To the Relevant Officer, 

Whilst I am not against the above proposal, after Councils Declaration of a Climate Emergency, I see this as 

a clear opportunity to regulate and increase some of the building and estate standards across the Bass 

Coast Shire. 

At present a large number of homes are being constructed in Cape Paterson that exceed an Energy Rating 

of 8 Stars, when the current state requirement is only 6 stars.  These homes ensure that occupants are able 

to remain naturally cooler in summer and warmer in winter without the reliance on heating or cooling. 

These homes also ensure the occupants have a much lower energy bill, which makes the home more 

comfortable, as well as more affordable over the longer term.  These homes have been subject of a recent 

twelve month study by RMIT that has demonstrated the benefits of these homes and noted that this style 

of housing should be considered as a benchmark for future housing. 

I believe Council should use this opportunity to further consider and increase open space requirements 

within development , as well as taking the opportunity to look at connectivity with walking paths into the 

existing Cape Paterson Estate. 

By requiring increased standards such as these Council will be able to ensure that new housing in Cape 

Paterson continues to lead housing development across Victoria and provides a liveable base for the future. 

Cape Paterson struggles with the influx of people over the summer period as we have very little in the way 

of car parking at our key beaches, and facilities for people to use once they have reached the beach. The 

addition of a large number of houses will require some commitment by Bass Coast to increase these 

facilities. 

A further item that needs to be addressed as part of any future development is the intersection of Seaward 

Drive and Tarooh St Cape Paterson.  This is a dangerous intersection and currently many people ignore the 

no right turn signage to continue along Seaward Drive. 

Yours faithfully, 
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Page 1 of 3 

27 February 2020 

Strategic Planning Department 
Bass Coast Shire Council 
strategic.planningadmin@basscoast.vic.gov.au 

Dear Sir/Madam 

RE: Opposition to Amendment C136 

I am writing, on behalf of the South Gippsland Conservation Society, to register our opposition 
to the proposed amendment C136 on the following grounds: 

Over-development of a coastal area 

We are concerned about the impact of this development on the fragile coastal and marine 
ecosystems of Cape Paterson.   

The foreshore reserve around Cape Paterson is very narrow but nevertheless supports a wide 
range of indigenous flora and fauna.  In April 2018 a fauna survey of the Undertow Bay 
foreshore identified three threatened bird species – Lewin’s Rail, Hooded Plover and the White-
throated Needltail.  It is also adjacent to the protected Bunurong Marine National Park which 
will be affected by additional coastal development. 

The need to effectively manage coastal development in order to protect the natural 
environment is a view reflected in the Bass Coast Strategic Coast Planning Framework, the 
Victorian Coastal Strategy and the recent declaration of Bass Coast as a Distinctive Area and 
Landscape by the Victorian government.  I quote the Premier of Victoria: 

Former Planning Minister Matthew Guy grossly expanded Cape Paterson’s town 
boundary and rezoned 24 hectares of pristine coastal farmland overnight for a 
housing estate at Ventnor, on Phillip Island, despite clear community and council 
opposition. 

A re-elected Labor Government will make sure this can never happen again by 
declaring the Bass Coast a Distinctive Area and Landscape under the Planning and 
Environment Act 1987. 
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The declaration triggers a requirement for a Statement of Planning Policy, which 
will set strict height controls and tighten town boundaries to protect the 
environment, landscape and local lifestyle.  

There is irrefutable evidence that the impact of humans living by the coast can be detrimental 
to the natural environment in a number of ways: 

 Inadequate management of stormwater outfall resulting in beach erosion and threat to 
beach nesting birdlife particularly in the context of flooding events which, while they 
may be a low risk of likelihood, have high risk consequences; 

 Inadequately managed stormwater outfall depositing rubbish and chemical run-off from 
farmland on the beach and in the ocean; 

 Increased number of dogs and other pets damaging indigenous fauna; 

 Humans damaging indigenous flora and fauna by forming pathways and eroding sand 
dunes; 

 The spread of invasive weeds from gardens; 

 Increased pressure to reduce vegetation to make walking paths and carparks. 

We note that the fact that there is such a large area of land reserved for future development 
within the Cape Paterson town boundary is a result of the former Planning Minister’s rejection 
in 2011 of the advice of the Planning panel, the local community and the Bass Coast Council 
(who supported the Planning Panel recommendation).  The panel at that time stated that 
rezoning land to the west (for the ecovillage now called ‘The Cape’) AND to the north would 
create an oversupply of land for a village like Cape Paterson with “low spatial growth capacity” 
as stated in the Bass Coast Planning Framework. 

Planning for climate change 

It is critical that the residential planning process needs to include consideration of strategies to 
mitigate and adapt to climate change. 

A consideration of the impact of increasingly likely extreme weather events (such as the recent 
hailstorm at Cape Paterson and the inadequacy of current infrastructure to cope) should now 
be included in all assessments. 

There is already inadequate public transport servicing of Cape Paterson and the addition of the 
proposed number of houses will increase the reliance on (mostly) fossil fuel powered vehicles 
to travel to the beach, shops and other services.  It was also put pressure on the vegetated 
foreshore areas and likely result in a loss of vegetation as the result of car parking and the 
impact of humans walking through the bush. 
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Conclusion 

The consideration of the current application is an opportunity to mitigate the oversupply of 
land in Cape Paterson and the overdevelopment of coastal areas. 
 
We advocate for: 

- Rejecting amendment C136 until the Statement of Planning Policy (required by the 
Distinctive Areas and Landscape designation) is finalised, including a review of the Cape 
Paterson town boundary; 

- A reduction in the town boundary; 
- In the event that the amendment is considered, a reduction in the size of the 

Development Plan Overlay to reflect the rezoning. 
 
I would be grateful if you could acknowledge receipt of this submission. 
 
Kind regards 
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27 February 2020 
 
Strategic Planning Department 
Bass Coast Shire Council 
PO Box 118 Wonthaggi  
 
Re: Amendment C136 
 
I oppose the C136 Planning scheme amendment. My reasons are set out below. 
 
Personal details: 
 

 
I am concerned about that proposed rezoning and development plan overlay will be detrimental to Cape 
Paterson. They appear to be contrary to Premier Daniel Andrews’ statement headed “Stopping 
Developers ruining Phillip Island and the Bass Coast” and states that “a re-elected Andrews Labor 
Government will permanently protect Phillip Island and the Bass Coast from over development with 
planning protection enshrined in law. People choose to make their home in the small communities along 
the Bass Coast to enjoy a laid back lifestyle”. His subsequent declaration of the Bass Coast Shire as a 
Distinctive and Landscape reinforces his intent to avoid inappropriate development on the Bass Coast.  
 
The proposed rezoning and development overlay would allow an inappropriate, massive expansion of 
Cape Paterson, effectively doubling the number of houses in Cape Paterson. It is difficult to understand 
how the unique character of the Cape Paterson village could be retained if the dense, suburban style, 
proposed development overlay is allowed to proceed.  
 
Currently Cape Paterson has a village ambience. The limited car traffic, few footpaths and many unmade 
roads contribute to its ambience. At present Cape Paterson is pedestrian and cyclist friendly and its roads 
are safe enough for children to play in the streets.  The proposed location of the massive new development 
is not within easy walking distance of the beaches so would necessitate driving which would substantially 
increase traffic and diminish safety for pedestrians, cyclists and children.   
 
Another concern is that there is already insufficient parking in the vicinity of the beaches during the peak 
summer period.  Doubling the size of the town population would place additional pressure on existing 
parking. The FAQ provided by the developer at best addresses this issue in a perfunctory manner. Without 
encroaching on the foreshore it is difficult to visualize where would additional parking would be located? 
Through acquisition of nearby housing? The past attempt of Bass Shire Council to bypass community 
consultation to impose unwanted road paving at the expense of homeowners does not engender 
confidence that current residents rights will be respected.  
 
Given the Ventnor development scandal and recent events in Casey Shire it is vitally important that the 
Bass Shire demonstrates probity and integrity when assessing this proposal. The very dated, obsolete 
maps displayed at recent community consultation were disrespectful to residents and did not send a 
message that the Bass Coast Shire Council takes the consultation process seriously. In addition I question 
the motivation of the developers offering blocks to the two Life Saving Clubs.  
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In addition Wonthaggi is a nominated state government growth centre and already has social and 
commercial infrastructure which means that its currently undeveloped residentially zoned areas would 
more appropriately absorb increased population in the Bass Coast Shire.  
 
 
I request that Amendment C136 not be considered until the Statement of Planning Policy is finalised, 
including a review of the Cape Paterson town boundary. To proceed prior to its completion would be 
inappropriate and a possible abuse of process. 
 
 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 

  
 
 



To: strategic planning admin
Cc: strategic planning admin
Subject: Planning Scheme Amendment C136
Date: Thursday, 27 February 2020 4:30:12 PM

To Whom It May Concern

We are writing to submit our opposition to the proposed Amendment C136 Cape Paterson

Our main concerns with the proposed amendment is the size of the development and its impact on Environmental,
Infrastructure and overall changing the much valued
Village feel of Cape Paterson.

Having been long term residents of Cape Paterson we have witnessed the past developments of the Wise Sub
Division and the Eco Village Development. On both  developments the lots have sold slowly over a period of 10-20
years. The size of proposed new subdivision therefore seems extreme in the need for land over the next 10-20 years.

Infrastructure has not kept pace with the EXISTING subdivisions, after all the promises that came from the past
developers representatives, exactly the same spin we are getting shovelled out now, WE have to live with the the
overflow of car parking at beaches and commercial areas. Also the need to be much more vigilant when walking
around town on heavily trafficked roads that do not have pedestrian paths, which is 90% of local roads. Our young
children use these roads morning and afternoon to board their school Buses which are also full to the brim.

We hope common sense will prevail in this hearing and that the common persons voice can be heard and listened to,
instead of the bowing to the developers representatives promises. We only ask for a responsible approach to the
development of our beautiful village and community, where our families, communities and fragile coastal
environments future should be first and foremost in the decision making process.

We trust that our local council representatives can fully understand the impact the C136 amendment will have on
our unique area, considering the current uncertainty of impacts on coastal areas we would expect a fully informed
and researched decision to be reached by our trusted representatives

Yours Sincerely,
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Subject: Amendment C136
Date: Thursday, 27 February 2020 4:31:36 PM

27/02/20

Strategic Planning
Bass Coast Shire Council
PO Box 118 Wonthaggi Vic 3995

 Submission opposing Bass Coast Planning Scheme Amendment C 136
 I strongly oppose the rezoning of the specified land from Farming Zone to General Residential Zone and the
removal of the Environmental Significance Overlay and the Significant Landscape Overlay from the land being
rezoned. 

Cape Paterson is a very beautiful unique Victorian coastal town that needs to be protected from overpopulation to
the detriment of it’s only small accessible safe swimming beach and it’s surrounding Flora and fauna . (Coastal
Heath , Hooded Plovers , koalas , echidnas , wombats , reptiles and occasional seals )
I know this beach very well , it has been a very significant part of my life for many years .
I first came to the Cape in 1962 as a child.
My husband Gary and I have continuously camped at the Cape every Summer for the last 34 years .
Our son now also camps with his family with our grandchildren .

We are now the owners of 15 Cassia St Cape Paterson .

I have already seen some inevitable changes over the years.
-The large increase in the numbers of people and dogs on the beach at both the Bay and Surf beaches .
-The increase in traffic along the Surf beach road and the cars parked to capacity .
-The increase in the number of boats using the boat ramp cutting across the Bay Area used by families for
swimming and snorkelling and scuba diving .
-A decrease in the number of fish and shells in the bay .
-A decrease in natural coastal vegetation ,less shade , more wind , absences of Christmas beetles and cicadas around
the depleted campsite areas where the tee -trees have been cut down .
- Increase in the high water mark meaning even less beach available for families .

At the Campground , under new management the planning for even more cabins to be built has been approved and
this will mean even more over crowding on the beach during peak Summer

Who will pay for all the infrastructure required for this proposed development .
The Bay Beach couldn’t cope with the storm of May 2019 , let alone coping with more storm water run off from
further Northern residences .If diverted over to Pea creek that could have deleterious effects there causing erosion
below the camp sites and affecting the breeding of hooded plovers there at present .

The Sand Dunes around the Cape are the grounds of Aboriginal middens and any digging may very well reveal
artifacts or bones .

We need to keep the land for farming , support new farmers to plant more trees , orchards ,look at producing diverse
crops ,olives ,market gardens in keeping with sustainable future and providing more jobs and fresh produce for
people in Wonthaggi and Cape Paterson
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Stop further development ,ensure that Cape Paterson’s future as one of the most beautiful beaches with valuable
environmental, historical and cultural significance as it sits beside the Bunnerong Marine Park .

Bass Coast Council should be doing its utmost to protect this area from inappropriate development.  Amendment
C136 is inappropriate and unnecessary development.

Yours sincerely,



Subject: Objection to Amendment C136 rezoning application.
Date: Thursday, 27 February 2020 4:32:02 PM

Objection to Amendment C136 rezoning application.

To :                 Strategic Planning Department
 Bass Coast Shire Council 

       

I am a Cape Paterson permanent resident.

I wish to lodge a formal objection to the proposed rezoning of land north of Seaward Drive
that is dealt with by Amendment C136.

Having been a rate payer within Cape Paterson for the past 20 years and a permanent resident
of 3 years, what initially attracted me to Cape Paterson was the quite coastal village ambience
and country life style. I enjoy the close knit community where everyone knows everyone. The
town is a safe environment and pedestrian friendly with little or no through traffic. Adults and
children alike can walk to the beach, park, shops, go for bike rides etc in relative safety. I am
concerned and firmly believe that the proposed development will destroy  the Community Feel
of This Much-Loved Coastal Village. There are very few places like Cape Paterson and that,
in itself, means it is worth preserving the town as is.

In particular, I would like to highlight the following concerns 

Massive overdevelopment

 A rezoning as proposed would have significant adverse impact on the small coastal
village character, amenity and infrastructure, almost doubling the towns existing size.
 Cape Paterson is currently a coastal village with a cohesive community. The rezoning
proposal is lodged by a developer with plans for up to 1,000 new dwellings (500 + 500).
Even if each dwelling had only two occupants this would more than triple the town’s
population which was below 900 at the last census.
This is a massive over-development, both in land size and impact on population

Ruins the Peaceful and Safe Character of Cape Paterson

Cape Paterson, being small, is a safe place for families, especially children and elderly
There are very few places like Cape Paterson left in Victoria
The distance from the beach of the C136 proposed rezoning will result in increased
traffic through existing township. 

Is Environmentally Undesirable
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The new development is car reliant and does nothing to reduce dependence on fossil
fuels
There is insufficient parking already at peak times. This is not easily addressed as
expansion of beach parking would have a detrimental impact on the environment and
amenity of the area and is undesirable
Cape Paterson has a fragile and valuable coastal environment. The beach is already at
capacity in summer.
Development brings greater risks to coastal strip with more dogs, cats and invasive
plants that can decimate local flora and fauna
Threats to the adjoining Bunurong Marine and Coastal Park including contaminated
drainage run off.

Infrastructure

Inadequate town drainage to accommodate development of this size
Many Internal roads are unsealed- extra traffic will mean more dust and less safety
Insufficient town and beach parking to cater fro increased population

Is not the best way forward for development – more suited to Wonthaggi or Inverloch

Bass Coast’s strategic plan is to concentrate development in high growth areas like
Wonthaggi. C136, if approved, will reduce demand in Wonthaggi where there is more
urban infrastructure such as schools, transport, shops.
Wonthaggi has existing infrastructure and makes more sense as a place for additional
development
Cape Paterson currently has a very different “feel” to Wonthaggi and Inverloch which is
the appeal.

Finally, if a development of any sort is to go ahead then it must involve 

Reducing the town boundary so that the town expands by no more than 25%
Waiting until 75% of blocks at The Cape eco-village have sold
Include more than 50% open space of the net developable area (as per The Cape eco-
village)
Traffic provisions that do not funnel traffic through the existing township
High standards regarding housing sustainability rating, as per the example set by the
Cape eco-village
Lower density building than currently proposed
Retention of some green wedges of open green land

Thank you,

.
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To Strategic Planning Department Bass Coast Shire Council, 

PO Box 118 Wonthaggi 

strategic.planningadmin@basscoast.vic.gov.au 

 

Dear Council Officers 

 

Re: Objection to Amendment C136 (C136 rezoning application) 

We wish to lodge a formal objection to the proposed rezoning of land north of Seaward Drive 
that is dealt with by C136. 

Our family of four are permanent residents at  Cape Paterson. We built our 
house in ‘The Cape’ development and moved to Bass Coast because we wanted to 
demonstrate and live in the type of housing and development that has been described as a 
blueprint for housing in Australia. Bass Coast Shire Council should seek to better enable the 
new benchmark for residential housing established by ‘The Cape’. New homes at ‘The Cape’ 
and now more broadly throughout Bass Coast, enabled by a cohort of local designers and 
builders (a local economy), demonstrating a commitment to progress sustainability in 
navigating the growing challenges of climate emergency. 

We were very disappointed to learn that Amendment C136 may enable through lack of special 
conditions sub-standard housing to be built - locking in higher costs, and detrimental 
environmental and health impacts. Further, the current lack of requirement for amenity and 
dedicated open space for recreation and to restore environmental habitat will lead to adverse 
impacts on the existing walkable coastal village of Cape Paterson, designated as a Distinctive 
Areas and Landscapes by the Victorian Government.  

While ‘The Cape’ development and Bass Coast Shire Council’s environmental and social 
policies position Bass Coast as leading and innovative, the current planning considerations 
included in Schedule 26 are regressive and will see the Shire return to being a laggard. A key 
objection for us is that C136 represents a big step backwards for the Cape Paterson village, 
and the broader Bass Coast Shire, given ‘The Cape’ development has done so much to 
establish the new benchmark for residential sustainability.  

We have not seen enough evidence to understand why the town boundary was extended to 
the North. We have bought into a new development that required a specific Amendment and 
while there was initially opposition there is now clear consensus locally and nationally that The 
Cape development has delivered additional amenity to Cape Paterson village, is clearly 
planned to ensure open space, Land For Wildlife and with specific Design Guidelines to ensure 
the houses create positive energy impact. None of these features have been adequately 
considered through the proposed C136 amendment. 

mailto:strategic.planningadmin@basscoast.vic.gov.au
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We specifically request you: 

• Acknowledge the following concerns further underpinning objection to proposed C136 
amendment 

• Reduce the size of the Development Plan Overlay (along with the town boundary) 
• Apply special conditions 

 
Concerns further underpinning objection to proposed C136 amendment 

1. Inappropriate Timing 

•       No development should be approved before the Distinctive Areas and Landscape 
process (initiated by the Labor government) is completed. 

•       The Distinctive Areas and Landscape process has not yet been incorporated into the 
Bass Coast Planning Scheme - the Cape Paterson community’s biggest response was to 
request a reduction of the current town boundary. 

2. Massive overdevelopment 

•       A rezoning as proposed would have significant adverse impact on the small coastal 
village character, amenity and infrastructure 

•       Cape Paterson is currently a coastal village with a cohesive community. The rezoning 
proposal is lodged by a developer with plans for up to 1000 new dwellings (500 + 500). Even 
if each dwelling had only two occupants this would more than triple the town’s population 
which was below 900 at the last census. 

• Moreover, ‘The Cape’ development demonstrates a density of approximately half that 
proposed by the rezoning, to enable appropriate amenity and infrastructure for people 
and nature. 

3. Ignores Indigenous, Cultural and Historical Heritage 

• Part of the development area contains an area of cultural heritage sensitivity and the 
proposed development of the land constitutes a high impact activity (ref: Heritage Insight 
report). This is inappropriate on cultural heritage grounds. Any development must strictly 
heed Cultural Heritage Management requirements 

4. Potential detrimental traffic impacts on Cape Paterson 

•       Cape Paterson is pedestrian friendly with little or no through traffic and few footpaths 
but currently safe to walk on road 

•       The distance from the beach of the C136 proposed rezoning will result in increased 
traffic through existing township. This is envisaged by the traffic report with the C136 
proposal which envisages an additional 9140 car trips per day 

• No consideration is given to provisions for more sustainable transport planning given the 
increased demand in peak periods.  

• The traffic report is flawed as it is based on a survey conducted in July rather than peak 
in Dec/Jan 
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5. Environmentally Undesirable 

• Puts wildlife at further risk. The developer’s materials note there are 33 species of 
birdlife, as well as wombats and kangaroos. Surprisingly they have not recorded other 
species frequently seen including echidnas, snakes, lizards etc. The proposal will result 
in loss of habitat for these animals, which in turn is a loss for Cape Paterson where they 
are highly valued by residents and visitors. 

6. Places too much pressure on existing infrastructure 

• Information on stormwater and drainage planning appears inadequate given the level of 
proposed development. 

• Extreme weather events (1 in 100 year) are becoming increasingly common requiring 
infrastructure upgrades before further development occurs. 

 
Reduce the size of the Development Plan Overlay and Town Boundary 
Despite a Planning Panel report (2010) that said expanding the town boundary to the West 
and to the North would result in an oversupply of land, Mathew Guy (2011) approved both 
town boundary expansions. Rather than its current form, C136 should have provided the first 
opportunity to correct this by reducing the over-expanded town boundary. 
 
Special Conditions 
We request that conditions to the Development Plan Schedule most be in place before any 
development occurs, these include: 
 
The development is gas free. Our justification for this is that Council has committed to a 
Climate Emergency and building houses reliant on a fossil fuel locks future residents into rising 
operating costs, pollution and health risks. The Cape development has set the precedent set 
by banning the use of gas and instead producing all electric homes. There is not current a 
central gas supply link in Cape Paterson. 
 
Cape Paterson is clearly stated as part of the Distinctive Areas and Landscapes designation. 
This designation requires Statement of Planning Policy. There is significant confusion and 
frustration in our community as to why this Amendment C136 is being pushed ahead prior to 
the Statement of Planning Policy being finalised. Surely this will have implications for your 
decision.  
 
Theme 1: Character and amenity of Cape Paterson  
 
Many of the studies included in C136 document are significantly dated and do not adequately 
address the significant adverse impact such a large-scale expansion will have on the small 
coastal village character, amenity and infrastructure. Cape Paterson is often described as a 
village because the central shops and beach are currently walkable for most from all 
residential addresses. Cape Paterson is pedestrian friendly with little or no through traffic and 
few footpaths but currently safe to walk on road. Less traffic was a key consideration for 
moving here with our now one and four-year old children.  
 
Cape Paterson is currently a coastal village with a cohesive community • Cape Paterson, 
being small, is a safe place for families, especially children and elderly • • The distance from 
the beach of the C136 proposed re. zoning will result in increased traffic through existing 
township. Theme - Infrastructure – How will overdevelopment place greater strain on already 
inadequate existing infrastructure? • There is insufficient parking already at peak times with 
environmental constraints on increasing parking capacity  
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Telephone and data become unusable at peak times • Electricity supply is often subject to 
brown out or black out at peak times • Drainage - current infrastructure is inadequate at peak 
rainfall already (eg. Flooding of Wonthaggi Life Saving Club in May 2019) • Water quality and 
pressure is inadequate at peak times requiring heavy chlorination (and bottled water purchase) 
• Cape Paterson is inadequately serviced by public transport (community survey) • The Bay 
beach precinct masterplan was developed in 2014 but no funding has been allocated by 
Council. • Limited capacity of the Lifesaving clubs to service a large increase in beach goers 
without major increased funding for paid lifesaving services. • Extreme weather events (1 in 
100 year) are becoming increasingly common requiring infrastructure upgrades before further 
development occurs.  
 
Theme 2: Environment 
Cape Paterson has a fragile and valuable coastal environment. The proposed development 
brings greater risks to coastal strip with more dogs, cats and invasive plants that can decimate 
local flora and fauna. It also brings increased threats to the adjoining Bunurong Marine and 
Coastal Park including contaminated drainage run off. And increased threats to existing 
Significant Vegetation and Wildlife within the area to be rezoned. The new development is car 
reliant and does nothing to reduce dependence on fossil fuels. The extension of the George 
Bass Walk will place further pressure on endangered flora and fauna and increase vehicle and 
foot traffic through the area.  
 
The proposed scale of expansion is a major over-development, more than doubling the size 
of the township. This is contrary to the Bass Coast Strategic Coastal Framework which states 
“… Cape Paterson … a local coastal town … with varying but limited opportunities for 
additional development”.  
 
The Distinctive Areas and Landscape process has not yet been completed and incorporated 
into the Bass Coast Planning Scheme - the Cape Paterson community’s biggest response 
was to request a reduction of the current town boundary. 
 
Despite a Planning Panel report (2010) that said expanding the town boundary to the West 
and to the North would result in an oversupply of land, Mathew Guy (2011) approved both 
town boundary expansions. Amendment C136 provides the first opportunity to correct this by 
reducing the over-expanded town boundary.  
 
Bass Coast’s strategic plan is to concentrate development in high growth areas like 
Wonthaggi. Amendment C136, if approved, will reduce demand in Wonthaggi where there is 
more urban infrastructure in walking distance including schools, transport and shops.  
 
Approving C136 this development will encourage further pressures for new development to 
the east and west of Cape Paterson 
 

Meeting the standards set by ‘The Cape’ development 
At minimum any future development should meet, if not exceed the standards set by ‘The 
Cape’, including but not limited to the following: 

•       Include more than 50% open space of the net developable area (as per The Cape) 

•       Traffic provisions that do not funnel traffic through the existing township 
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•       The developer providing far more detailed information regarding protection of heritage 
and environment, details of the development proposal, subdivision pattern, design 
guidelines, infrastructure requirements and development contributions. 

•       Significant plantings of indigenous trees and appropriate green passages for wildlife 

•       Limited car spaces to ensure there is not additional traffic pressure on the town 

•       High standards regarding energy efficiency ratings for housing 

•       Lower density building to enable adequate amenity for wildlife, people and sustainable 
infrastructure (i.e. stormwater management / wetlands). 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide a submission. We will be following the outcome of 
your deliberations with interest. 

 

Yours sincerely, 

 

 



To: strategic.planningadmin@basscoast.vic.gov.au 

Re: Amendment C136, Bass Coast Shire Council 

I am objecting to this application/proposal for the following reasons: 

One of the basic and most important principles of town planning is that development 
should only take place where there are existing and adequate services available. 

Basic services that Cape Paterson does not have include but are not limited to: 
 - schools 
 - pre-school 
 - library 
 - maternal and infant welfare centre 
 - social club 
 - senior citizens club 
 - municipal customer service centre 
 - water authority customer service centre 
 - except for life saving, sporting clubs 
 - shopping centre 
 - industrial area 
 - hospital 
 - medical clinic 
 - service station. 

Infrastructure services that Cape Paterson does not have include but are not limited 
to: 
 - fully constructed road network 
 - drainage lines and overflow systems for freak storm events that conform to the 

Australian Standard for Rainfall and Runoff  
 - bicycle paths and lanes 
 - full and comprehensive network of footpaths 
 - reticulated town gas 
 - adequate car parking for both residents and visitors 
 - major sporting facilities. 
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Transport services that Cape Paterson does not have include but are not limited to: 
 - intra town bus service 
 - adequate local bus service 
 - adequate regional bus service 
 - taxi service. 
 

So where are all these missing services located nearby?  Wonthaggi of course.  It is 
a sub-regional network of the Gippsland Regional Growth Plan. So that’s where such 
development should take place.  There is plenty of rural land there that can be 
rezoned for residential development. 

Inappropriate Timing: 
- This amendment should be neither considered nor approved before the Bass 

Coast Distinctive Areas and Landscape process initiated by the state government 
is completed and incorporated into the Bass Coast Planning Scheme. 

 
Loss of small village character: 
- One of the features that Cape Paterson residents and holiday makers really 

cherish about the place, possibly with the exception of some of the eco village 
residents, is our small village character.  This is despite what Council planners 
have stated to the contrary in previous reports.  They wouldn’t know anyway, as 
they don’t live here as far as I know.  Residential subdivision to the north would 
overload the town’s existing facilities.  Given the methods of residential 
development these days many allotments would be small in area, say around 
450 square metres.  The majority of houses built would be “project” type built at 
minimum cost.  The developments would be similar to those in urban areas such 
as in the outer eastern suburbs of Melbourne and new subdivisions in 
Wonthaggi.  Without out a doubt Cape Paterson would lose its small town 
character and become just a nearby suburb of Wonthaggi. 

 
The extension of Cape Paterson’s town boundary to the north was done by stealth 
by a previous planning minister.  Why should our town be so severely affected just 
because he made an ad hoc decision that ignored basic planning principles and 
some land owners and developers want to put money in their pockets?  They don’t 
have our interests in mind, just their own.  They couldn’t care less if we lose our 
town character. 
 
I am totally opposed to rezoning of any of the land to the north of Cape Paterson 
and believe that the town boundary should be brought back to Seaward drive. 
 
Thankyou for the opportunity to express my opinion. 
 
 
 
 

 



Subject: Appendix 1
Date: Monday, 2 March 2020 5:13:22 PM

Hello again

Please attached this to my submission:

APPENDIX 1

The outfall drains for much of the land in C136 sre well below current standards.  One of these
discharges at First Surf Beach.  Please see attached photo.  There is not a 50 year frequency
overflow path as required by the Australian Standard, Rainfall and Runoff.  Any development
in C136 will exacerbate this situation and cause major drainage problems to the existing
residential area in Cape Paterson.

Yours faithfully





 
Sent: Thursday, 27 February 2020 4:39 PM
To: strategic.planningadmin@basscoast.vic.gov.au <strategic.planningadmin@basscoast.vic.gov.au>
Subject: Amendment C136
 
Hello

Attached is my submission.  Please acknowledge receipt asap.

Regards



Subject: Appendix 2
Date: Monday, 2 March 2020 5:21:50 PM

Hello again

Please attached this to my submission:

APPENDIX 2

The outfall drains for much of the land in C136 are well below current standards.  One of the
two main outlet drains discharges at the Browns Bay Beach.  Please see attached photo.  It is
noted that many of the outlet pipes are badly damaged and silted up.  it was this drainage line
that overflowed during the storms last May and caused significant undermining of the
foundations of the life saving club lookout building.

There are no 50 year frequency overflow paths as required by the Australian Standard, Rainfall
and Runoff.  Any development in C136 will exacerbate this situation and cause major drainage
problems to the existing residential area in Cape Paterson.

Yours faithfully



 
Sent: Thursday, 27 February 2020 4:39 PM
To: strategic.planningadmin@basscoast.vic.gov.au <strategic.planningadmin@basscoast.vic.gov.au>
Subject: Amendment C136
 
Hello

Attached is my submission.  Please acknowledge receipt asap.

Regards



Subject: Appendix 3
Date: Monday, 2 March 2020 5:33:10 PM

Hello again

Please attached this to my submission:

APPENDIX 3

The existing drainage network in Cape Paterson is well below current standards.  This was
demonstrated in May last year when a 50 + year frequency storm caused major flooding and
extensive damage to houses and infrastructure. I can personally attest to this as our house
and landscaped yard were severely impacted. 

There are no 50 year frequency overflow paths as required by the Australian Standard, Rainfall
and Runoff.  Any development in C136 will exacerbate this situation and pose serious future
risk of flooding to the existing houses and infrastructure in Cape Paterson.

Yours faithfully

 
Sent: Thursday, 27 February 2020 4:39 PM
To: strategic.planningadmin@basscoast.vic.gov.au <strategic.planningadmin@basscoast.vic.gov.au>
Subject: Amendment C136
 
Hello

Attached is my submission.  Please acknowledge receipt asap.

Regards



Subject: C136 objection
Date: Thursday, 27 February 2020 4:40:51 PM

Hi
My name is . I am 12 years old. I have been holidaying at Cape Paterson my whole life.
When I visit I like walking to the local shops or riding my bike around the streets. I like seeing the echidnas and
koalas, and the kangaroos that can often be seen on Seaward Drive. I like that there are not many cars and people
walk around which gives a nice feel to the town.
I don’t want hundreds of houses added near Seaward Drive. I think it should stay as rural land even if there are a few
extra houses there. Otherwise Cape will be just like big towns.
That’s why I’m objecting. Thanks. You can contact me at this email address.
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Subject: Objection to C136 rezoning application
Date: Thursday, 27 February 2020 4:42:30 PM
Attachments: PastedGraphic-1.tiff

Submitted by:

To the Strategic Planning Department of Bass Coast Shire Council,

I am a Cape Paterson holiday home owner who has enjoyed Cape Paterson since my 
parents bought a house in 1978.  I have spent so many holidays & weekends down at 
the Cape, it is more than a just part of my childhood.  After getting married and 
moving overseas to live, my parents declared “no one was using the house” and sold 
it!  Several years later, we moved back from overseas and were drawn back to "Cape 
Pat.” We bought a different house at Cape Paterson so we could share the wonderful 
atmosphere and lifestyle with our own children.  They too, have now spent many 
school holidays and weekends enjoying the carefree lifestyle of our own childhoods.  
There are not many places left in Victoria, perhaps Australia, where that can happen.  
They come home when they’re hungry or when the street lights come on.  ;)

With all that being said, I wish to lodge a formal objection to the proposed rezoning 
of land north of Seaward Drive that is dealt with by C136.

he rezoning of the land, with the view to subdividing into hundreds of small residential blocks, 
will destroy the lifestyle, the safety, the environment and the overall feel of Cape Paterson.  
We love Cape Paterson for what it is now…a quiet, village with beautiful beaches, unspoilt 
and with a rural feel.  In the Summer or busy times, the beaches are already full - especially at 
high tide - with local holiday makers and those driving in from surrounding areas such as 
Wonthaggi.  If you add another 500-1000 blocks/houses, that will increase the beach-going 
population by at least 2000 more people.  Quite frankly, the beaches would be end up like 
Bondi or St Kilda!  If we had wanted crowded beaches, shopping strips, nightlife, more cars, 
sealed roads, more suburbia, we would have moved to Inverloch!!  PLEASE don’t let this 
proposal go through.  PLEASE don’t let greed overpower what is right, what is moral and 
what is environmentally important.  PLEASE let our children and grandchildren have a place 
where they can be children and feel safe within a small community atmosphere.  PLEASE 
maintain Cape Paterson just as it is.  The reason why Cape Pat is so desirable is for the reasons 
we all come to it…add even 500 more blocks and you’ve just destroyed those reasons, 
destroyed the desirability and just made it another suburb.

I realise this letter will probably appear like so many others, but I have modified some 
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of the points below are ones I truly believe they are important.  PLEASE don’t let this 
change in overlay and proposed development go through.

The following concerns are particularly important:

Inappropriate Timing

       No development should be approved before the Distinctive Areas and Landscape 
process (initiated by the Labor government) is completed.

       The Distinctive Areas and Landscape process has not yet been incorporated into the 
Bass Coast Planning Scheme - the Cape Paterson community’s biggest response 
was to request a reduction of the current town boundary.

Massive overdevelopment

       A rezoning as proposed would have significant adverse impact on the small coastal 
village character, amenity and infrastructure 

       Cape Paterson is currently a coastal village with a cohesive community. The rezoning 
proposal is lodged by a developer with plans for up to 1000 new dwellings (500 + 
500). Even if each dwelling had only two occupants this would more than triple the 
town’s population which was below 900 at the last census.

       This is a massive over-development, both in land size and impact on population

       Despite a Planning Panel report (2010) that said expanding the town boundary to the 
West and to the North would result in an oversupply of land, Mathew Guy (2011) 
approved both town boundary expansions. C136 provides the first opportunity to 
correct this by reducing the over-expanded town boundary.

Ignores Indigenous, Cultural and Historical Heritage

       part of the development area contains an area of cultural heritage sensitivity  and the 
proposed development of the land constitutes a high impact activity (ref: Heritage 
Insight report). This is inappropriate on cultural heritage grounds. Any development 
must strictly heed Cultural Heritage Management requirements

Ruins the Peaceful and Safe Character of Cape Paterson

       Cape Paterson, being small, is a safe place for families, especially children and 
elderly

       There are very few places like Cape Paterson and that, in itself, means it is worth 
preserving the town as is

       Cape Paterson is pedestrian friendly with little or no through traffic and few footpaths 
but currently safe to walk on road



       The distance from the beach of the C136 proposed rezoning will result in increased 
traffic through existing township. This is envisaged by the traffic report with the C136 
proposal which envisages an additional 9140 car trips per day

       The traffic report is flawed as it is based on a survey conducted in July rather than 
peak in Dec/Jan. Also they think that half the people travelling to the beach from the 
development would rather make a right turn from Seaward Drive into Cape Paterson 
Road (notwithstanding the increased traffic coming down that road thanks to the 
development), rather than an easy left turn (a short cut) into Spear Street. I know 
which I would do......

Will Decimate the Community Feel of This Much-Loved Coastal Village

       The current community feel means people drive with respect and maintain the safety 
of the town

       Will prompt population that is too rapid to be effectively integrated

       Will ruin the village feel that means children can walk to the park, shops, go for bike 
rides etc in relative safety

Is Environmentally Undesirable

       Puts wildlife at further risk. The developer’s materials note there are 33 species of 
birdlife, as well as wombats and kangaroos. Surprisingly they have not recorded other 
species frequently seen including echidnas, snakes, lizards etc. The proposal will 
result in loss of habitat for these animals, which in turn is a loss for Cape Paterson 
where they are highly valued by residents

       The new development is car reliant and does nothing to reduce dependence on fossil 
fuels 

       There is insufficient parking already at peak times. This is not easily addressed as 
expansion of beach parking would have a detrimental impact on the environment and 
amenity of the area and is totally undesirable

       Internal roads are unsealed (which residents overwhelmingly voted to retain because 
they like this laid-back feel) - extra traffic will mean more dust and less safety but is 
not easily addressed without altering the “feel” of the town

       Cape Paterson has a fragile and valuable coastal environment. The beach is already 
at capacity in summer.

       Development brings greater risks to coastal strip with more dogs, cats and invasive 
plants that can decimate local flora and fauna

       Threats to the adjoining Bunurong Marine and Coastal Park including contaminated 
drainage run off.



       Threats to existing Significant Vegetation and Wildlife within the area to be rezoned.

Will put too much pressure on infrastructure

       Limited capacity of the Lifesaving clubs to service a large increase in beach goers 
without major increased funding for paid lifesaving services.

       Extreme weather events (1 in 100 year) are becoming increasingly common requiring 
infrastructure upgrades before further development occurs. 

Is not the best way forward for development – more suited to Wonthaggi or 
Inverloch

       Bass Coast’s strategic plan is to concentrate development in high growth areas like 
Wonthaggi. C136, if approved, will reduce demand in Wonthaggi where there is more 
urban infrastructure such as schools, transport, shops.

       Wonthaggi has existing infrastructure and makes more sense as a place for additional 
development

       Cape Paterson currently has a very different “feel” to Inverloch. We like it that way

The process puts developers before community

       The reports accompanying C136 have been commissioned and paid for by the 
developer and in some cases have been amended following consultation with the 
developer. It is difficult to consider them independent.

       The community has previously made clear its feelings about expansion to the north of 
the town

       Many residents of Cape Paterson are not confident with the objection process and 
have not felt heard

 

Finally, if a development of any sort is to go ahead then it must involve:

       Reducing the town boundary so that the town expands by no more than 50 blocks

       Waiting until 75% of blocks at The Cape eco-village have sold

       Include more than 50% open space of the net developable area (as per The Cape)

       Traffic provisions that do not funnel traffic through the existing township

       The developer providing far more detailed information regarding protection of heritage 
and environment, details of the development proposal, subdivision pattern, design 



guidelines, infrastructure requirements and development contributions.

       Significant plantings of indigenous trees and appropriate green passages for wildlife

       Limited car spaces to ensure there is not additional traffic pressure on the town

       Lower density building than currently proposed

       Retention of some green wedges of open green land

I sincerely hope that common sense and a love of the area prevails and that this rezoning 
application is totally rejected once and for all.
With kindest regards,



Amendment C136 to the Bass Coast Shire Planning Scheme 

 

27 February 2020 

_________________________________________________________________________________ 

SUMMARY 

This submission does not support Amendment C136. 

The time is not right for rezoning of this rural land from Farm Zone FZ to General Residential Zone 
GRZ as proposed in the Amendment.   

SLO4 and ESO1 are more appropriate controls over the affected land than the proposed DPO and 
Schedule 26 to the DPO, as proposed in the Amendment. 

As outlined in this submission, four key factors point to retention of the existing zone and controls as 
a more appropriate balance between growth and retention of Cape Paterson’s highly-valued, 
distinctive features and characteristics.  Retaining the current Planning Scheme settings would not 
compromise development at higher densities at an appropriate time in the future. 

The four key factors: 

> Potential for growth within the existing township has changed and not been given sufficient 
weight in the projections for supply of dwellings.  

> The demand scenario for new dwellings is low, as evidenced by actual new dwelling 
construction. 

> Cape Paterson is affected by considerations under the recent Bass Coast Distinctive Areas and 
Landscapes designation.  At this point in time, other locations within the municipality would 
more appropriately satisfy a high-demand scenario for the supply of urban land over the next 15 
years under Clause 11.02-1S. Tight boundaries around the established township are consistent 
with the protection of Cape Paterson as part of the Bass Coast Distinctive Area and Landscape 
DAL. 

> Sustainable development. Intensification of development within the existing town allows for 
more efficient use of existing infrastructure and a lower carbon footprint. And, located close to 
the coast, intensification of development within the existing established township allows for a 
walkable settlement, with less vehicle movements, less pressure on the coastal strip of public 
land for vehicles, and less pressure on the landscapes which form key environmental biolinks 
across the municipality.  

1 
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1. Potential for growth within the existing township. 
 
The current township provides opportunities for growth which were not in place when 
expansion north of the Residential 1-R1Z was postulated in 20111.  Two factors which influence 
the potential for additional dwellings within the existing township have not been considered. 

a. In March 2017, amendments to the General Residential Zone GRZ (VC110) allowed for 
increased building height, removed the restriction on the number of dwellings and set 
down minimum lot percentages for garden area. Previous R1Z zone provisions were 
more restrictive in relation to two-unit development of on existing allotments. 
Many allotments within the existing township have relatively small houses, often 
constructed in the 1960s and 1970s to a relatively modest standard. Here,  
redevelopment for more than one dwelling would be an option. In addition there are 
vacant allotments within the GRZ. A tally of existing allotments within the GRZ can be 
deduced from the C136 document, Ethos Urban, “Residential Land Assessment”, 
December 2019, authored by Nick Brisbane. The report cites 55 vacant lots comprising 
28 within the established township area and 27 in the western sector (page 12).  Mr 
Brisbane’s township map on page 14 (Figure 4.1) indicates roughly 1,000 allotments in 
the established township.  

Under the GRZ provisions which now apply, increased dwelling density is possible at 
both the vacant allotments and at the 950 odd developed allotments. While it is not 
possible to predict the intensity and timing of development, the potential can be 
estimated at a particular proportion.  If 2 dwellings were to be developed on 20% of the 
vacant and existing allotments, with single dwellings on the remainder, an increase of 
around 190 dwellings would result. Different proportions would lead to different 
numbers.  

b. East of the township, against the recommendation of the April 2010 C53, C93 &C98 
Planning Panel, ministerial direction in May 2011 approved development of 
an”Ecovillage” (now rebranded as “The Cape”). The eventual development at the 
“Ecovillage” subsequently changed and has resulted in an increase to the number of 
allotments to 219. This land is zoned CDZ1. Stages 1,2 and 3 of the “Ecovillage” have 
been released comprising 125 allotments, of which 30 odd are unsold.  Anticipated 
release for the remaining 90 odd is not until late 2020. Mr Brisbane cites 36 dwellings 
completed or under construction in the “Ecovillage” at December 2019. In summary, 
within the “Ecovillage” some 120 odd allotments are available or soon to be available for 
sale.  

Combining a. and b. some 290 new dwelling opportunities could be possible within existing 
zones. Planning for municipal growth must have regard to the urban growth considerations in 
Clause 11.02-1S Supply of Urban Land,  in the State Planning Policy Framework.  The Objective to 
clause is to ensure a sufficient supply of land available for residential and other uses. 

 

  

1 Bass Coast Strategic Coastal Planning Framework, June 2011 
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In planning for urban growth, Strategies to Clause 11.02-1S outlines four factors which “should” 
be considered: 

• Opportunities for the consolidation, redevelopment and intensification of existing urban 
areas.  

• Neighbourhood character and landscape considerations.  
• The limits of land capability and natural hazards and environmental quality.  
• Service limitations and the costs of providing infrastructure. 

 
Potential for consolidation and intensification of the established township, and the quantity of 
allotments which would become available at the “Ecovillage”, are not factored into the Bass Coast 
Strategic Coastal Planning Framework, June 2011. 

With appropriate intensification and allowing for the existing/soon to be available vacant allotments, 
the existing supply of land for new dwellings is likely to be sufficient for the next 15 years. 

 

2. Demand scenario is low. 

In the C53 Panel Report, April 2010 (page 115), the Panel noted demand scenarios presented by Mr 
Nick Brisbane representing Essential Economics. Mr Brisbane projections for new dwelling in Cape 
Paterson between 2008 and 2023 to be an average between 20 and 35 per annum – equivalent to 
270 and 570 over a 13.5 year period.  Ten years have now passed, allowing Mr. Brisbane’s 
predictions to be tested. 2 

The Bass Coast Shire Residential Land Supply and Demand Assessment  2017/2018 includes the total 
number of new dwelling approvals for the whole of Bass Coast 2013/14 to 2017/18 – a period of 4 
years. The total for 2017/18 is 615 with a 5 year average of 462 per annum. No figures are cited for 
new dwellings in Cape Paterson3. However, at Figure 4.1 Mr Brisbane records lots developed since 
May 2016 up to December 2019 being 34 at the “Ecovillage” and 21 within the established township. 
Allowing for 4 or 5 more that Mr Brisbane has not included at the west end of Surf Beach Parade, the 
total would be around 60 over 3 years. This is equal to the ‘low-demand scenario” Mr Brisbane 
described to the C53 Panel in 2010.With more than half the number coming from the ‘Ecovillage’,  in 
the years preceding 2016, there would have been substantially fewer than 20 per annum.  

Applying Mr Brisbane’s scenario of 20 houses per annum, over 15 years, demand for 300 new 
dwellings could be met by the supply as noted under item 1. above.   

 

  

2 The C53 Panel also cites projections  from Mr McNeil of 34 to 51 per annum between 2006 and 2016 – a total 
between 337 and 514 new dwelling in Cape Paterson over 10 years.  2016 has now passed allowing Mr 
McNeil’s predictions to be tested. The actual demand was considerably lower than Mr McNeil’s projections  

 
3 This information has been requested from the building department at Bass Coast Shire. 26 and 27 February 
2020. 
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3. Cape Paterson as part of the Bass Coast Distinctive Areas and Landscapes: High-demand better 
located elsewhere within the Municipality. 

Future development should be guided by the recently declared Bass Coast Distinctive Areas and 
Landscapes. The intentions for this new Planning consideration are set out in the document “Bass 
Coast Distinctive areas and landscapes”, particularly noting the balance between preservation of 
distinctive features and characteristics and settlement boundaries. 

To ensure the region’s long-term sustainability, and manage threats from climate change risks, 
the Victorian Government must effectively balance growth with the preservation of distinctive 
features and characteristics….. 

The Distinctive Area and Landscape project will identify long-term settlement boundaries to 
protect the unique Bass Coast region for current and future generations. 
https://www.planning.vic.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0031/425668/G001026_DAL_Bass_Coast_Brochure_V4_WEB.pdf 

Currently Clause 22.02 Hilltop, ridgeline and prominent coastal landform protection policy applies to 
the land. This clause has as two Objectives: 

• To protect the environmental, landscape and visual significance of hilltops, ridgelines and 
prominent coastal landforms.  

• To maintain panoramic roadside views of the scenic natural landscape along hilltops, 
ridgelines and prominent coastal landforms of the Shire  

The land currently provides for the panoramic roadside views of the scenic landscape, at the 
entrance to the established township along the Wonthaggi Cape Paterson Road. The proposed 
redevelopment for housing with allotments between 500 and 1000m2 would eliminate these views. 
The rural land sets the context for the distinctive characteristics which come with the compact 
coastal town of Cape Paterson.   

Strategies set down in Clause 11.02-1S call for residential land supply to be considered on a 
“municipal basis rather than a town-by town basis” (Clause 11.02-1S) 

In planning for urban growth, Strategies to Clause 11.02-1S outline four factors which “should” be 
considered including: 

• Neighbourhood character and landscape considerations.  
 

Cape Paterson is a small coastal town in a rural setting. As part of the “Bass Coast Distinctive areas 
and landscapes” (DAL), the rural landforms and the small, clearly defined township, form part of the 
DAL.  For Cape Paterson this is part of its  neighbourhood character and contextual landscape. AS 
demonstrated in items 1 and 2., the established township can accommodate the existing demand. 
Where a high-demand scenario is required, the regional centre of Wonthaggi, has opportunities for 
development in less sensitive zones.   
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4. Sustainable Development 

Strategies set down in Clause 11.02-1S call for residential land supply to consider the “ongoing 
provision of land and supporting infrastructure to support sustainable urban development”. (Clause 
11.02-1S). 

Intensification of development within the existing town allows for more efficient use of existing 
infrastructure and a lower carbon footprint. A “walkable” settlement flows from tight boundaries 
with appropriate development intensity. For a given population, it brings with it a lesser number of 
and vehicle movements, less pressure for vehicles along the precious public coastal strip land, and 
less pressure on the landscapes which form key environmental biolinks.  

Zoning which encourages sustainable development should be a part of all planning considerations. 
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To: strategic planning admin
Subject: C136
Date: Thursday, 27 February 2020 4:49:06 PM
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To: strategic planning admin
Subject: Amendment C136
Date: Thursday, 27 February 2020 4:49:36 PM


We are in support of the amendment C136 residents in the area will benefit from 

better roads and drainage to the area

local small business growth

 better facilities for community activities 

It will be a benefit to community based volunteer groups  - Life Saving - CFA 
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Dear BSCS councillors, 

I,  Cape Paterson, wish to make a submission opposing the 
proposed Amendment C136 to be considered by Bass Coast Shire Council. 

My reasons are as follows: 

1 Progress or preservation I am 40 years old with a 4 year old son and have been a frequent 

visitor to Cape Paterson since I was small and have been a resident for the past few years. I love this 

place and want my son to grow up knowing and loving the Cape like I do. Cape Paterson is still a 

small piece of paradise where the impact of humans is minimalised. The Bass Coast is a fragile and 

sensitive environment, home to endangered fauna and flora and we need to fight locally to preserve 

as much as we can. We cannot allow the nearby Bunurong Marine Park to be threatened by the 

unnecessary and unwanted development of Cape Paterson. I understand that development needs to 

occur in some areas of Bass Shire but there has already been recent development in the Cape 

Paterson township especially with The Cape eco village that should fulfil the requirements for years 

to come. I am not against progress as some may infer and fully support the sustainable housing at 

the Cape. (I have no financial interest in this development, but will fight to protect nature from 

rampant commercialism. Advocates of Amendment C136 want to label development as progress but 

I call it destruction of a unique and precious resource. Hence, I oppose Amendment C136. 

2 The DAL and Amendment C136. The State Government gave an undertaking prior to the last 

election to protect Bass townships such as ours from unwanted and unnecessary development. The 

DAL has been established to ensure that the Cape Paterson region does not suffer environmental 

damage due to development, but this will not be finalised until after Amendment C136 is decided. I 

understand that the State government can veto a council decision to approve Amendment C136 if it 

conflicts with the DAL but this means more submissions and political lobbying  will cause much 

anxiety in the local community who fear that their concerns will be overlooked and that legal 

argument from the developer will trump well founded and valid community argument. Amendment 

C136 should not even be considered until the DAL is finalised. Hence, I oppose Amendment C136. 

3 Rezoned land. The way that the town boundary was altered by Matthew Guy should make 

the entire process null and void. The expanded town boundary should return to the pre 2011 

boundary. The expansion of the town boundary was agreed to under dubious circumstances. This 

was despite the Planning Panel Report (2010) that said that expanding to the North and West would 

result in an oversupply of land in the Cape Paterson township. The proposed development is a 

massive overexpansion. New town boundaries have now allowed the lodgement of Amendment 

C136 to rezone the land from Farming to General Residential. Doubling the size of Cape Paterson is 

contrary to the Bass Coast Strategic Coastal Framework recommendations. Is BCSC willing to 

override its own recommendations? The idea that developers will profit by the decision that was 

opposed by the local community to increase the town boundary is repugnant In addition, if 

Amendment C136 is approved, there will be no safeguards of future expansion. Do we want Cape 

Paterson Rd from Wonthaggi to Cape Paterson to be a string of developments as has happened on 

the Surf Coast?  Hence, I oppose Amendment C136. 

4 Indigenous Flora and Fauna. My wife and I bought our Cape property in 1988. We were 

inspecting properties with no real intention to buy but had found the Cape Paterson Caravan Park by 

accident an fallen in love with the cape. We have a double block and a great deal is covered with 

native and indigenous plants; mainly gum trees, many flowering gums of various colours, banksias, 
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callistemons, grevillias and correas on our property and a koala that regularly visits. We have seen 

the land south of Coral street developed and there was inevitably huge loss of native flora and fauna 

as the plots sold and new houses arose. The Eco village replaced farmland but it has brought some 

benefits. It has added public land and amenities which has been in short supply and its models of 

sustainable housing are quite impressive though slow to be fully subscribed. Nevertheless, Cape 

Paterson is still a rural and relatively pristine area and wildlife abounds. It is quiet and peaceful most 

of the year and a great relief from suburbia. Echidnas are seen regularly on footpaths, crossing roads 

and birds of all sorts make nests in the abundant flora. While a lot of the land has been cleared in 

the past few years west of Marine St, a great deal of the local indigenous flora remains on private 

property and on nature strips. This new development will destroy what remains of the indigenous 

flora and fauna in the Northern development area and threaten the wildlife corridors that, at 

present, allow wildlife easy access to our village and the surrounding natural environment. Hence, I 

oppose Amendment C136. 

 

5 Socio-economic mix and infrastructure. What data has been collected to ascertain the 

present socio-economic mix of Cape Paterson? The present Cape Paterson township consists of 

permanent residents, many of whom are retirees or renters, holiday homes which are occupied 

infrequently mainly in summer and during school holiday periods. What effect will this proposed 

development have on the town? If the development becomes suburbia with up to 1000 new homes 

of permanent residents, there will be a demand for infrastructure far greater than that proposed.  

Public transport, drainage, electricity supply, water quality, traffic and safety are already strained. 

New shops, a primary school, medical facilities and even a permanent police presence may be 

necessary. If it is marketed mainly to the holiday home market, there will be little stimulation to the 

local economy except at peak periods. More holiday-makers will increase the need for Life Saving 

Services which are already underfunded. There will be increased need for parking along Surf Beach 

Road in peak periods and more traffic congestion. The proposed development is too far away from 

the beaches and Market Place to walk. Therefore, residents will be car reliant which will not only 

increase traffic and dust but fossil fuel use as well. Traffic will inevitably increase in Spear St and Park 

Parade as it is a more direct route to the beaches. As these roads are unmad, dust will become a 

major problem unless they are sealed which residents strongly oppose. Who will pay for this? We 

were made to pay for our road years ago when it was sealed against our will and without 

consultation because it was designated a private road. While there may be a need to release land in 

Bass Shire for housing, why is it appropriate to thrust suburbia on a seaside village when there is so 

little infrastructure already available, some of which the Council has been asked to provide for 

years? Hence, I oppose Amendment C136. 

 

6 Mental Health Sanctuary Low cost housing might be marketed to investors who would then 

rent their properties. My parents have, in the past, rented their property and discovered that Cape 

Paterson is often used as a refuge for people trying to recover their lives from some personal 

calamity; divorce, unemployment, death of a loved one. I, too, have used this place in the past few 

years for my own mental health. This place is a little piece of paradise that has let people regain their 

lives and mental health and they move on after a period of recovery. A suburban development 

would not only shatter this environment forever, but not offer them the peace and serenity they 

require. Hence, I oppose Amendment C136. 

 

7 Infrastructure and council responsibility. The Wonthaggi Life Saving Club facilities was badly 

damaged in the freak May hailstorm. The damage, I believe, was mainly due to inadequate drainage 

in the existing township so that a raging torrent raced from the creek and then through the 



Wonthaggi Surf Club Area tearing the concrete ramp from its position and gouging a huge canyon in 

our beautiful Bay beach. When will the facilities be fully restored/replaced? Is this proposed 

development financing the renovation/rebuilding project or do we have to tolerate inadequate 

facilities with an even greater demand on them? How long will we have ‘temporary’ shipping 

containers in the playground/picnic area. As ratepayers of Cape Paterson for over 30 years, we have 

seen little improvement in the local infrastructure. This development’s proposed infrastructure 

benefits seem to be a way for the Council to provide facilities that are really the council’s 

responsibility and will still not meet the needs of an expanded community. Hence, I oppose 

Amendment C136. 

 

8 Sustainable development. Any future development at Cape Paterson needs to be 

sustainable development. The Eco village models the type of development that is acceptable and, to 

my knowledge, is not yet fully subscribed. This is not what is proposed in this development. The 

standard of building in the Eco village is far superior to the low cost housing proposed and 

considerably more expensive. In this era of climate change, any development especially in 

environmentally sensitive areas should be of the highest standard possible. On these grounds, 

Amendment C136 should be rejected. Hence, I oppose Amendment C136. 

 

9 Bushfires. We have just had massive bushfires ravaging this country. Cape Paterson may not 

be surrounded by forest like Mallacoota but that does not make our small village immune from the 

threat of fire. The Bushfire Hazzard Assessment of 2018 did not foresee the potential devastation of 

bushfire given the ferocity seen in the recent fires. How long would it take for a bushfire on the 

outskirts south of Wonthaggi to reach Cape Paterson if fanned by a North wind on an extreme fire 

danger day? The proposed development has one access road in and out. This will cause inevitable 

traffic congestion at peak periods if 1000 houses are occupied but in a direct and urgent ‘Leave now’ 

warning it will cause panic and mayhem. At present, Seaward Drive separates the former farmland 

from the township. It is a buffer of sorts if a grassfire threatens it. If this new development is 

approved, the buffer would be gone, and these houses would be in imminent danger and pose a 

huge threat to the established housing Therefore, any development should be approved only with 

the highest standards of fireproofing available. If this is a condition, the costs of building will increase 

considerably. Once again, I do not believe this is proposed by the developer and a sound reason to 

reject Amendment C136. Alternatively, leaving this land as a sanctuary for wildlife may help to 

recover the wildlife we have lost in the fires. We need as much environmentally friendly land as we 

can find to prevent our endangered species from extinction. Hence, I oppose Amendment C136. 

 

10 Climate change and coastal protection. The tides are encroaching on our shoreline right 

around Australia. Inverloch has felt the savage effects of a changing coastline. At Cape Paterson, we 

are blessed with a buffer of dunes and indigenous bushland that protect the township from wild 

tides and offer security and safety for wildlife. However, the dunes are being savaged by the sea and 

by holidaymakers who care little for the environment. The council has, at times, made some effort to 

restore and preserve the dunes only to see small gains during the winter months demolished by 

holidaymakers tobogganing down the dunes and wearing new paths through the undergrowth to 

save time and energy. Dogs have been left to run uncontrolled through the plovers’ breeding 

ground. How much worse will this become with an influx of permanent residents and holiday 

makers? The council at present does not send rangers often enough to police these matters. Will the 

council promise to dramatically upgrade its ranger service to ensure that our precious dunes and 

wildlife are adequately protected with the inevitable increase in population? Hence, I oppose 

Amendment C136.  



 

11 Transparency. Considering the Casey council dismissal regarding property deals done with 

councillors, it is imperative that any Bass Coast councillors who have any association with property 

development or sales recuse themselves from any part of this decision-making process. 

Transparency and honest decision making are essential in this process. I believe at least one 

prominent member of council has a financial interest in property even if it is not immediately related 

to this case. A future flow-on would be inevitable and it would be unconscionable for any such 

councillor to have any input into this decision. Hence, I oppose Amendment C136.   

 

 

  

 

 

 



Subject: Objection to C136 Rezoning application
Date: Thursday, 27 February 2020 4:51:13 PM

Objection to C136 rezoning application
From:

            
    
         

We are holiday home residents at , Cape Paterson. We currently
reside there all four school holiday term breaks and a weekend one every two weeks.
We wish to wish to lodge a formal objection to the proposed rezoning of land north of
Seaward Drive that is dealt with by C136.
For the past fifteen years we have holidayed each year at the Cape Paterson
Caravan Park as we have enjoyed the relaxing atmosphere, ease of access to
beautiful beaches, nearby coastal walks, manageable road traffic and a slower pace
of life. We have loved it so much that a year ago we decided to build a home on
Tarooh Street where we intend to retire. We are choosing to live in Cape Paterson
because we don’t want to live in a built up coastal suburb such as Inverloch.

It is our belief that the proposed rezoning application will dramatically change the
current environment and threaten to change the coastal village aspect/feel of Cape
Paterson.

The particular concerns we have are
Oversupply and overdevelopment of a local area.

The Eco Village development of approximately 220 land blocks was approved
against Community concerns. The impact of this development cannot yet be
measured as many blocks are still to be sold and hardly any houses apart from
display homes have been built. There is no need to further develop when supply
currently exceeds demand.

Change the Peaceful and Safe Character of Cape Paterson

Cape Paterson is currently a coastal village with approximately 950 residences which
currently includes perhaps 20 Eco Village residences. The rezoning proposal plans
for a 1000 residences which will double the size of Cape Paterson. I believe that it will
change Cape Paterson will continue to be the same

Cape Paterson in its current state is a safe place for people to walk along streets to
get to the coastal highlights. There are footpaths along some roads but not along
others such as Tarooh Street, where we will retire. This is particularly a concern on
the hill brow approaching Moonah Street. Many residents in the South section of the
village appear to walk or ride to either of the two beaches. Road traffic to the beaches
is most likely from residents from the north half of the village but access is shared
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amongst the side streets. The proposed development enables cars to use the existing
village as a thoroughfare to drive to and from the beaches ie via Park Parade then
Anglers then Marine Parade or via Spear Street the Tarooh Street or depending on
the intersection created, Seward Drive then Tarooh Street. The traffic engineering
report does reflect peak holiday times when there are more residents at Cape
Paterson. It does not include the impact of when the Ecovillage is developed which
will increase traffic along Seward Road and hence more thoroughfare traffic through
the existing village. It is easy to say that the residents of the proposed development
will travel along roads and then turn right into Cape Paterson Road but the reality is
that if someone thinks there is shorter distance to travel to a location using a
thoroughfare then they will use it. This in turn will make walking/riding in the Village
less safe and change the community feel of the existing village.

Lack of infrastructure to accommodate development

       There is no infrastructure in terms of car parks and amenities to accommodate the
increased traffic to the coast. This is particularly evident in the December/January
period where currently there is overcrowding of all three beach car parks spilling up
onto Surf Road. It would be much worse if there were twice as many residents in
Cape Paterson. Increasing car park size would need to encroach on coastal land that
would destroy the current coastal landscape which for example The Cape Paterson
Bay Beach Activity Area Master Plan (2014) does not support.

       Cape Paterson currently has a very different “feel” to Inverloch. We want it to stay that
way which is why we have elected to buy and live in this area.

Regrettably as with the Ecovillage the concerns of existing Cape Paterson residents
have not been taken into account and it would appear that this may happen again.
Conclusion
If any development is to go ahead then measures must be put in place to remove the
thoroughfare opportunities for C136 not to use the existing village as a thoroughfare.
We believe that Tarooh Street, Spear Street and Park Parade currently connected to
Seward Street should be blocked off so that C136 and Ecovillage residents travel
along Seward Street or the proposed boulevard in the C136 development and turn
into Cape Paterson Road to access the coast or Wonthaggi. This would ensure that
what developers argue would happen anyway will actually happen. This would
eliminate the current thoroughfare of using Anglers to travel to the Ecovillage. It will in
turn ensure existing village roads remain safe for existing residents to travel on
particularly when walking or riding.

https://d2n3eh1td3vwdm.cloudfront.net/general-downloads/Plans/ED18_102517_2014_12_19_Cape_Paterson_Bay_Beach_Activity_Area_Master_Plan_final.PDF
https://d2n3eh1td3vwdm.cloudfront.net/general-downloads/Plans/ED18_102517_2014_12_19_Cape_Paterson_Bay_Beach_Activity_Area_Master_Plan_final.PDF


Subject: Amendment C136, Cape Paterson Rezoning
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Strategic Planning Department

Bass Coast Shire Council
PO Box 118
Wonthaggi, Vic, 3995

I am writing as a resident of Bass Coast in support of the rezoning and development proposed in C136.

Cape Paterson was created in the 1950’s initially as a Crown subdivision followed, in the late 1950’s by private subdivision. When
created it had no services. Underground drainage, water and reticulated sewerage were retro fitted by the Borough of
Wonthaggi and South Gippsland Water. Many roads have been sealed but many remain unsealed. Although there are some
interspersed undeveloped lots, the whole of the subdivided area has been developed. The  village has matured to have a definite
residential character but in many respects it remains unfinished by today’s urban planning standards. The proposed rezoning
and subdivision of the land north of Seaward Drive will assist greatly in completing the Cape Paterson village.

Most of the existing lots in Cape Paterson were created by private subdivision. Little regard was had at that time for the natural
features of the land. The private subdivision created only one reserve for open space being about 1% of the area subdivided. The
existing treed character of the village is a product of the modest sized housing on reasonably sized lots rather than the sensitivity
of the urban design. The new development north of Seaward Drive is an environmentally sensitive development that sets aside
about 11% of the site for Public Open Space additional to landscaped drainage reserves and areas for the protection of native
vegetation. The new development will consolidate the existing residential character by maintaining lots of similar size and
mandating setbacks but more importantly, through its urban design. The existing village area could start to lose its spacious
character if housing stock is replenished by larger houses were as the reserves set aside in the new development will never be
lost.

The new development and associated ‘developer contributions’ will also provide the opportunity to invest in the development
and protection of the Cape Paterson foreshore. The foreshore area is the most significant contributor to the character of the
village. This development provides the opportunity to properly complete the Cape Paterson village by reinforcing its character
through the environmentally sensitive development of its north and additional investment in the foreshore to the south. The
increasing population of Cape Paterson as a result of the proposed subdivision will justify greater investment in the development
of the foreshore for the benefit of all residents.

The proposed subdivision will also contribute significantly to the completion of the village’s basic infrastructure. The drainage
scheme undertaken by the Borough of  Wonthaggi was the bare minimum as a matter of necessity being a retrofit scheme. It
fails to adequately protect the township from surface water flowing from the farmland to the north. The proposed subdivision
will capture the external flows, retard and treat the storm water, and divert it around the established residential areas. These
works substantially complete the villages drainage system by incorporating the upstream protection expected by contemporary
urban design.

Concern has been expressed that the increase in population will make the beach too crowded. Modern planning encourages the
use of public spaces. The measure of success for planned community facilities is their extent of use. There are many health
programs that encourage people to make use of public places. Well used public spaces are safer and foster a stronger sense of
community. There may be a few weeks in summer where the traffic and parking associated with people visiting the beach causes
inconvenience but for the majority of the year, Cape Paterson residents will benefit from the increased use of its public spaces.
Cape Paterson community groups such as the lifesaving organisations, CFA, etc will also benefit from the increase in residents.

The increase in population will also support the viability and establishment of commercial businesses in the village centre. This
will benefit existing residents and enhance the character of the village. Cape Paterson will, in the future, be an integral
component in the planned coastal trail between San Remo and Inverloch. This is a very exciting state project that could become
of national significance for the outdoor recreation community and a key highlight of Bass Coast. A well serviced village with
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accommodation and dining opportunities will contribute to the potential of that project becoming iconic.
 
The proposed expansion of Cape Paterson is consistent with the Bass Coast Strategic Coastal Planning Framework. The above
statements are mostly an expansion of the comments made in that document. The planning support for the proposal is strong
and a practical consideration of the benefits to be derived from the development is also supportive. I respectfully request that
council resolve to support the amendment.
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Strategic Planning Department 
Bass Coast Shire Council,  
PO Box 118  
Wonthaggi, Vic, 3995 
E: strategic.planningadmin@basscoast.vic.gov.au 

Objection to C136 rezoning application 

We are regular visitors to Cape Paterson and over many, many years have rented a 
wide variety of accommodation in the village. As such, we are very familiar with 
Cape Paterson and its surrounds.  

The principal objection I would like to make at this time relates to the impact on 
flora and fauna in the area. Such a development would likely to have significant 
negative consequences for native fauna and flora.  

While the area planned for development may be zoned as ‘farmland’ it is also native 
habitat.  The conservation of biodiversity, the retention of native vegetation and the 
protection of habitat through the provision and retention of suitable spaces should 
be a priority for Council… not just ore development. 

Developments of significant size – such as this proposal - reduce the opportunity for 
trees or shrub of any size to grow thus reducing native habitat as well as social 
amenity.  

The koalas and other animals we have seen around Cape Paterson recently will have 
nowhere to live, if all that is there are houses, houses, houses.  

On behalf of the Cape Paterson koalas, I urge Council to NOT accept the rezoning 
application and in fact, return the town boundary to its earlier iteration.  

 

Yours sincerely, 

 

 
 

mailto:strategic.planningadmin@basscoast.vic.gov.au


To: strategic planning admin; 
Subject: Planning Objection to Amendment C136
Date: Thursday, 27 February 2020 4:56:49 PM

Hello, I wish to lodge an objection to Amendment C136 which proposes to rezone land in Cape
Paterson from the Farming Zone to the General Residential Zone.

Amendment applicant: Wallis Watson Cape Paterson Pty Ltd

My objection relates to traffic management, and in particular the impact the redevelopment will
have on the availability of parking during the peak summer holiday period along Surf Beach Road.
Parking along the beach front is already congested during the peak periods and the development of
up to 600 additional houses with the associated cars and visitor traffic will exacerbate congestion
issues in this area. It is inevitable that the residents of the future new houses will invite visitors
especially during the summer months and many people are likely to choose to drive to the beach,
especially families with young children or elderly people.

Although parking within the proposed development area appears to be adequate, I am not satisfied
that the impact on parking along the beach front has been appropriately considered, and I am
looking for assurance that this important issue will not be overlooked if/when the rezoning has been
approved.

Your sincerely,
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To: strategic planning admin; strategic planning admin
Subject: NO OVER DEVELOPMENT AT CAPE PATERSON- Planning Scheme Amendment C136
Date: Thursday, 27 February 2020 4:57:59 PM

To Whom it May Concern, 

I write this letter in opposition to the proposed planning scheme amendment C136. The area
does not require this type of development nor does it have the facilities to cope. 
Infrastructure in the area has not kept pace with past developments and would certainly not
be able to cope with further development. 
Ecosystems in these areas are far too delicate and need to be protected. 
I understand that regional growth is necessary but these types of developments are far better
suited for the designated land around the north side of Wonthaggi. 

We trust that our local council representatives can fully understand the impact the C136
amendment will have on our unique area, considering the current uncertainty of impacts on
coastal areas we would expect a fully informed and researched decision to be reached by our
trusted representatives

Thanks 
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To: strategic planning admin
Cc: strategic planning admin
Subject: Planning scheme amendment C136
Date: Thursday, 27 February 2020 4:59:00 PM

To whom it may concern,
I am a born and bred resident of cape paterson, I am 28 years old and have been deeply concerned of the proposed
C136 amendment, which in my understanding would allow 400 to possibly 900 new housing lots to be developed to
the north of our current village. As you are probably aware people my age are deeply concerned of climate
uncertainty and the over development of our already fragile coastal areas and townships.
I would at the minimum, expect a fully informed decision to be made by our elected representatives in respect to
environment, town services, detrimental impact this estate could have on our coastal area. Eg. power supplies, traffic
volume and general infrastructure.
In closing My peers and I expect to see a well thought out and informed decision. Based on current and local
knowledge and the future of our beautiful home.
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14-18 Pioneer Street, PO Box 102, FOSTER Vic 3960 
Telephone: (03) 5682 0444 Facsimile: (03) 5682 1199 

Email: sgwater@sgwater.com.au 

25 February 2020 

Our Ref: 452/007/002 
Your Ref: C136 

Angela Gleeson  
Senior Strategic Planner 
Bass Coast Shire Council  
PO Box 118 
WONTHAGGI   VIC   3995 

Dear Angela, 

Re: Bass Coast Planning Scheme Amendment – C136 

I refer to your notice of the above amendment dated 13st January 2020 and South Gippsland 
Water wishes to offer the following comments on the land proposed to be rezoned. 

• This land is not currently serviced with reticulated sewer services.

• This land is serviced with reticulated water services

• The subject land is within the water districts of Cape Paterson

• While the land is not within the declared sewer districts for this area, the Corporation is
currently revising its declared districts and it is proposed that it be extended to include this
land.

• The future subdivision of the land will require any new water and sewer infrastructure for
servicing of the development to be  provided at the developers cost

The Corporation offers no objection to the proposed rezoning of the land and changes to the 
Bass Coast Planning Scheme as set out in Amendment C136. 

Should you require further information regarding this matter, please contact me on 5682 0482. 

Yours sincerely 

  
Development Planning Co-ordinator 
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27 February 2020 
 

To: strategic.planningadmin@basscoast.vic.gov.au 
 
Re: Amendment C136, Bass Coast Shire Council 
 
I wish to register my objection to the proposed development to the north of the 
existing Cape Paterson township.  
 
There is currently a large area of yet undeveloped land zoned for future growth at 
The Cape.  Past developments were not filled before new ones opened, eg, on Phillip 
Island, resulting in disjointed and often inappropriate subdivisions. Do we want to 
repeat these errors here at Cape Paterson? 
 
At present Cape Paterson is a unique settlement as many other coastal villages have 
turned into urban sprawling housing estates, for example the Bellarine area and 
along the Surf Coast where once small towns are now big suburbs, devoid of 
individual character.  
 
As it stands presently, Cape Paterson attracts families, retirees and holiday makers 
in a harmonious mix. A new urban subdivision would undoubtedly change this blend. 
Would the new development if allowed, take on the ambiance of the existing 
township?  Would we see meandering tree lined streets or rather an outer urban 
bland landscape like we see in so many of the new estates on the fringe of 
Melbourne, crammed with lookalike project homes on minimal sized blocks? 
 
In Bass Coast we are blessed with so much natural beauty which more and more 
people are discovering. Do we detract further from our uniqueness or treasure it?  
The current development of a new coastal recreactional park by the state 
Government will attract walkers and other nature lovers. Do they need to witness 
the overdevelopment of Cape Paterson into yet another suburb? 
 
There are not the facilities presently for a larger population, Cape Paterson has only 
one general store, no medical or educational facilities, minimal public transport and 
other than the foreshore area almost no recreational spaces.  
 
Our service town is currently Wonthaggi which has public facilities as well as 
shopping and employment opportunities and it’s here that future growth should be 
focussed. 
 

 



To: strategic planning admin; strategic planning admin
Subject: Planning Scheme Amendment C136
Date: Thursday, 27 February 2020 5:02:51 PM

To Whom It May Concern, 

I am writing to submit my opposition to the proposed Amendment C136 Cape Paterson.

My main concern with the proposed amendment, is the size of the development and its impact
on Environmental, Infrastructure and overall changing the much valued Village feel of Cape
Paterson.  

Please keep Cape the way it is!

Regards
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To: strategic planning admin
Subject: Cape Paterson North C136
Date: Thursday, 27 February 2020 5:17:35 PM

To whom it may concern

We would like to register our support for the proposed
development of land in Cape Paterson North.

There is land supply across the shire is starting to
dwindle and the solution is not just to rezone land in Wonthaggi to resolve
this as not everyone wishes to live there.

The claim that Cape Paterson has an excess land supply is
also exaggerated as there are limited houses for sale other than ‘The Cape’,
which is a niche development this is not to everyone’s liking.

The rezoning also provides the opportunity for developer contributions
to be collected to provide and upgrade infrastructure within the existing
township.

We believe in making a decision on Cape Paterson North
Council need to take into consideration the entire shire and not just the vocal
few that are against the proposed rezoning. 
Council also need to consider that the residents of Cape Paterson do not
own the beach and whether or not Cape Paterson North proceeds will not mean
that the beach is not busy in the summer months.  If anything people are more likely to drive
from Wonthaggi to visit the beach than they would be if they lived in Cape Paterson North.

Thank you for consideration our submission.

Yours Sincerely
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Objection to C136 rezoning application 

 
 

 

We are Cape Paterson holiday home residents. 

We wish to lodge a formal objection to the proposed rezoning of land north of Seaward 
Drive that is dealt with by C136. 

· This home has been in our family since the late 1970s and we have experienced the growth
and development of the Cape Paterson township around us. Development was slow at first
but since the destruction of heath land at 2nd Surf to make way for a housing estate to be
constructed on the site, development has moved along at quite a pace including the removal
of many iconic Australian beach houses and consequent subdivisions and multiple houses
being built on what was once single home properties overwhelming existing infrastructure.
This does not take into account the impact of The Cape development which is still in progress
and as such the full impact of this development is still unknown.

We believe the scope of the development and the number of dwellings it will introduce will
put too much pressure on the village causing infrastructure problems, irretrievable loss of
more heathland flora and fauna, and change the nature of the township considerably.

I would like to highlight the following concerns:

The consultation process itself has been difficult. Clarity about exactly what is being consulted
on is missing. Our response to any further development in this rushed manner is a strong NO!.

No development should be approved before the Distinctive Areas and Landscape process
(initiated by the Labor government) is completed. Our understanding is that the Distinctive
Areas and Landscape process has not yet been incorporated into the Bass Coast Planning
Scheme - the Cape Paterson community’s biggest response was to request a reduction of the
current town boundary.

Any further development can’t be done without irreparable damage to fauna and flora
And the proposal ignores Indigenous, Cultural and Historical Heritage

It puts at risk the peaceful and safe character of Cape Paterson. Cape Paterson, being small,
is a safe place for families, especially children and elderly
There are very few places like Cape Paterson and that, in itself, means it is worth preserving

It puts wildlife at further risk. The developer’s materials note there are 33 species of birdlife,
as well as wombats and kangaroos. Surprisingly they have not recorded other species
frequently seen including echidnas, snakes, lizards etc. The proposal will result in loss of
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habitat for these animals, which in turn is a loss for Cape Paterson where they are highly 
valued by residents 
       

The infrastructure will not cope with the increase in traffic that the development will bring. 
There is insufficient parking already at peak times. This is not easily addressed as expansion 
of beach parking would have a detrimental impact on the environment and amenity of the 
area and is undesirable 
 
Cape Paterson has a fragile and valuable coastal environment. The beach is already at capacity 
in summer. Threats to the adjoining Bunurong Marine and Coastal Park including 
contaminated drainage run off. 
 
Limited capacity of the Lifesaving clubs to service a large increase in beach goers without 
major increased funding for paid lifesaving services. 
 
Regards 
 

 
 



To: strategic planning admin
Subject: Objection to Amendment C136 (Overdevelopment of Cape Paterson)
Date: Thursday, 27 February 2020 5:37:03 PM

TO: Strategic Planning Department
Bass Coast Shire Council, PO Box 118 Wonthaggi

Objection to Amendment C136 (Overdevelopment of Cape Paterson)

I wish to oppose the proposed Amendment C136 because the addition of more housing will
dramatically affect the very fragile coastline that abuts the extremely sensitive and
NATIONALLY important Marine Bunurong National Park. This development of more housing
along this coast does not belong here and would be better located in the expanding inland
township of Wonthaggi.

The proposed expansion of housing in Cape Paterson  beside the narrow coastal strip will have
the following effect:

more pets in the habitat of the endangered Hooded Plover
increased downstream weed infestation from the new gardens in the housing
polluted ground water runoff into Undertow Bay
increased likelihood of feral animals
increased vehicular and foot traffic in zones where indigenous animals like koalas,
wombats and echidnas and a range of indigenous biodiversity already struggle to
survive and require volunteer input from the local community for conservation work 

I have been a frequent visitor to Cape Paterson for nearly 50 years and defended the natural
values of the Bass Coast and Bunurong Marine Park. Extra housing is not suitable at Cape
Paterson and I hope Council will resist further housing.

Yours sincerely,
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Objection to Bass Coast Planning Scheme Amendment C136 

27 February 2020 

I am a Cape Paterson holiday home owner and am concerned that the Amendment will 

change the distinctive character of Cape Paterson and the quality of life of residents and 

holiday makers.  I have the following particular objections and concerns about the proposed 

Amendment: 

1. Size and nature of development:
a. Cape Paterson was declared a Distinctive Area and Landscape under the

Planning and Environment Act 1987 in October 2019. The Statement of Planning 

Policy has not yet been developed and major planning decisions should be 

deferred until it is complete. Even after the Statement of Planning Policy is 

complete, I oppose this development which will double the size of Cape Paterson 

and will change the laid-back, beach-side character of Cape Paterson. Inverloch 

is an example of how the nature of a beach-side town can be ruined by too much 

growth, becoming overcrowded and suburban.  The residents of Cape Paterson 

chose not to live in Inverloch or other larger seaside suburbs like Rosebud and 

Torquay, and don’t want Cape Paterson turned into another Inverloch. A 

suburban development of this size and nature is more suited close to Wonthaggi. 

It is in reality, more similar to South Wonthaggi. Extending Wonthaggi, which has 

been identified as the largest commercial hub in Bass Coast, is more logical.  

b. The size of the development amounts to a massive over-development, in terms of

the land size and the increase in population.
2. Inadequate community facilities in Cape Paterson –

a. There is no proposal for the Bass Coast Shire Council to improve community

facilities in Cape Paterson to cater for the expanded population and the existing

community facilities are inadequate for such a development. By contrast, The

Cape development has added, or is adding, to the community facilities. The

proposed amendment will just be a suburban housing development with little or

no added value for the community, very little public space and will further strain

existing facilities. For example, if approved, the developer should be required to

build parks and retain and enhance areas of native vegetation as habitat for

native animals in the development. Simply be a requirement for a small

percentage of open space is not sufficient when the natural environment and

community facilities are essential to Cape Paterson’s character as a small

beachside town popular with holidaymakers.
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b. The existing facilities in Cape Paterson which are inadequate for the proposed 

expansion include boat-parking (only 5), car-parking, the cramped boat ramp at 

the Bay Beach, the Cape Tavern, the life-saving clubs, the CFA and bus 

services. 

c. If the C136 amendment is approved the Shire need to be pro-active in imposing 

conditions on the developer and ensure the developer meets those conditions. 
3. Bike path - If the development proceeds without a requirement for the developers to 

create a proper bike path along the road between Cape Paterson and Wonthaggi, the 

opportunity to create such a bike path- which is well-overdue – will be lost. 
4. Re-investment in Cape Paterson - The Bass Coast Shire has a history of not 

prioritising investment in the maintenance and improvement of Cape Paterson.  Previous 

proposals to improve facilities have never been implemented, including extra car parking, 

playground and barbecues near First Surf Beach. This is even more important with the 

re-building of the Cape Paterson Surf Club, the loss of parking in the Surf Club area and 

the increased usage which the new Surf Club will have. The Shire took 7 months to 

repair the stairs at First Surf Beach after the hailstorm in May 2019.  This was a major 

concern for safety as many people used it anyway. There was also damage to the 

coastal vegetation and over-use of the Surf Club ramp during this period, The C136 

amendment, if approved, will bring even more rate income into the Shire, which will 

probably be used to maintain and improve facilities elsewhere in the Shire. If this is the 

case, the development will be a drain on Cape Paterson, rather than adding to the 

amenity. If the C136 amendment is approved the Shire needs to invest into Cape 

Paterson and not just use it as a money-spinner. In consultation with the Cape Paterson 

community the Shire needs to have a community plan for developing amenities and 

follow through with the plan, unlike the last time. 
5. Storm water - There is a significant problem with storm water in Cape Paterson which 

has arisen from a lack of planning. Inadequate provision was made for storm water from 

the Cape village, resulting in flooding of land on Surf Beach Road and lakes of water 

stagnating in the foreshore, killing off vegetation. The Surf Club was built over a storm 

water drain because of inadequate investigation prior to approval...  Where will the storm 

water go from the proposed development? 
6. Utilities - There are frequent electricity outages in Cape Paterson, water pressure is 

inconsistent and the internet is overloaded in summer. These problems will be greater if 

Cape Paterson is doubled in size. What will be done to address these problems? 
7. Roads – 

a. The existing part of Cape Paterson is currently quite safe for pedestrians and 

cyclists, including children, to use the roads. Cape Paterson seems to have a 



 

{  

high percentage of children and elderly pedestrians and bike riders compares to 

other communities. The increased traffic will be a significant risk to community 

safety.  It is likely that “suburban-type” traffic will drive faster than the current 

traffic through the town which respects the current use of the roads by 

pedestrians and cyclists.   

b. Many roads are unsealed and unsuitable for increased traffic.  Residents want to 

maintain the roads as unsealed to retain the laid-back and quiet quality of Cape 

Paterson. 

c. The traffic report was done in July rather than in January (when it is busy and the 

traffic flows are more towards the beach) and has falsely assumed that some 

traffic will not take the most direct route. 
8. Increased fire risk 

a. Our house was built after Black Saturday and severe restrictions were imposed 

on us in terms of construction and landscaping, greatly increasing costs.  These 

restrictions have been relaxed for our neighbours. The recent fires in East 

Gippsland bring this issue to the fore-front. The land which is proposed to be 

developed provides a fire-break for the existing town.  Also, if a fire hit Cape 

Paterson, there are limited roads out and the development would double the 

demand on those roads, thus increasing the risk for those with existing homes.   

b. In the summer of 2015/16, a grassfire travelled south from South Wonthaggi in 

the direction of Cape Paterson. The risk of fire to new developments in the north 

of Cape Paterson is clear. 

c. The Place of Last Resort is close to the beach, in the centre of the existing town. 

New residents in the proposed development will have far to go to reach this place 

of safety in the event of a bushfire. What are the plans to manage bushfire 

threats to the new development? 

 

 

 



Ms A Gleeson 
Senior Strategic Planner Bass Coast Shire Council PO Box 118 
WONTHAGGI 
VIC 3995 

26 February 2020 

• Re: Bass Coast Planning Scheme Amendment C136

Dear Angela 

I write to you as a local business owner / operator in Bass Coast Shire for over 25 years. 
Or family has lived in Bass Coast for three generations and have had a close association with Cape Paterson 
over this period watching the town grow from a coastal surfers village to its present form. 
During this period we have seen the connection to electricity, mains water, sewage  and  the development of the 
land to the west end of Cape Paterson with more recently development of the Cape 'Eco Village' which has won 
a number of national accolades, developments of this nature bring a strong net ecological benefit to the 
township which is important to the local community who value the areas natural beauty. 
Historically this land development has provided opportunity for population growth and in turn improved 
amenity & increased infrastructure, however the town has grown to the extent that more infrastructure 
improvements are badly needed. 

The proposed rezoning provides an opportunity to utilize developer contributions to improve community 
infrastructure within the existing Cape Paterson township both for the local community and visitors alike. 
These contributions could be used to improve footpath links and upgrades to the existing road network and 
potential improvements to the community hall and Bay Beach area. 

Our company specializes in developing small to medium size commercial developments in Bass Coast & South 
Gippsland Shires with a current focus on the Supermarket, Childcare & Medical Centre spaces, we note that 
these sectors are currently under serviced in Cape Paterson,  
Long term population growth certainty provides confidence to attract local and external investment to Bass 
Coast Shire, creating increase opportunities in the local building industry and associated businesses that supply 
product and services to the industry along with increased employment opportunities for our youth.  
Interestingly, with the connection of the NBN we are experiencing an increase in professionals moving from 
Melbourne and Sydney to a more affordable seaside lifestyle Cape Paterson is ideally suited for this sea change. 

The additional rate revenue collected from the prosed land development will build the financial sustainability of 
the Shire & its capacity to meet the challenges of maintaining existing and providing new public infrastructure. 
In closing I support the rezoning of the land as noted in the Planning Scheme Amendment C136. 
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To: strategic planning admin
Subject: Objection to Amendment C136
Date: Thursday, 27 February 2020 6:26:34 PM

I am writing to lodge a formal objection to the proposed rezoning of land north of Seaward 
Drive Cape Paterson that is dealt with by C136.
I have owned my house at Cape Paterson for over 20 years as a holiday house for our family, 
children and now grandchildren.I now spend half my time there. Cape Paterson has always 
been a cohesive,small coastal community where it is safe for kids to independently ride their 
bikes, walk to the shop and to playgrounds.It is pedestrian and bike friendly.A place where 
they can grow up seeing the occasional koala in our back yard and encounter echidnas, lizards, 
snakes and the evidence of wombats on our walks and relish the fresh air and smell the 
serenity.

This proposed new development would effectively triple the existing population at Cape and 
have catastrophic effects on the amenities and life style as well as on the wildlife.The 
infrastructure could not cope.The peaceful, safe environment that now exists for young 
families and the aging retirement community would no longer exist. No more serenity!
It would be leading towards Cape Paterson becoming a satellite suburb of Wonthaggi.

The natural habitat would be diminished and the survival of our precious flora and fauna 
increasingly threatened.

The new development would be car- dependent and dangerously increase traffic in the streets 
as people drove to the beach.Car parks would not cope and nor would the Surf Life Saving 
Club.The beaches are already full in summer.

New developments should be concentrated in designated high growth areas such as Wonthaggi 
which has the infrastructure to cope.

The proposed development is far too dense and devoid of significant green space.

NO development should be approved before the Distinctive Areas and Landscapes 
process(initiated by the Labor government) is completed.

The town boundary expansions approved by Matthew Guy should be corrected.
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To: strategic planning admin
Date: Thursday, 27 February 2020 6:46:32 PM

I would like to object to amendment C136 and revert to the original planning protection for
Cape Paterson..
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To: strategic planning admin
Subject: Bass Coast Planning Scheme Amendment C136
Date: Thursday, 27 February 2020 6:49:10 PM

To - Strategic Planning Department, Bass Coast Shire Council.

Re - Bass Coast Planning Scheme Amendment C136.

I’m opposed to the Bass Coast Planning Scheme Amendment C136

My name is 

I am the owner of the property at , Cape Paterson.

My opposition to the Development is that it will cause :-

The destruction of Cape Paterson unspoilt bucolic setting.

Cape Paterson is one of the last unspoilt coastal villages on the Victorian coastline relatively close
Melbourne. Cape Paterson has been blessed with a beautiful coastline that is protected by narrow
band of native bushland to the south and pastures to the north which supports our native
vegetation and wildlife. In and around the township native animals such as kangaroos, koalas,
echidnas, snakes and wombats are a regular sight. The proposed development will double (Census
2016) the number of dwellings in the “Cape” placing its environment in real danger from all the
problems associated over development and a sudden large population increase.

Increase vehicles in Seaward Drive, Park Parade and Spears Street. 

These streets are popular route for families and individuals walking, cycling, jogging, etc. around
the settlement via the Eco Village or “F” Break. As there are no footpaths the road becomes the
path of choice. Seaward Drive has already seen an increasing in vehicles movements from the
fast growing Eco – Village and if development gets the go ahead with 5 new roads entering
Seaward Drive this will greatly increase the risk of a vehicle coming into contact with someone
“out for a walk”.

Traffic Engineering Assessment (TEA) attached to the C136 Amendment is of little value as it:-

· It was written in 2016 and uses out of date (2013) traffic data for many of its conclusions.
· 2013 data referred to in the TEA was collected in off- peak periods and not during the

peak holiday periods (Christmas, Easter, and Long weekends) when the vehicle
movements are vastly higher.

· The data does not consider the growing traffic originating from the 230 house Eco Village.
· The TEA claims Park Parade Rd. and Spear St. over the Christmas / Easter can expect a

40% of the traffic of vehicle travelling south from the development. What does 40% mean?
800 trips a day from the 1000 homes, 1600 trips!  Park Parade Rd. and Spear St. are
narrow gravel roads. It’s difficult for me to understand why the TEA conclusions have not
called for the sealing of these roads and installing roundabouts at Seaward Drive and
Anglers Rd.

· As a consequence of the increase in traffic on Park Parade Road and Spear the follow on
effect is that these vehicles will travel through the existing settlement. As with any
increased vehicle movements there will be an increase risk of vehicle accidents and injury
to people and wildlife.

· I noticed the TEA refers recommends realigning the intersection at Tarooh St. / Seaward
Drive. Please make sure the Consultants are aware why this intersection was modified to
its current configuration. We don’t need another death at this intersection.
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The loss of habitat for the wildlife that currently share the land of the proposed development. On
most days I am fortunate to be able to look cross Seaward Rd and watch mobs of Kangaroos
grazing or traversing across paddocks to and from the only remaining bushland at the eastern end
of Seaward Drive. Over the past 20 years I’ve regularly spotted Echidnas and wombats all along
Seaward Drive, so I believe it’s highly likely that many more living on the proposed development
site. These animals should protected and not be forced out or into an urbanised development.

While the amendment has allowed for some “green areas” which is a positive but it is missing a
“green wildlife corridor” from Cape Paterson Rd to Wilson Rd.

What’s missing from this development?

Cape Paterson doesn’t have the infrastructure to support a development of this size.

·         The water supply to the Cape will need a major upgrade as we currently have very low
water pressure.  The C136 Development will only make this situation worse.

·         Our Fire Station is a just a big tin shed.

Doubling of the Cape population will required an upgrade of the facilities at “Family Beach”. This
should include

·         Rebuilding the WSLSC buildings.
·         Landscaping the area behind the lookout building.
·         Expanding the playground.
·         New change rooms / toilet block (as per Surf Beach 1).
·         Carryout maintenance work on the Rock Pool.
·         Double the number of car parking spaces along the beachfront.

Wilson Road should be sealed as this road would be the only way out of Cape if a wildfire causes
the Cape Paterson Road to be closed. It would also an alternative route out of Harmers Haven if it
was threaten.

Council Planners need to move away from accepting / approving any developments applications
where residences need to have a high level of reliance on their cars to carryout day to day
activities.  Unlike Wonthaggi where a development of this nature should occur, Cape Paterson:-

·         Has no industry (or industry area) to provide work for an extra 900 to 1800 people living
on the development.

·         Have no schools, churches, major shops, doctors, chemist, etc.
·         Doesn’t have a one sporting oval / soccer pitch.

Alternative

I would not object to a development where block sizes are a minimum size of 2-3 hectares with a
proportion of that land planted out with local indigenous plants. This I believe would preserve the
existing rural / coastal  environment of the area.

 



To: strategic planning admin
Subject: Amendment C136 Submission
Date: Thursday, 27 February 2020 9:41:12 PM

Dear Sir/Madam,

I am writing to you to make a submission against the Planning Application C136 in its current form.

I have four areas of objection to the current proposal:
1. The traffic-flow assessment is incomplete
2. The proposal underestimates the total growth of Cape Paterson; it is far in excess of 914 dwellings.
3. There is no assessment of the impact on coastal erosion through increased population. There is no assessment from Parks Victoria.
4. The compartmentalized decision making process does not enable me to make a fully-informed assessment of the application.

Traffic Flow Assessment
The traffic flow assessment considers the peak traffic volumes in July. The assessment is incomplete in that it does not consider the traffic flows in the event of a mass exodus from the township in the event of a bushfire. Relating this to the potential fire runs from the Bushfire Hazard Assessment, a fire approaching from the East would run right into
people exiting on a choked highway.

Under Estimation of Housing Volumes and Growth in the Township
The planning submission is seeking capacity for 914 houses in Cape Paterson and describes the growth projections of the town. However, the actual capacity for building in Cape Paterson is far in excess of 914 when you consider existing undeveloped lots, and vacant land in The Cape. The total population of Cape Paterson needs to be considered when
considering how many lots will be developed.

No Impact Assessment or Provision to Manage Coastal Erosion
The submission has a very detailed environmental assessment of the area to be developed, but there is no assessment of the impact on areas outside the proposed development. In particular the impact on coastal erosion through direct human activity. For example, areas of the sand dunes are already eroding through children climbing and sliding down
them. Increasing the holiday population without considering how to protect the dunes would be irresponsible given the challenges with coastal erosion throughout the Bass Coast.

It would be prudent to engage Parks Victoria for an assessment of what measures could be put in place to constrain human activity to less sensitive areas, and to include that in the proposal.

Compartmentalised Decision Process
This is my main objection to the proposal. The planning process that exists does not empower impacted parties to make a truly informed decision to support or reject the proposal. The process, as described to me, is to first approve the rezoning, and then approve the development plan. However, once the rezoning has been approved it will be very
difficult for impacted parties to significantly influence the development plans in a meaningful way. For example, a request for more than 914 lots could be made, or no treatment to protect sensitive areas on the coast. Approval of this will be too late to influence the later.

Summary
In conclusion, I am protesting the proposal in its current form for the reasons I have outlined above. Specifically, I do not think that a development of this magnitude is justified.

I would be happy to support a plan that:
A. Made concrete provisions to protecting the coastline from increased human activity,
B. Proposed significantly less than 914 lots (in the order of 500)
C. Gave me assurances that what I am approving now will not significantly change in the next phase of the planning and approval process.

Yours faithfully,
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Subject: Fwd: Please write AND forward this to others!
Date: Thursday, 27 February 2020 9:49:01 PM

Objection to C136 rezoning application

From: 

I am a Cape Paterson holiday visitor  

I wish to lodge a formal objection to the proposed rezoning of land north of
Seaward Drive that is dealt with by C136.

My family and I love Cape Paterson and have been holiday here for over
30 years.  

We love the country town feel, the environment and the slow pace 

In particular, I would like to highlight the following concerns 

Inappropriate Timing

· No development should be approved before the Distinctive Areas and
Landscape process (initiated by the Labor government) is completed.

· The Distinctive Areas and Landscape process has not yet been
incorporated into the Bass Coast Planning Scheme - the Cape Paterson
community’s biggest response was to request a reduction of the current
town boundary.

Massive overdevelopment

· A rezoning as proposed would have significant adverse impact on the
small coastal village character, amenity and infrastructure

· Cape Paterson is currently a coastal village with a cohesive
community. The rezoning proposal is lodged by a developer with plans for
up to 1000 new dwellings (500 + 500). Even if each dwelling had only two
occupants this would more than triple the town’s population which was
below 900 at the last census.

· This is a massive over-development, both in land size and impact on
population

· Despite a Planning Panel report (2010) that said expanding the town
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boundary to the West and to the North would result in an oversupply of
land, Mathew Guy (2011) approved both town boundary expansions.
C136 provides the first opportunity to correct this by reducing the over-
expanded town boundary.

Ignores Indigenous, Cultural and Historical Heritage

·       part of the development area contains an area of cultural heritage
sensitivity  and the proposed development of the land constitutes a high
impact activity (ref: Heritage Insight report). This is inappropriate on
cultural heritage grounds. Any development must strictly heed Cultural
Heritage Management requirements

Ruins the Peaceful and Safe Character of Cape Paterson

·       Cape Paterson, being small, is a safe place for families, especially
children and elderly

·       There are very few places like Cape Paterson and that, in itself, means
it is worth preserving the town as is

·       Cape Paterson is pedestrian friendly with little or no through traffic and
few footpaths but currently safe to walk on road

·       The distance from the beach of the C136 proposed rezoning will result
in increased traffic through existing township. This is envisaged by the
traffic report with the C136 proposal which envisages an additional 9140
car trips per day

·       The traffic report is flawed as it is based on a survey conducted in July
rather than peak in Dec/Jan. Also they think that half the people travelling
to the beach from the development would rather make a right turn from
Seaward Drive into Cape Paterson Road (notwithstanding the increased
traffic coming down that road thanks to the development), rather than an
easy left turn (a short cut) into Spear Street. I know which I would do......

Will Decimate the Community Feel of This Much-Loved Coastal
Village

·       The current community feel means people drive with respect and
maintain the safety of the town

·       Will prompt population that is too rapid to be effectively integrated

·       Will ruin the village feel that means children can walk to the park,
shops, go for bike rides etc in relative safety

Is Environmentally Undesirable



·       Puts wildlife at further risk. The developer’s materials note there are 33
species of birdlife, as well as wombats and kangaroos. Surprisingly they
have not recorded other species frequently seen including echidnas,
snakes, lizards etc. The proposal will result in loss of habitat for these
animals, which in turn is a loss for Cape Paterson where they are highly
valued by residents

·       The new development is car reliant and does nothing to reduce
dependence on fossil fuels

·       There is insufficient parking already at peak times. This is not easily
addressed as expansion of beach parking would have a detrimental
impact on the environment and amenity of the area and is undesirable

·       Internal roads are unsealed (which residents overwhelmingly voted to
retain because they like this laid-back feel) - extra traffic will mean more
dust and less safety but is not easily addressed without altering the “feel”
of the town

·       Cape Paterson has a fragile and valuable coastal environment. The
beach is already at capacity in summer.

·       Development brings greater risks to coastal strip with more dogs, cats
and invasive plants that can decimate local flora and fauna

·       Threats to the adjoining Bunurong Marine and Coastal Park including
contaminated drainage run off.

·       Threats to existing Significant Vegetation and Wildlife within the area to
be rezoned.

Will put too much pressure on infrastructure

·       Limited capacity of the Lifesaving clubs to service a large increase in
beach goers without major increased funding for paid lifesaving services.

·       Extreme weather events (1 in 100 year) are becoming increasingly
common requiring infrastructure upgrades before further development
occurs.

Is not the best way forward for development – more suited to
Wonthaggi or Inverloch

·       Bass Coast’s strategic plan is to concentrate development in high
growth areas like Wonthaggi. C136, if approved, will reduce demand in
Wonthaggi where there is more urban infrastructure such as schools,
transport, shops.

       



· Wonthaggi has existing infrastructure and makes more sense as a
place for additional development

·       Cape Paterson currently has a very different “feel” to Inverloch. We like
it that way

The process puts developers before community

·       The reports accompanying C136 have been commissioned and paid
for by the developer and in some cases have been amended following
consultation with the developer. It is difficult to consider them independent.

·       The community has previously made clear its feelings about expansion
to the north of the town

·       Many residents of Cape Paterson are not confident with the objection
process and have not felt heard

 

Finally, if a development of any sort is to go ahead then it must involve

·       Reducing the town boundary so that the town expands by no more
than 25%

·       Waiting until 75% of blocks at The Cape eco-village have sold

·       Include more than 50% open space of the net developable area (as per
The Cape)

·       Traffic provisions that do not funnel traffic through the existing township

·       The developer providing far more detailed information regarding
protection of heritage and environment, details of the development
proposal, subdivision pattern, design guidelines, infrastructure
requirements and development contributions.

·       Significant plantings of indigenous trees and appropriate green
passages for wildlife

·       Limited car spaces to ensure there is not additional traffic pressure on
the town

·       High standards regarding sustainability rating, as per the example set
by the Cape

·       Lower density building than currently proposed

·       Retention of some green wedges of open green land



Strategic Planning Department
Bass Coast Shire Council,  
PO Box 118 Wonthaggi,  
Objection to C136 rezoning application

From:

I am a Cape Paterson holiday home resident. I wish to lodge a formal objection, 
outlined by the following dot points, to the proposed rezoning of land north of 
Seaward Drive that is dealt with by C136.

Cape Paterson is unique and secluded, untouched by urban sprawl, it is rare. It is 
limited within perimeters that keeps housing contained whilst allowing for natural 
corridors of native coastal vegetation to thrive. The community has a close 
connection to each other and their environs and are passionate about preserving the 
uniqueness of the pristine beaches, wildlife and community cohesion. The village 
feel of Cape Paterson engenders a sense of safety, where traffic is minimal and 
people can walk freely with little fear of high traffic volumes.  It is difficult to imagine 
how the current infrastructure and services in Cape Paterson would be unable to 
sustain such a large proposal and yet easy to imagine the destruction of Cape 
Paterson’s current amenity under the proposed rezoning of land through C136. I 
would like to highlight the following concerns:  

Inappropriate Timing

• No development should be approved before the Distinctive Areas and Landscape
process (initiated by the Labor government) is completed.

• The Distinctive Areas and Landscape process has not yet been incorporated into
the Bass Coast Planning Scheme - the Cape Paterson community’s biggest 
response was to request a reduction of the current town boundary.

Massive overdevelopment

• A rezoning as proposed would have significant adverse impact on the small
coastal village character, amenity and infrastructure

• Cape Paterson is currently a coastal village with a cohesive community. The
rezoning proposal is lodged by a developer with plans for up to 1000 new dwellings 
(500 + 500). Even if each dwelling had only two occupants this would more than 
triple the town’s population which was below 900 at the last census.

• This is a massive over-development, both in land size and impact on population



•       Despite a Planning Panel report (2010) that said expanding the town boundary to 
the West and to the North would result in an oversupply of land, Mathew Guy (2011) 
approved both town boundary expansions. C136 provides the first opportunity to 
correct this by reducing the over-expanded town boundary. 

Ignores Indigenous, Cultural and Historical Heritage 

•       part of the development area contains an area of cultural heritage sensitivity  and 
the proposed development of the land constitutes a high impact activity (ref: Heritage 
Insight report). This is inappropriate on cultural heritage grounds. Any development 
must strictly heed Cultural Heritage Management requirements 

Ruins the Peaceful and Safe Character of Cape Paterson 

•       Cape Paterson, being small, is a safe place for families, especially children and 
elderly 

•       There are very few places like Cape Paterson and that, in itself, means it is worth 
preserving the town as is 

•       Cape Paterson is pedestrian friendly with little or no through traffic and few 
footpaths but currently safe to walk on road 

•       The distance from the beach of the C136 proposed rezoning will result in 
increased traffic through existing township. This is envisaged by the traffic report with 
the C136 proposal which envisages an additional 9140 car trips per day 

•       The traffic report is flawed as it is based on a survey conducted in July rather 
than peak in Dec/Jan. Also they think that half the people travelling to the beach from 
the development would rather make a right turn from Seaward Drive into Cape 
Paterson Road (notwithstanding the increased traffic coming down that road thanks 
to the development), rather than an easy left turn (a short cut) into Spear Street. I 
know which I would do...... 

Will Decimate the Community Feel of This Much-Loved Coastal Village 

•       The current community feel means people drive with respect and maintain the 
safety of the town 

•       Will prompt population that is too rapid to be effectively integrated 

•       Will ruin the village feel that means children can walk to the park, shops, go for 
bike rides etc in relative safety 

Is Environmentally Undesirable 

•       Puts wildlife at further risk. The developer’s materials note there are 33 species of 
birdlife, as well as wombats and kangaroos. Surprisingly they have not recorded 
other species frequently seen including echidnas, snakes, lizards etc. The proposal 



will result in loss of habitat for these animals, which in turn is a loss for Cape 
Paterson where they are highly valued by residents 

•       The new development is car reliant and does nothing to reduce dependence on 
fossil fuels 

•       There is insufficient parking already at peak times. This is not easily addressed 
as expansion of beach parking would have a detrimental impact on the environment 
and amenity of the area and is undesirable 

•       Internal roads are unsealed (which residents overwhelmingly voted to retain 
because they like this laid-back feel) - extra traffic will mean more dust and less 
safety but is not easily addressed without altering the “feel” of the town 

•       Cape Paterson has a fragile and valuable coastal environment. The beach is 
already at capacity in summer. 

•       Development brings greater risks to coastal strip with more dogs, cats and 
invasive plants that can decimate local flora and fauna 

•       Threats to the adjoining Bunurong Marine and Coastal Park including 
contaminated drainage run off. 

•       Threats to existing Significant Vegetation and Wildlife within the area to be 
rezoned. 

Will put too much pressure on infrastructure 

•       Limited capacity of the Lifesaving clubs to service a large increase in beach 
goers without major increased funding for paid lifesaving services. 

•       Extreme weather events (1 in 100 year) are becoming increasingly common 
requiring infrastructure upgrades before further development occurs. 

Is not the best way forward for development – more suited to Wonthaggi or 
Inverloch 

•       Bass Coast’s strategic plan is to concentrate development in high growth areas 
like Wonthaggi. C136, if approved, will reduce demand in Wonthaggi where there is 
more urban infrastructure such as schools, transport, shops. 

•       Wonthaggi has existing infrastructure and makes more sense as a place for 
additional development 

•       Cape Paterson currently has a very different “feel” to Inverloch. We like it that 
way 

The process puts developers before community 



•       The reports accompanying C136 have been commissioned and paid for by the 
developer and in some cases have been amended following consultation with the 
developer. It is difficult to consider them independent. 

•       The community has previously made clear its feelings about expansion to the 
north of the town 

•       Many residents of Cape Paterson are not confident with the objection process 
and have not felt heard 

  
Finally, if a development of any sort is to go ahead then it must involve: 

•       Reducing the town boundary so that the town expands by no more than 25% 

•       Waiting until 75% of blocks at The Cape eco-village have sold 

•       Include more than 50% open space of the net developable area (as per The 
Cape) 

•       Traffic provisions that do not funnel traffic through the existing township 

•       The developer providing far more detailed information regarding protection of 
heritage and environment, details of the development proposal, subdivision pattern, 
design guidelines, infrastructure requirements and development contributions. 

•       Significant plantings of indigenous trees and appropriate green passages for 
wildlife 

•       Limited car spaces to ensure there is not additional traffic pressure on the town 

•       High standards regarding sustainability rating, as per the example set by the 
Cape 

•       Lower density building than currently proposed 

•       Retention of some green wedges of open green land 

 

Thankyou for your attention to this urgent matter 

Regards 

 



To: strategic planning admin
Subject: Amendment C136
Date: Friday, 28 February 2020 1:02:43 PM

Dear Angela
Not sure what happened to my email yesterday so am re writing it.
We wish to register our opposition to the planned development out the back of Cape Paterson. Amendment C136.
Although we are not opposed to progress we like to see it done in a constructive manner. We have had a house in
Cape Paterson for 24 years and have seen many changes. The triangle when it was developed wasn’t done as
promised - no drains, open spaces etc and also the area from Marine Street and around Blue Water Circle.
The ecovillage is a good development with landscaping and gardens.
However the following needs to be addressed before any development goes ahead:
* the numbers in Cape Paterson during summer swell immensely and there isn’t enough parking for all the beach
goers now. Add in more houses and it will be chaotic.
* the access roads are poor
* the lack of infrastructure
* water pressure is poor
* electricity down times

We see no reason why the houses can not be built out the back of Wonthaggi instead of Cape Paterson.

Thank you.
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Objection to grant a planning permit 

Planning and Environment Act 1987 

Who is objecting? 

I / We (Names in block letters)

Email (preferred) 

Of (Postal Address) 

Town Postcode

Tel: (Home) (Work) (Mob)

What application do you object to? 

What is the Permit Application Number? 

What is proposed? 

What land is proposed to be used or developed? 

 

Who has applied for the Permit? 

What are the reasons for your objection? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

(If there is not enough room, attach a separate page). 

Planning objection 

Admendment C316

Rezone 53 Hectares from farming to residential zoning

2, 20 + 40 Seward Drive Cape Paterson

Development Plan overlay DP026 to 2,20,40,140 & Seaward Drive Cape Paterson

My objection is for the following reasons: removal of environmental significant overlay (ESO) and significa-

nt land overlay (SLO) from land being rezoned will devalue .

The clause 43.03 DPO to cover entire Cape Paterson North area. Included in settlement boundary will be

extremely detrimental as Cape Paterson has become nationally and internationally as an ememplar in

building living sustainably, reducing our carbon footprint of our built environment. To allow this

admendment to proceed as is jeopardising the opportunity for Bass Coast to become a world leader of

new industries draw card for ecotourism worldwide. For the past decade I have invested significantly in
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How will you be affected by the grant of a permit? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

(If there is not enough room, attach a separate page). 

Signature Date: 

 

IMPORTANT NOTES ABOUT OBJECTIONS TO PERMIT APPLICATIONS 
1. This form is to help you make an objection to an application in a way which complies with the Planning and 

Environment Act 1987, and which can be readily understood by the responsible authority.  There is no 
requirement under the Act that you use any particular form. 

2. Your objection and the personal information on this form is collected by Bass Coast Shire Council for the 
purposes of the planning process as set out in the Planning and Environment Act 1987.  If you do not 
provide your name and address, Council will not be able to consider your submission.  

3. Your objection will be available at the Bass Coast Shire Office at Wonthaggi for any person to inspect 
and copies may be made available to the applicant for the relevant period set out in the Planning and 
Environment Act 1987. You must not submit any personal information or copyright material of third parties 
without their informed consent. By submitting the material, you agree that the use of the material as 
detailed above does not breach any third party’s right to privacy and copyright. 

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

5. To make an objection you should clearly complete the details on this form and lodge it with the responsible 
authority as shown on the Public Notice – Application for Planning Permit. 

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

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

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

9. To ensure the responsible authority considers your objection, make sure that the authority receives it by 
the date shown in the notice you were sent or which you saw in a newspaper or on the site. 

10. If you object before the responsible authority makes a decision, the authority will tell you its decision. 
11. If despite your objection the responsible authority decides to grant the permit, you can appeal against the 

decision.  Details of the appeal procedures are set out on the back of the Notice of Decision which you will 
receive.  An appeal must be made on a prescribed form (obtainable from the Victorian Civil and 
Administrative Tribunal) and accompanied by the prescribed fee.  A copy must be given to the responsible 
authority.  The closing date for appeals is 21 days of the responsible authority giving notice of its decision. 

12. If the responsible authority refuses the application, the applicant can also appeal.  The provisions are set out 
on the Refusal of Planning Application which will be issued at that time. 

business and community development in the belief that Cape Paterson offers a model of living sustainably.

If the Bass Coast Council supports Admendment C316 as proposed, I am discouraged and disinclined to

invest further in Cape Paterson.

27/02/2020
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Strategic Planning 
Bass Coast Shire Council 
P.O. Box.118. Wonthaggi, Vic, 3995 
23rd February, 2020 

To whom it may concern, 
I am writing in relation to the proposed amendment —C136 which I am in strong 
Opposition to the amendment and would like the council to seriously consider my 
objection. 

There are a number o f  reasons for my opposition which include the following; 
I believe that it would pose a risk to the safe evacuation o f  the area because o f  the 
high number o f  proposed households-that is 500 new homes along the Cape Paterson 
Rd. this would result in only two roads for people to evacuate. This could be a highly 
dangerous situation whereby people could lose their lives and homes. 

Cape Paterson is a relatively quiet community whereby the population is small and 
close knit and has no problems with traffic congestion. I believe that an increase of 
500 homes with occupants owning one or two cars could possibly become a realistic 
traffic congestion issue for the community. 
Also, Cape Paterson is frequented by tourists who chose to come here because o f  its 
uniqueness, and that it is less populated. I f  the proposal goes ahead and there is an 
increase in population, this may deter future tourists from choosing this as their 
holiday destination and thus affect the economy o f  the area. 

People have also chosen to retire in Cape Paterson because it's small, quiet, and fairly 
stress free without long delays in relation to traffic conditions. This would all change 
radically i f  the proposal goes ahead. These community members may reconsider their 
retirement plans which will be an enormous economic loss to the area and the wider 
community. 
For these above reasons, I strongly object to the proposed amendment C136.and I 
believe that it will have detrimental effects not only in the short tem, but the medium 
and long term for the community o f  Cape Paterson and surrounding area 

Thank you for your attention in this matter. 
Yours sincerely 

ED20/25687
Sub 386
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To: strategic planning admin
Subject: C136 Amendment to Strategic Planning Department
Date: Saturday, 29 February 2020 7:16:37 PM
Attachments: 181104+-+Stopping+Developers+Ruining+Phillip+Island+And+The+Bass+Coast.pdf

Dear people involved in the planned northern development at Cape Paterson, 

The clean beaches, many birds & native wild life & natural tranquility of Cape Paterson is very
unique. 
I am worried  that the planned northern development will destroy the peaceful natural atmosphere of
Cape Paterson. Many people young & old cycle around & it is very safe. As traffic can’t go around
the little town, it will go through quiet peaceful streets making it unsafe & noisy. 
There is not enough parking along the beach.  
The  huge amount of extra storm water & pollution which will happen with this development that
will be streaming into the sea is very concerning. 
I don’t understand why this can happen. Why isn’t this development happening closer to Wonthaggi
with many shops & conveniences there? 
The road from Wonthaggi to Cape Paterson will become extremely busy. 
With the growing population surely it  is better to have housing estates closer  to shops & large town
centres to avoid extra traffic & urban sprawl.
Dan Andrews  said that he would not allow developments  like this to ruin little coastal towns like
Cape Paterson, please see attached note.
Please consider these concerns.
Kind regards,

Sub 388




 


Media contact: Georgia Brumby 0428 698 185| georgia.brumby@vic.alp.org.au 


Sunday, 4 November 2018 


STOPPING DEVELOPERS RUINING PHILLIP ISLAND AND THE BASS COAST  


A re-elected Andrews Labor Government will permanently protect Phillip Island and the Bass Coast from over 
development, with planning protection enshrined in law. 


People choose to make their home in the small communities along the Bass Coast to enjoy a laid-back  
lifestyle – a lifestyle the Liberals tried to ruin by putting the interests of developers ahead of local residents. 


Former Planning Minister Matthew Guy grossly expanded Cape Paterson’s town boundary and rezoned 24 hectares 
of pristine coastal farmland overnight for a housing estate at Ventnor, on Phillip Island, despite clear community 
and council opposition. 


A re-elected Labor Government will make sure this can never happen again by declaring the Bass Coast a Distinctive 
Area and Landscape under the Planning and Environment Act 1987. 


The declaration triggers a requirement for a Statement of Planning Policy, which will set strict height controls and 
tighten town boundaries to protect the environment, landscape and local lifestyle. 


Under the Liberals, the town boundaries of Cowes and Cape Paterson were changed against the advice of 
independent planning panels. Under Labor, any attempt to expand town boundaries in the declared areas must be 
agreed to by the Parliament, protecting locals from the Liberals and their sneaky secret deals at kitchen tables. 


The Statement will be developed within the first year of Government in consultation with the local council and 
residents who know their community best. The Bass Coast Council has asked for their area to be declared. 


A re-elected Labor Government will also develop a new town plan to consolidate Cowes within its existing 
boundaries to stop over development and make sure the whole island is managed as a low growth area. 


It has been revealed Mr Guy used $3.5 million of taxpayers’ money to avoid facing a judge to explain his role in the 
Ventnor scandal, admitting he would lose his job if he did. 


Phillip Island and the Bass Coast have outstanding natural beauty and small-town lifestyle that Matthew Guy and 
the Liberals tried to destroy – only Labor will make sure it is permanently protected. 


Quotes attributable to Premier Daniel Andrews 


“The Liberals put the interests of developers first and tried to turn Phillip Island and the Bass Coast into the Gold 
Coast – given the chance they’ll do it again.” 


"Only Labor will protect the lifestyle that locals on Phillip Island and the Bass Coast enjoy with permanent planning 
protection, enshrined in law.” 


Quote attributable to Minister for Planning Richard Wynne 


“History will judge Matthew Guy’s intervention in Ventnor as one of the darkest days in the history of planning in 
this state.” 
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STRATEGIC PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
Bass Coast Shire Council, 
PO Box 118 Wonthaggi, 

Amendment C136 
I  Oppose the Amendment C136. Because 

I love the the ability to interact with the Natural Flora & Fauna, the Koalas and Echidnas 
etc, as do other Cape Paterson residents like to  interact with nature too. 
I believe this will be damaged if the Development C136 goes ahead. 
The actual size of the Development will over-whelm the natural peaceful ambience of 
Cape Paterson. This type of over-development will demolish the natural animal corridors 
leading to problems with mental health in people. People need open spaces to maintain 
psychological and physical healthy management. That is why Cape Paterson is a place 
for city dwellers to relax, enjoy nature, revive and energise Body & Soul. 

If we are over-whelmed with 900 houses we will have more traffic through the streets 
which have no footpaths and have children playing on the streets which is very 
dangerous. Also there is no parking space for more cars along the coastal foreshore and 
no land available to create any parking space. 

So Council and the planning authorities must respect and honour the wishes of Cape 
Paterson residents and return C136 land to it's former status as Farming Zone. 

Focus of development should be in Wonthaggi as per 50 year plan. Cape Paterson should 
remain a pristine environment for all to enjoy for many years to  come. 
Also there's limited access for evacuations in cases of bush-fire. There are no safe areas 
from Bush - fires in Cape Paterson and the exit roads would soon become blocked. With 
additional 900 homes it would be a disaster. 

Please give my thoughts due consideration 
I remain yours faithfully 
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To: strategic planning admin

Subject: Cape Paterson North-Amendment C136 Land subdivision Proposed subdivision development
Date: Monday, 2 March 2020 9:54:32 AM
Attachments: Outlook-wx1x44hk.png

Outlook-odcwbnce.png

Dear Councilors & Bass Coast Shire Council Planning,

As a local business owner and employer for nearly 30 years, I write to you all today 'in favour'
of a future Proposed development for Cape Paterson North, I believe to be at least 470+ new
lots of land, C136 Land Subdivision-cape Paterson North.

Though this is a biased opinion, i'm sure that most businesses in Wonthaggi & District  would
agree! that the onflow for this and similar developments, has a huge demand for jobs and
employment and most importantly local spending, future's for  businesses moving forward,
especially for securing employment opportunities for individuals and families, and the like.

Such a development, works in favour to me, as a local employer, sponsor of many community
groups and sporting clubs, also wishing to advance and protect my businesses future, in a very
difficult retail environment, we need further development, such as this one in Cape Paterson
North. 

I do hope that Council and Planning is in favor of such a development,  as I'd hope, as it  helps
protect the biggest employer in Bass Coast. 

'Small to Medium Business'.

Thanks in advance.

Sub 392
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To: strategic planning admin
Subject: Planning Scheme Amendment C136
Date: Monday, 2 March 2020 12:29:05 PM

I wish to make a submission in support of Bass Coast Planning Scheme Amendment C136

The future development of Cape Paterson should be supported especially within the existing town
boundary, as defined under the current planning scheme.

If this development is controlled through specific design guidelines, when considering any future
subdivision application, it could result in an area that helps enhance the coastal village feel of Cape
Paterson through good architecture and open space.

Although fears of this land being developed at once creating a glut of properties, reality is it will be
developed in stages providing 10-20 year supply of land.

This site has long been considered suitable for a residential estate and if done well will provide
diversity for future residents who want to live in the Bass Coast but not necessarily in Wonthaggi or
the major centres.

Regards

Sub 393
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27 February 2020 
 
Bass Council 
76 McBride Avenue 
Wonthaggi 
VIC 
3995 
 
 
 
Dear Planning Officers,  
 
Re: Cape Paterson Development C136 
 
We, t Cape Paterson, would like to detail our 
objections to all phases of the amendment of the Development C136, including: 
 

a) The rezoning of the land from Farming Zone to General Residential 
b) The removal of the Environmental Significance Overlay (ESO) 
c) The removal of the Significant Landscape Overlay (SLO) 
d) If the amendment is successful, we object to the proposed amendments to the 
planning schedules, as they do not create a requirement for best-practice for any such 
development. 
 

The proposed changes to the Development C136 are in significant violation of the Bass 
Council’s own strategic objectives and will compromise the integrity of the Cape Paterson 
township, and surrounding natural environment. 
 
Prior to 2011, there was a discussion regarding whether Cape Paterson should expand to the 
north or to the west. Council’s decision to expand Cape Paterson to the north resulted in a 
change of the settlement boundary. The subsequent Ministerial decision to approve The Cape 
development ultimately resulted in the expansion of Cape Paterson, and the associated 
settlement boundary, to the west. Following the decision to proceed with The Cape in 
preference to a northern expansion, the extended boundary to the north should have been 
rescinded.  
 
a. The rezoning of the land from Farming Zone to General Residential 
 
The Developer has proposed that the rezoning of the land from Farming to General Residential 
in the proposed Schedule 26 to Clause 43.04 DPO in that it allows for an ‘orderly expansion of 
the Cape Paterson township’. As the proposed development is equivalent to doubling the size of 
the existing township, this is by no definition regarded as an ‘orderly expansion’.  
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The proposed development would place additional strain on existing infrastructure, and thus the 
proposed ‘integration with the existing township’ would not be possible.  
 
The proposed development does not align to the Gippsland Regional Plan 2014, which calls for 
Cape Paterson to ‘support growth’ in the Gippsland Area. Since 2011, the land at The Cape 
development (40 hectares) provides the necessary infrastructure to allow Cape Paterson to 
meet the objectives of this plan. The proposed scale of the amendment would be more in line 
with ‘promote growth’ object which is only targeted for Wonthaggi within the Bass Council area. 
Between 2008 and 2018, Cape Paterson has experienced 2.7% annual growth, which is in line 
with the 2014 Gippsland Regional Plan.  
 
b. The removal of the Environmental Significance Overlay (ESO) 
 
The southern half of the proposed development site is currently designated as ESO1 to protect 
the coastal wetland and vegetation of the Bunurong Marine and Coastal Park. This overlay has 
been put in place to ‘protect and ensure the long-term future of terrestrial and aquatic habitat for 
native plants and animals, including shorebird feeding areas and roosts and species and 
communities listed under the Flora and Fauna Guarantee Act 1988’ and ‘to protect water quality 
and prevent water pollution in watercourses, water bodies, wetlands and groundwater’.  
 
This Overlay connects the land from Harmers Haven to Inverloch in one undisturbed path. The 
proposed development would sever an existing wildlife corridor, creating habitat fragmentation 
and the creation of barriers to movement for indigenous fauna.  
 
Due to the proposed size of the development, it would have significant impact on water pollution 
and quality, even if best-practice water sensitive design was developed. There is no justification 
based on the scale of the development for the removal of the Environmental Significance 
Overlay.  
 
It is noted that the ecological assessment occurred on a single day, and as a result did not find 
any migratory, transitory or uncommon fauna species. The supplementary desktop research 
relies on a limited database (noted as such by the E&H partners undertaking the ecological 
study) and as such does not adequately represent the ecological diversity present in the site. 
The Australian Government of Agriculture, Water and the Environment notes that the 
development area is in a known Growling Grass Frog Litoria raniformis distribution area. It is 
questioned whether investigation has been undertaken for other endangered flora and fauna 
such as the Spiny Rice-flower Pimelea spinescens.  
 
The overlay protects endangered remnant pre-colonial vegetation, and as such, the removal of 
the overlay creates risk to that vegetation. Loss of the endangered vegetation cannot be 
compensated, and so the removal of the overlay is unacceptable.  
 
 
c. The removal of the Significant Landscape Overlay (SLO) 
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The proposed development and removal of the Significant Landscape Overlay would 
significantly impact the visual landscape quality that is protected under Schedule 4 to Clause 
42.03.  
 
The removal of the Overlay would sever the visual aesthetic that sees the ‘open and extensive 
views from the cape.. available from a number of walking tracks and lookouts.’  
 
The removal of the overlay would violate the objectives of the schedule, which are: 

- To create a clearly defined edge softened by vegetation at the interface between 
settlements and rural/natural areas 

- To ensure that the natural landscape dominates the coastal edge and foreshore of the 
settlements of Kilcunda and Cape Paterson 

- To retain the dominance of the undulating, uncluttered pastoral landscape throughout 
the hinterland by ensuring that buildings and structures outside settlements sit within, 
rather than dominate the landscape.  

- To maintain the dominance of the natural landscape along the coastline, on hill slopes 
visible from main roads and settlements and prominent slopes adjoining Anderson Inlet 

- To protect the undeveloped character of the coastal strip between Kilcunda and Cape 
Paterson, and Cape Paterson and Inverloch 

- To minimise the visual impact of signage and other infrastructure, particularly on hill 
faces, in coastal areas and in other areas of high landscape values or visibility 

 
If the proposed development was to go ahead, the potential negative impacts would be so 
significant as to call into question whether the remaining Significant Landscape Overlay would 
meet the objectives, and thus whether the objectives would need to be rewritten. 
 
 
In the event that the development goes ahead: 
 

- There is no justification to include the DPO on 97 hectares when only 53 hectares 
are being rezoned. This needs to be reduced and the additional land not proposed to be 
rezoned can be decided by a council amendment in the future.  

 
- A public space contribution of 11% of Net Developable Area is insignificant and 

does not give reasonable justification to remove two significant overlays.  
 

- There needs to be significant developer contribution to infrastructure, given the 
doubling of size of Cape Paterson. These costs are not reasonably borne by the Council. 
Contribution at minimum would include upgraded roads, drainage, sewerage, parking 
(particularly beach front parking where demand will be greatest) and public open space. 
Consideration must also be given to the inclusion of schools and additional community 
assets within the development, and increased frequency public transport connections to 
Wonthaggi.  
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- There are greater risks towards the Hooded Plover breeding site than the 

ecological modelling details.  
 

The modelling presented describes their intervention as maintaining current-state 
interruption of Hooded Plover breeding site (3/8 breeding seasons impacted). For the 
development to have a positive benefit for the community, this impact needs to be 
reduced, not maintained, as a result of the development. Given the removal of the 
Environmental Significance Overlay, it is not acceptable to impact fauna breeding sites 
outside of the development area.  
 
The rainfall data used in the model is from 1980-1988 - this is significantly outdated 
given the increased number of rainfall events we have experienced in recent years, in 
particular large-scale and intense rainfall events. The Developer would need to re-run 
the MUSIC model with adequate data and allow for increased intensity and scale of 
rainfall events associated with climate change, as is best practice.  

 
- The removal of endangered remnant pre-colonial vegetation (as allowed via the 

removal of the Environmental Significance Overlay) is unacceptable.  
 
 
The established township and The Cape development 
We note that ‘The Cape’ development is an award-winning development in regard to its 
environmental credentials - a fantastic example for the Bass Council that is often held up as the 
aspirational state for developments across Victoria and indeed Australia. To allow a secondary 
development that falls short of this standard - so close to The Cape in terms of geographic 
location and timing - completely undermines the Councils’ achievements with The Cape 
development.  
 
The established township at Cape Paterson already provides alternative housing supply that 
appeals to a wide cross-section of the market, with a mix of vacant lots, and existing houses of 
various sizes (units, to modest homes to five bedroom houses).  
 
 
We look forward to Council’s consideration of the above points.  
 
 
Kind regards, 
 

 



2 t; 1-EB 2020 

BASS COAST SI-1iRF. COUNCIL 

Strategic Planning Department 
Bass Coast Shire Council, 
PO Box 118 
Wonthaggi, 

RE: Submission to oppose the Planning Scheme Amendment C136. 

I write this submission to oppose proposed planning scheme amendment C136. I grew 
camping at Cape Paterson every year and now bring my own family camping every year & 
have a strong connection to Cape Paterson. I believe that the C136 planning scheme 
amendment as being a significantly inappropriate development that will destroy the charm, 
character and community of Cape Paterson Village. C136 will negatively impact on the 
vulnerable marine and coastal environment/ landscape/wildlife and existing infrastructure 
and limited community facilities. C136 will make Cape Paterson an ugly and suburban 
landscape and ruin the village atmosphere and community. Sadly, we will no longer be 
choosing Cape as our annual camping holiday should Council not reject C136 and reduce the 
town boundary immediately. Bass Coast Shire should be protecting beautiful places like Cape 
Paterson. 

C316 should be rejected by Bass Coast Shire Council & the Victorian State Government 
due to the following reasons/issues: 

• The proposed scale of expansion is a major over-development, more than doubling 
the size of the township. This is contrary to the Bass Coast Strategic Coastal 
Framework which states "Cape Paterson - a local coastal town- with varying but 
limited opportunities for additional development". 

• Without the Distinctive Areas and Landscape process being completed and 
imbedded into the Bass Coast Planning Scheme, the C136 proposal cannot be 
appropriately assessed & considered without the DAL process being completed and 
embedded into existing planning frameworks, Current frameworks to ensure our 
distant coastal areas are protected lack clarity & scope. C136 will undermine any 
future effort to plan appropriately for Cape Paterson. Cape Paterson's community's 
biggest response during the DAL consultation was to request a reduction of the 
current town boundary. This should be the priority of council and the state 
government 

• Despite a Planning Panel report (2010) that said expanding the town boundary to the 
West and to the North would result in an oversupply of land — the then planning 
Minister Mathew Guy (2011,) approved both town boundary expansions without any 

ED20/26937
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community consultation and without Council's involvement or representation of 
ratepayers & users. C136 provides the first opportunity to correct this by reducing 
the over-expanded town boundary. Council should work state government to undo 
the town boundary over expansion. 

• Bass Coast's strategic plan is to concentrate development in high growth areas like 
Wonthaggi. C136, if approved, will reduce demand in Bass Coast's strategic plan is to 
concentrate development in high growth areas like Wonthaggi. C136, if approved, 
will dilute demand in Wonthaggi where there is more urban infrastructure such as 
schools, transport, shops. Cape Paterson doesn't have the infrastructure needed to 
support a huge increase in population. Provision for Population & additional housing 
should be centred on major activity centres such as Wonthaggi - where more urban 
infrastructure such as schools, transport, shops exist to support better planning of 
healthy communities that are connected and not dependant of cars and fossil fuels. 

• Approving the C136 development will encourage further pressures for new 
development to the east and west of Cape Paterson 

• Cape Paterson is currently a coastal village with a cohesive community and cannot 
support the gross expansion as proposed in C136 without significant upgrades to 
existing infrastructure and development of new infrastructure such as drainage — 
these improvements are not in scope of C136, leaving the responsibly to Council who 
have no plans or budget to undertake the works. Why should rate payers have to pay 
for infrastructure improvements that mitigate or support the development of private 
land & a development for purely for profit. 

• Cape Paterson, being small, is a safe place for families, especially children and elderly 
• Cape Paterson is pedestrian friendly with little or no through traffic and few 

footpaths but currently safe to walk on road. C316 will increase traffic flow by 
encouraging and supporting car dependency due to lack of alternative transport 
options. 

• The distance from the beach of the C136 proposed rezoning will result in increased 
traffic through existing township, directly impacting on inadequate existing 
infrastructure, wildlife, community life and wellbeing. 

• An increase in dogs, cats and invasive plants that will have a negative impact on local 
flora and fauna 

• Greater threats to the adjoining Bunurong Marine and Coastal Park including 
contaminated drainage, run off & waste and increase of human activity & impact. 

• Threats to existing Significant Vegetation and Wildlife within the area to be rezoned. 
• The loss of habitat & habitat linkage corridors from the existing village of Cape 

Paterson — creating an island effect for resident koalas and other significant wildlife. 
• There is grossly insufficient parking already at peak times with environmental 

constraints on increasing parking capacity. 
• Internal roads are unsealed - extra traffic will mean more dust and less safety 
• Lack of/No provision for footpaths requires walking on road —community safety 

issues will be exacerbated & increased. 
• Telephone and data become unusable at peak times, C316 will place additional 

demand and exacerbate exiting issues. 
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• The Bay beach precinct masterplan was developed in 2014 but no funding has been 
allocated by Council or by developer contributions. 

• Limited capacity of the Lifesaving clubs to service a large increase in beach goers without 
major increased funding for paid lifesaving services. 

• Extreme weather events (1 in 100 year) are becoming increasingly common requiring 
infrastructure upgrades before further development occurs. 

• C136 doesn't provide any public or social housing — only unsustainable housing for profit. 
• The C136 development will urbanise a vulnerable marine/coastal environment and change 

Cape Paterson from a village atmosphere to a suburban landscape, dependant on cars and 
fossil fuels and contributing to the climate crisis. 

• C136 documentation does not adequately address the significant adverse impact such a 
large-scale expansion will have on the small coastal village character, amenity and 
infrastructure 

• Electricity supply is often subject to brown out or black out at peak times, C316 will place 
additional demand and exacerbate exiting issues. 

• Drainage - current infrastructure is inadequate at peak rainfall already (eg. Flooding of 
Wonthaggi Life Saving Club in May 2019) 

• Water quality and pressure is inadequate at peak times requiring heavy chlorination (and 
the purchasing of bottled water and subsequent waste management and recycling issues 
associated with increased use of plastic bottles) 

• Cape Paterson is inadequately serviced by public transport, with no provision of commuter 
transport to activity centres such as Wonthaggi and poor connection to VLine services. This 
will create a car dependent community and directly impact on climate change through the 
greater dependency on cars and dependence on fossil fuels 

ED20/26937
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2.L CIB 2020 

BASS COAST COUNCIL 

Strategic Planning Department 
Bass Coast Shire Council, 
PO Box 118 
Wonthaggi, 

RE: Submission to oppose the Planning Scheme Amendment C136. 

I write this submission to oppose proposed planning scheme amendment C136. I grew up in 
Cape Paterson and can see that the C136 planning scheme amendment as being a significantly 
inappropriate development that will destroy the charm, character and community o f  Cape 
Paterson Village; C136 will negatively impact on the vulnerable marine and coastal 
environment/ landscape/wildlife and existing infrastructure and limited community facilities. 
Council should be acting in the best interest o f  the Community, not the developers, and reject 
C136 and reduce the town boundary immediately. As my elected representatives, please be 
advised I will not be voting for any councillors ( at the next election) who support C136. 

C316 should be rejected by Bass Coast Shire Council & the Victorian State Government 
due to the following reasons/issues: 

• Cape Paterson is currently a coastal village with a cohesive community and cannot 
support the gross expansion as proposed in C136 without significant upgrades to 
existing infrastructure and development o f  new infrastructure such as drainage — these 
improvements are not in scope o f  C136, leaving the responsibly to Council who have 
no plans or budget to undertake the works. Why should rate payers have to pay for 
infrastructure improvements that mitigate or support the development o f  private land 
& a development for purely for profit. 

• Cape Paterson, being small, is a safe place for families, especially children and elderly 
• Cape Paterson is pedestrian friendly with little or no through traffic and few footpaths 

but currently safe to walk on road. C316 will increase traffic flow by encouraging and 
supporting car dependency due to lack o f  alternative transport options. 

• The distance from the beach o f  the C136 proposed rezoning will result in increased 
traffic through existing township, directly impacting on inadequate existing 
infrastructure, wildlife, community life and wellbeing. 

• An increase in dogs, cats and invasive plants that will have a negative impact on local 
flora and fauna 

• Greater threats to the adjoining Bunurong Marine and Coastal Park including 
contaminated drainage, run off  & waste and increase o f  human activity & impact. 

• Threats to existing Significant Vegetation and Wildlife within the area to be rezoned. 
• The loss o f  habitat & habitat linkage corridors from the existing village o f  Cape 

Paterson — creating an island effect for resident koalas and other significant wildlife. 
• There is grossly insufficient parking already at peak times with environmental 

constraints on increasing parking capacity. 
• Internal roads are unsealed - extra traffic will mean more dust and less safety 
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• Lack of/No provision for footpaths requires walking on road —community safety 
issues will be exacerbated & increased. 

• Telephone and data become unusable at peak times, C316 will place additional 
demand and exacerbate exiting issues. 

• The Bay beach precinct masterplan was developed in 2014 but no funding has been 
allocated by Council or by developer contributions. 

• Limited capacity o f  the Lifesaving clubs to service a large increase in beach goers 
without major increased funding for paid lifesaving services. 

• Extreme weather events ( t i n  100 year) are becoming increasingly common requiring 
infrastructure upgrades before further development occurs. 

• C136 doesn't provide any public or social housing — only unsustainable housing for 
profit. 

• The C136 development will urbanise a vulnerable marine/coastal environment and 
change Cape Paterson from a village atmosphere to a suburban landscape, dependant 
on cars and fossil fuels and contributing to the climate crisis. 

• The proposed scale o f  expansion is a major over-development, more than doubling 
the size o f  the township. This is contrary to the Bass Coast Strategic Coastal 
Framework which states "Cape Paterson - a local coastal town- with varying but 
limited opportunities for additional development". 

• Without the Distinctive Areas and Landscape process being completed and imbedded 
into the Bass Coast Planning Scheme, the C136 proposal cannot be appropriately 
assessed & considered without the DAL process being completed and embedded into 
existing planning frameworks, Current frameworks to ensure our distant coastal areas 
are protected lack clarity & scope. C136 will undermine any future effort to plan 
appropriately for Cape Paterson. Cape Paterson's community's biggest response 
during the DAL consultation was to request a reduction o f  the current town boundary. 
This should be the priority o f  council and the state government 

• Despite a Planning Panel report (2010) that said expanding the town boundary to the 
West and to the North would result in an oversupply o f  land — the then planning 
Minister Mathew Guy (2011,) approved both town boundary expansions without any 
community consultation and without Council's involvement or representation of 
ratepayers & users. C136 provides the first opportunity to correct this by reducing the 
over-expanded town boundary. Council should work state government to undo the 
town boundary over expansion. 

• Bass Coast's strategic plan is to concentrate development in high growth areas like 
Wonthaggi. C136, i f  approved, will reduce demand in Bass Coast's strategic plan is to 
concentrate development in high growth areas like Wonthaggi. C136, i f  approved, 
will dilute demand in Wonthaggi where there is more urban infrastructure such as 
schools, transport, shops. Cape Paterson doesn't have the infrastructure needed to 
support a huge increase in population. Provision for Population & additional housing 
should be centred on major activity centres such as Wonthaggi - where more urban 
infrastructure such as schools, transport, shops exist to support better planning of 
healthy communities that are connected and not dependant o f  cars and fossil fuels. 

• Approving the C136 development will encourage further pressures for new 
development to the east and west o f  Cape Paterson 

• C136 documentation does not adequately address the significant adverse impact such 
a large-scale expansion will have on the small coastal village character, amenity and 
infrastructure 
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• Electricity supply is often subject to brown out or black out at peak times, C316 will 
place additional demand and exacerbate exiting issues. 

• Drainage - current infrastructure is inadequate at peak rainfall already (eg. Flooding of 
Wonthaggi Life Saving Club in May 2019) 

• Water quality and pressure is inadequate at peak times requiring heavy chlorination 
(and the purchasing o f  bottled water and subsequent waste management and recycling 
issues associated with increased use o f  plastic bottles) 

• Cape Paterson is inadequately serviced by public transport, with no provision of 
commuter transport to activity centres such as Wonthaggi and poor connection to 
VLine services. This will create a car dependent community and directly impact on 
climate change through the greater dependency on cars and dependence on fossil fuels 

Kind Regards 
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Strategic Planning Department 
Bass Coast Shire Council, 
PO Box 118 
Wonthaggi, 

1-1-EC'7711VED 

2& FEB 202 

BASS COAST SHIRE COUNCIL 

RE: Submission to oppose the Planning Scheme Amendment C136. 

I write this submission to oppose proposed planning scheme amendment C136. 

As regular visitor to Cape Paterson and previous resident, I see the changes being proposed in 
the C136 planning scheme amendment as being a significantly inappropriate development that 
will destroy the charm, character and community, o f  Cape Paterson Village; CI136 will 
negatively impact on the vulnerable marine and coastal environment/ landscape and existing 
infrastructure and limited community facilities. As a fisherman & regular user o f  the boat 
ramp, I am confident that any increase o f  housing and population to Cape Paterson as proposed 
in C136, will have disastrous impact on the recreational fishing & boating infrastructure as well 
as fish stocks, water quality and water safety. Current infrastructure is inadequate and unsafe, 
and fails to meet the needs or expectations o f  the community and visitors in peak times. 

C316 should be opposed by Council and the State Government due to the 
following strategic Planning Issues: 

• The C136 development will urbanise a vulnerable marine/coastal environment and 
change Cape Paterson from a village atmosphere to a suburban landscape, dependant 
on cars and fossil fuels and contributing to the climate crisis. 

• The proposed scale o f  expansion is a major over-development, more than doubling 
the size o f  the township. This is contrary to the Bass Coast Strategic Coastal 
Framework which states "Cape Paterson - a local coastal town- with varying but 
limited opportunities for additional development". 

• Without the Distinctive Areas and Landscape process being completed and imbedded 
into the Bass Coast Planning Scheme, the C136 proposal cannot be appropriately 
assessed & considered without the DAL process being completed and embedded into 
existing planning frameworks, Current frameworks to ensure our distant coastal areas 
are protected lack clarity & scope. C136 will undermine any future effort to plan 
appropriately for Cape Paterson. Cape Paterson's community's biggest response 
during the DAL consultation was to request a reduction o f  the current town boundary. 
This should be the priority o f  council and the state government 

• Despite a Planning Panel report (2010) that said expanding the town boundary to the 
West and to the North would result in an oversupply o f  land — the then planning 
Minister Mathew Guy (2011,) approved both town boundary expansions without any 
community consultation and without Council's involvement or representation of 
ratepayers & users. C136 provides the first opportunity to correct this by reducing the 
over-expanded town boundary. Council should work state government to undo the 
town boundary over expansion. 
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• Bass Coast's strategic plan is to concentrate development in high growth areas like 
Wonthaggi. C136, i f  approved, will reduce demand in Bass Coast's strategic plan is to 
concentrate development in high growth areas like Wonthaggi. C136, i f  approved, 
will dilute demand in Wonthaggi where there is more urban infrastructure such as 
schools, transport, shops. Cape Paterson doesn't have the infrastructure needed to 
support a huge increase in population. Provision for Population & additional housing 
should be centred on major activity centres such as Wonthaggi - where more urban 
infrastructure such as schools, transport, shops exist to support better planning of 
healthy communities that are connected and not dependant o f  cars and fossil fuels. 

• Approving the C136 development will encourage further pressures for new 
development to the east and west o f  Cape Paterson 

C136 development will negatively impact on the character & amenity o f  Cape Paterson 
in the following: 

• C136 documentation does not adequately address the significant adverse impact such 
a large-scale expansion will have on the small coastal village character, amenity and 
infrastructure 

• Cape Paterson is currently a coastal village with a cohesive community and cannot 
support the gross expansion as proposed in C136 without significant upgrades to 
existing infrastructure and development o f  new infrastructure such as drainage — these 
improvements are not in scope o f  C136, leaving the responsibly to Council who have 
no plans or budget to undertake the works. Why should rate payers have to pay for 
infrastructure improvements that mitigate or support the development o f  private land 
& a development for purely for profit. 

• Cape Paterson, being small, is a safe place for families, especially children and elderly 
• Cape Paterson is pedestrian friendly with little or no through traffic and few footpaths 

but currently safe to walk on road. C316 will increase traffic flow by encouraging and 
supporting car dependency due to lack o f  alternative transport options. 

• The distance from the beach o f  the C136 proposed rezoning will result in increased 
traffic through existing township, directly impacting on inadequate existing 
infrastructure, wildlife, community life and wellbeing. 

C136 will have a negative impact on Cape Paterson's fragile and valuable coastal 
environment. C316 will directly contribute to: 

• An increase in dogs, cats and invasive plants that will have a negative impact on local 
flora and fauna 

• Greater threats to the adjoining Bunurong Marine and Coastal Park including 
contaminated drainage, run off  & waste and increase o f  human activity & impact. 

• Threats to existing Significant Vegetation and Wildlife within the area to be rezoned. 
• The loss o f  habitat & habitat linkage corridors from the existing village o f  Cape 

Paterson — creating an island effect for resident koalas and other significant wildlife. 

C136 Will place enormous strain on poor, degraded & inadequate existing 
infrastructure & facilities by: 

• There is grossly insufficient parking already at peak times with environmental 
constraints on increasing parking capacity. 

• Internal roads are unsealed - extra traffic will mean more dust and less safety 
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• Lack of/No provision for footpaths requires walking on road —community safety 
issues will be exacerbated & increased. 

• Telephone and data become unusable at peak times, C316 will place additional 
demand and exacerbate exiting issues. 

• Electricity supply is often subject to brown out or black out at peak times, C316 will 
place additional demand and exacerbate exiting issues. 

• Drainage - current infrastructure is inadequate at peak rainfall already (eg. Flooding 
o f  Wonthaggi Life Saving Club in May 2019) 

• Water quality and pressure is inadequate at peak times requiring heavy chlorination 
(and the purchasing o f  bottled water and subsequent waste management and recycling 
issues associated with increased use o f  plastic bottles) 

• Cape Paterson is inadequately serviced by public transport, with no provision of 
commuter transport to activity centres such as Wonthaggi and poor connection to 
VLine services. This will create a car dependent community and directly impact on 
climate change through the greater dependency on cars and dependence on fossil fuels 

• The Bay beach precinct masterplan was developed in 2014 but no funding has been 
allocated by  Council or by developer contributions. 

• Limited capacity o f  the Lifesaving clubs to service a large increase in beach goers 
without major increased funding for paid lifesaving services. 

• Extreme weather events (1 in 100 year) are becoming increasingly common requiring 
infrastructure upgrades before further development occurs. 

• C136 doesn't provide any public or social housing — only unsustainable housing for 
profit. 

C136 should not be considered until the Statement o f  Planning Policy (required by the 
Distinctive Areas and Landscape designation) is finalised, and a review o f  the Cape 
Paterson town boundary results in it being reduced to the original northern boundary 
(ending at Seaward Drive) 

Kind Regards 
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From: 

To: Strategic Planning Department 
Bass Coast Shire Council, 
PO Box 118 Wonthaggi, 
strategicdolanningadmin©basscoast.vic.gov.au 

7: V n 

21; FEB 2020 

RE COUNCIL 

RE: Submission to oppose the Planning Scheme Amendment C136. 

I write this submission to oppose proposed planning scheme amendment C136. 
As a resident of Wonthaggi and long term regular user of Cape Paterson I see the 
changes being proposed in the C136 planning scheme amendment & the subsequent 
development, will only serve to destroy the charm, character and community of 
Cape Paterson; and negatively impact on the vulnerable marine and coastal 
environment/ landscape and existing infrastructure. I call on my elected 
representatives at Bass Coast Shire Council to incorporate my views and that of the 
overwhelmingly majority of people who are opposed to this development at Cape 
Paterson. Please act without delay to preserve the beautiful village of Cape Paterson 
& protect it from being developed into a suburban ghetto. 

C136 amendment should be rejected and town boundary reduced to original border 
of seaward drive based on the following points: 

• Cape Paterson is inadequately serviced by public transport, with no provision 
of commuter transport to activity centres such as Wonthaggi and poor 
connection to VLine services. This will create a car dependent community and 
directly impact on climate change through the greater dependency on cars 
and dependence on fossil fuels 

• The Bay beach precinct masterplan was developed in 2014 but no funding 
has been allocated by Council or by developer contributions. 

• Limited capacity of the Lifesaving clubs to service a large increase in beach 
goers without major increased funding for paid lifesaving services. 

• Extreme weather events (1 in 100 year) are becoming increasingly common 
requiring infrastructure upgrades before further development occurs. 

• C136 doesn't provide any public or social housing — only unsustainable 
housing for profit. 
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• Internal roads are unsealed - extra traffic will mean more dust and less 
safety 

• Without the Distinctive Areas and Landscape process being completed and 
imbedded into the Bass Coast Planning Scheme, the C136 proposal cannot be 
appropriately assessed & considered without the DAL process being 
completed and embedded into existing planning frameworks, Current 
frameworks to ensure our distant coastal areas are protected lack clarity & 
scope. C136 will undermine any future effort to plan appropriately for Cape 
Paterson. Cape Paterson's community's biggest response during the DAL 
consultation was to request a reduction of the current town boundary. This 
should be the priority of council and the state government 

• Despite a Planning Panel report (2010) that said expanding the town 
boundary to the West and to the North would result in an oversupply of land 
— the then planning Minister Mathew Guy (2011,) approved both town 
boundary expansions without any community consultation and without 
Council's involvement or representation of ratepayers & users. C136 provides 
the first opportunity to correct this by reducing the over-expanded town 
boundary. Council should work state government to undo the town boundary 
over expansion. 

• Bass Coast's strategic plan is to concentrate development in high growth 
areas like Wonthaggi. C136, if approved, will reduce demand in Bass Coast's 
strategic plan is to concentrate development in high growth areas like 
Wonthaggi. C136, if approved, will dilute demand in Wonthaggi where there 
is more urban infrastructure such as schools, transport, shops. Cape Paterson 
doesn't have the infrastructure needed to support a huge increase in 
population. Provision for Population & additional housing should be centred 
on major activity centres such as Wonthaggi - where more urban 
infrastructure such as schools, transport, shops exist to support better 
planning of healthy communities that are connected and not dependant of 
cars and fossil fuels. 

• Lack of/No provision for footpaths requires walking on road —community 
safety issues will be exacerbated & increased. 

• Telephone and data become unusable at peak times, C316 will place 
additional demand and exacerbate exiting issues. 

• Electricity supply is often subject to brown out or black out at peak times, 
C316 will place additional demand and exacerbate exiting issues. 

• Drainage - current infrastructure is inadequate at peak rainfall already (eg. 
Flooding of Wonthaggi Life Saving Club in May 2019) 

• Water quality and pressure is inadequate at peak times requiring heavy 
chlorination (and the purchasing of bottled water and subsequent waste 
management and recycling issues associated with increased use of plastic 
bottles) 

• C136 documentation does not adequately address the significant adverse 
impact such a large scale expansion will have on the small coastal village 
character, amenity and infrastructure 
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• Cape Paterson is currently a coastal village with a cohesive community and 
cannot support the gross expansion as proposed in C136 without significant 
upgrades to existing infrastructure and development of new infrastructure 
such as drainage — these improvements are not in scope of C136, leaving the 
responsibly to Council who have no plans or budget to undertake the works. 
Why should rate payers have to pay for infrastructure improvements that 
mitigate or support the development of private land & a development for 
purely for profit. 

• Cape Paterson, being small, is a safe place for families, especially children and 
elderly 

• Cape Paterson is pedestrian friendly with little or no through traffic and few 
footpaths but currently safe to walk on road. C316 will increase traffic flow by 
encouraging and supporting car dependency due to lack of alternative 
transport options. 

• The distance from the beach of the C136 proposed rezoning will result in 
increased traffic through existing township, directly impacting on inadequate 
existing infrastructure, wildlife, community life and wellbeing. 

• There is grossly insufficient parking already at peak times with environmental 
constraints on increasing parking capacity 

• An increase in dogs, cats and invasive plants that will have a negative impact 
on local flora and fauna 

• Greater threats to the adjoining Bunurong Marine and Coastal Park including 
contaminated drainage, run off & waste and increase of human activity & 
impact. 

• Threats to existing Significant Vegetation and Wildlife within the area to be 
rezoned. 

• The loss of habitat & habitat linkage corridors from the existing village of 
Cape Paterson — creating an island effect for resident koalas and significant 
wildlife 

• The C136 development will urbanise a vulnerable marine/coastal environment 
and change Cape Paterson from a village atmosphere to a suburban 
landscape, dependant on cars and fossil fuels and contributing to the climate 
crisis. 

• The proposed scale of expansion is a major over-development, more than 
doubling the size of the township. This is contrary to the Bass Coast Strategic 
Coastal Framework which states "Cape Paterson - a local coastal town- with 
varying but limited opportunities for additional development". 

• Approving the C136 development will encourage further pressures for new 
development to the east and west of Cape Paterson 

C136 should not be considered until the Statement of Planning Policy (required by 
the Distinctive Areas and Landscape designation) is finalised, and a review of the 
Cape Paterson town boundary results in it being reduced to the original northern 
boundary (ending at Seaward Drive 

Kinds regards 
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From: 

To: Strategic Planning Department 
Bass Coast Shire Council, 
PO Box 118 Wonthaggi, 
strategic.planningadmin@basscoast.vic.gov.au 

RE: Submission to oppose the Planning Scheme Amendment C136. 

I write this submission to oppose proposed planning scheme amendment C136. 
As a South Gippsland resident & regular user o f  Cape Paterson I see the changes being 
proposed in the C136 planning scheme amendment as only serving to destroy the charm, 
character and community o f  Cape Paterson; and negatively impact on the vulnerable marine 
and coastal environment/ landscape and existing infrastructure. C136 should not be considered 
until the Statement o f  Planning Policy (required by the Distinctive Areas and Landscape 
designation) is finalised, and a review of  the Cape Paterson town boundary results in it being 
reduced to the original northern boundary (ending at Seaward Drive). 

C136 development should be rejected and town boundary reduced to original border of 
seaward drive based on the following points: 

• Cape Paterson is inadequately serviced by public transport, with no provision of 
commuter transport to activity centres such as Wonthaggi and poor connection to 
VLine services. This will create a car dependent community and directly impact on 
climate change through the greater dependency on cars and dependence on fossil fuels 

• The Bay beach precinct masterplan was developed in 2014 but no funding has been 
allocated by Council or by developer contributions. 

• Limited capacity o f  the Lifesaving clubs to service a large increase in beach goers 
without major increased funding for paid lifesaving services. 

• Extreme weather events (1 in 100 year) are becoming increasingly common requiring 
infrastructure upgrades before further development occurs. 

• C136 doesn't provide any public or social housing — only unsustainable housing for 
profit. 

• Internal roads are unsealed - extra traffic will mean more dust and less safety 
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• Lack of/No provision for footpaths requires walking on road —community safety 
issues will be exacerbated & increased. 

• Telephone and data become unusable at peak times, C316 will place additional 
demand and exacerbate exiting issues. 

• Electricity supply is often subject to brown out or black out at peak times, C316 will 
place additional demand and exacerbate exiting issues. 

• Drainage - current infrastructure is inadequate at peak rainfall already (eg. Flooding 
o f  Wonthaggi Life Saving Club in May 2019) 

• Water quality and pressure is inadequate at peak times requiring heavy chlorination 
(and the purchasing o f  bottled water and subsequent waste management and recycling 
issues associated with increased use of plastic bottles) 

• C136 documentation does not adequately address the significant adverse impact such 
a large scale expansion will have on the small coastal village character, amenity and 
infrastructure 

• Cape Paterson is currently a coastal village with a cohesive community and cannot 
support the gross expansion as proposed in C136 without significant upgrades to 
existing infrastructure and development o f  new infrastructure such as drainage — these 
improvements are not in scope o f  C136, leaving the responsibly to Council who have 
no plans or budget to undertake the works. Why should rate payers have to pay for 
infrastructure improvements that mitigate or support the development o f  private land 
& a development for purely for profit. 

• Cape Paterson, being small, is a safe place for families, especially children and elderly 
• Cape Paterson is pedestrian friendly with little or no through traffic and few footpaths 

but currently safe to walk on road. C316 will increase traffic flow by encouraging and 
supporting car dependency due to lack o f  alternative transport options. 

• The distance from the beach o f  the C136 proposed rezoning will result in increased 
traffic through existing township, directly impacting on inadequate existing 
infrastructure, wildlife, community life and wellbeing. 

• There is grossly insufficient parking already at peak times with environmental 
constraints on increasing parking capacity. 

• An increase in dogs, cats and invasive plants that will have a negative impact on local 
flora and fauna 

• Greater threats to the adjoining Bunurong Marine and Coastal Park including 
contaminated drainage, run off & waste and increase o f  human activity & impact. 

• Threats to existing Significant Vegetation and Wildlife within the area to be rezoned. 
• The loss o f  habitat & habitat linkage corridors from the existing village o f  Cape 

Paterson — creating an island effect for resident koalas and significant wildlife 
• The C136 development will urbanise a vulnerable marine/coastal environment and 

change Cape Paterson from a village atmosphere to a suburban landscape, dependant 
on cars and fossil fuels and contributing to the climate crisis. 

• The proposed scale o f  expansion is a major over-development, more than doubling 
the size o f  the township. This is contrary to the Bass Coast Strategic Coastal 
Framework which states "Cape Paterson - a local coastal town- with varying but 
limited opportunities for additional development". 

• Without the Distinctive Areas and Landscape process being completed and imbedded 
into the Bass Coast Planning Scheme, the C136 proposal cannot be appropriately 
assessed & considered without the DAL process being completed and embedded into 
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existing planning frameworks, Current frameworks to ensure our distant coastal areas 
are protected lack clarity & scope. C l  36 will undermine any future effort to plan 
appropriately for Cape Paterson. Cape Paterson's community's biggest response 
during the DAL consultation was to request a reduction o f  the current town boundary. 
This should be the priority o f  council and the state government 

• Despite a Planning Panel report (2010) that said expanding the town boundary to the 
West and to the North would result in an oversupply o f  land — the then planning 
Minister Mathew Guy (2011,) approved both town boundary expansions without any 
community consultation and without Council's involvement or representation of 
ratepayers & users. C136 provides the first opportunity to correct this by reducing the 
over-expanded town boundary. Council should work state government to undo the 
town boundary over expansion. 

• Bass Coast's strategic plan is to concentrate development in high growth areas like 
Wonthaggi. C136, i f  approved, will reduce demand in Bass Coast's strategic plan is to 
concentrate development in high growth areas like Wonthaggi. C136, i f  approved, 
will dilute demand in Wonthaggi where there is more urban infrastructure such as 
schools, transport, shops. Cape Paterson doesn't have the infrastructure needed to 
support a huge increase in population. Provision for Population & additional housing 
should be centred on major activity centres such as Wonthaggi - where more urban 
infrastructure such as schools, transport, shops exist to support better planning of 
healthy communities that are connected and not dependant o f  cars and fossil fuels. 

• Approving the C136 development will encourage further pressures for new 
development to the east and west o f  Cape Paterson 

I urge my elected representatives at Council to incorporate my views and the overwhelmingly 
majority o f  people who are opposed to this development at Cape Paterson. 

Kinds regards 
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2 t; FEB 2020 

BASS COAST SHIRE COUNCIL 

Strategic Planning Department 
Bass Coast Shire Council, 
PO Box 118 
Wonthaggi, 

RE: Submission to oppose the Planning Scheme Amendment C136. 

I write this submission to oppose proposed planning scheme amendment C136. I grew camping 
at Cape Paterson every year and can see that the C136 planning scheme amendment as being a 
significantly inappropriate development that will destroy the charm, character and community 
o f  Cape Paterson Village; I now bring my own family camping every year & have a strong 
connection to Cape Paterson. C136 will negatively impact on the vulnerable marine and coastal 
environment/ landscape/wildlife and existing infrastructure and limited community facilities. 
C136 will make Cape Paterson an ugly and suburban landscape and ruin the village atmosphere 
and community. We will no longer choose Cape as our annual camping holiday should Council 
not reject C136 and reduce the town boundary immediately. Bass Coast Shire should be 
protecting beautiful places like Cape Paterson and not allowing greedy developers to ruin it for 
everyone. Council should be putting in place a climate emergency action plan as a matter of 
priority and not considering such grossly inappropriate amendments such as C136. 

C316 should be rejected by Bass Coast Shire Council & the Victorian State Government 
due to the following reasons/issues: 

• The proposed scale o f  expansion is a major over-development, more than doubling 
the size o f  the township. This is contrary to the Bass Coast Strategic Coastal 
Framework which states "Cape Paterson - a local coastal town- with varying but 
limited opportunities for additional development". 

• Without the Distinctive Areas and Landscape process being completed and imbedded 
into the Bass Coast Planning Scheme, the C136 proposal cannot be appropriately 
assessed & considered without the DAL process being completed and embedded into 
existing planning frameworks, Current frameworks to ensure our distant coastal areas 
are protected lack clarity & scope. C136 will undermine any future effort to plan 
appropriately for Cape Paterson. Cape Paterson's community's biggest response 
during the DAL consultation was to request a reduction o f  the current town boundary. 
This should be the priority o f  council and the state government 

• Despite a Planning Panel report (2010) that said expanding the town boundary to the 
West and to the North would result in an oversupply o f  land — the then planning 
Minister Mathew Guy (2011,) approved both town boundary expansions without any 
community consultation and without Council's involvement or representation of 
ratepayers & users. C136 provides the first opportunity to correct this by reducing the 
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over-expanded town boundary. Council should work state government to undo the 
town boundary over expansion. 

• Bass Coast's strategic plan is to concentrate development in high growth areas like 
Wonthaggi. C136, i f  approved, will reduce demand in Bass Coast's strategic plan is to 
concentrate development in high growth areas like Wonthaggi. C136, i f  approved, 
will dilute demand in Wonthaggi where there is more urban infrastructure such as 
schools, transport, shops. Cape Paterson doesn't have the infrastructure needed to 
support a huge increase in population. Provision for Population & additional housing 
should be centred on major activity centres such as Wonthaggi - where more urban 
infrastructure such as schools, transport, shops exist to support better planning of 
healthy communities that are connected and not dependant o f  cars and fossil fuels. 

• Approving the C136 development will encourage further pressures for new 
development to the east and west o f  Cape Paterson 

• Cape Paterson is currently a coastal village with a cohesive community and cannot 
support the gross expansion as proposed in C136 without significant upgrades to 
existing infrastructure and development o f  new infrastructure such as drainage — these 
improvements are not in scope o f  C136, leaving the responsibly to Council who have 
no plans or budget to undertake the works. Why should rate payers have to pay for 
infrastructure improvements that mitigate or support the development o f  private land 
& a development for purely for profit. 

• Cape Paterson, being small, is a safe place for families, especially children and elderly 
• Cape Paterson is pedestrian friendly with little or no through traffic and few footpaths 

but currently safe to walk on road. C316 will increase traffic flow by encouraging and 
supporting car dependency due to lack o f  alternative transport options. 

• The distance from the beach o f  the C136 proposed rezoning will result in increased 
traffic through existing township, directly impacting on inadequate existing 
infrastructure, wildlife, community life and wellbeing. 

• An increase in dogs, cats and invasive plants that will have a negative impact on local 
flora and fauna 

• Greater threats to the adjoining Bunurong Marine and Coastal Park including 
contaminated drainage, run o f f  & waste and increase o f  human activity & impact. 

• Threats to existing Significant Vegetation and Wildlife within the area to be rezoned. 
• The loss o f  habitat & habitat linkage corridors from the existing village o f  Cape 

Paterson — creating an island effect for resident koalas and other significant wildlife. 
• There is grossly insufficient parking already at peak times with environmental 

constraints on increasing parking capacity. 
• Internal roads are unsealed - extra traffic will mean more dust and less safety 
• Lack of/No provision for footpaths requires walking on road —community safety 

issues will be exacerbated & increased. 
• Telephone and data become unusable at peak times, C316 will place additional 

demand and exacerbate exiting issues. 

• The Bay beach precinct masterplan was developed in 2014 but no funding has been 
allocated by Council or by developer contributions. 

• Limited capacity o f  the Lifesaving clubs to service a large increase in beach goers 
without major increased funding for paid lifesaving services. 

• Extreme weather events (1 in 100 year) are becoming increasingly common requiring 
infrastructure upgrades before further development occurs. 

• C136 doesn't provide any public or social housing — only unsustainable housing for 
profit. 
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• The C136 development will urbanise a vulnerable marine/coastal environment and 
change Cape Paterson from a village atmosphere to a suburban landscape, dependant 
on cars and fossil fuels and contributing to the climate crisis. 

• C136 documentation does not adequately address the significant adverse impact such 
a large-scale expansion will have on the small coastal village character, amenity and 
infrastructure 

• Electricity supply is often subject to brown out or black out at peak times, C316 will 
place additional demand and exacerbate exiting issues. 

• Drainage - current infrastructure is inadequate at peak rainfall already (eg. Flooding of 
Wonthaggi Life Saving Club in May 2019) 

• Water quality and pressure is inadequate at peak times requiring heavy chlorination 
(and the purchasing o f  bottled water and subsequent waste management and recycling 
issues associated with increased use o f  plastic bottles) 

• Cape Paterson is inadequately serviced by public transport, with no provision of 
commuter transport to activity centres such as Wonthaggi and poor connection to 
VLine services. This will create a car dependent community and directly impact on 
climate change through the greater dependency on cars and dependence on fossil fuels 

Kind Regards 
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U:1VED 

2& FEB 2020 

BASS COAST COUNCIL 

Strategic Planning Department 
Bass Coast Shire Council, 
PO Box 118 
Wonthaggi, 

RE: Submission to oppose the Planning Scheme Amendment C136. 

I write this submission to oppose proposed planning scheme amendment C136. As a land 
owner and business owner o f  Cape Paterson, I see the C136 planning scheme amendment as 
being a significantly inappropriate development that will destroy the charm, character and 
community o f  Cape Paterson Village; C136 will negatively impact on the vulnerable marine 
and coastal environment/ landscape and existing infrastructure and limited community 
facilities. C136 should not be considered until DAL process is finalised, and a review o f  the 
Cape Paterson town boundary results in it being reduced to the original northern boundary 
(ending at Seaward Drive). Council must act in the best interest o f  the Community and reject 
C136 and reduce the town boundary immediately. 

C316 should be rejected by Council and the State Government  for the 
following reasons/issues: 

• The C136 development will urbanise a vulnerable marine/coastal environment and 
change Cape Paterson from a village atmosphere to a suburban landscape, dependant 
on cars and fossil fuels and contributing to the climate crisis. 

• The proposed scale o f  expansion is a major over-development, more than doubling 
the size o f  the township. This is contrary to the Bass Coast Strategic Coastal 
Framework which states "Cape Paterson - a local coastal town- with varying but 
limited opportunities for additional development". 

• Without the Distinctive Areas and Landscape process being completed and imbedded 
into the Bass Coast Planning Scheme, the C136 proposal cannot be appropriately 
assessed & considered without the DAL process being completed and embedded into 
existing planning frameworks, Current frameworks to ensure our distant coastal areas 
are protected lack clarity & scope. C136 will undermine any future effort to plan 
appropriately for Cape Paterson. Cape Paterson's community's biggest response 
during the DAL consultation was to request a reduction o f  the current town boundary. 
This should be the priority o f  council and the state government 

• Despite a Planning Panel report (2010) that said expanding the town boundary to the 
West and to the North would result in an oversupply o f  land — the then planning 
Minister Mathew Guy (2011,) approved both town boundary expansions without any 
community consultation and without Council's involvement or representation of 
ratepayers & users. C136 provides the first opportunity to correct this by reducing the 
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over-expanded town boundary. Council should work state government to undo the 
town boundary over expansion. 

• Bass Coast's strategic plan is to concentrate development in high growth areas like 
Wonthaggi. C136, i f  approved, will reduce demand in Bass Coast's strategic plan is to 
concentrate development in high growth areas like Wonthaggi. C136, i f  approved, 
will dilute demand in Wonthaggi where there is more urban infrastructure such as 
schools, transport, shops. Cape Paterson doesn't have the infrastructure needed to 
support a huge increase in population. Provision for Population & additional housing 
should be centred on major activity centres such as Wonthaggi - where more urban 
infrastructure such as schools, transport, shops exist to support better planning of 
healthy communities that are connected and not dependant o f  cars and fossil fuels. 

• Approving the C136 development will encourage further pressures for new 
development to the east and west o f  Cape Paterson 

• C136 documentation does not adequately address the significant adverse impact such 
a large-scale expansion will have on the small coastal village character, amenity and 
infrastructure 

• Cape Paterson is currently a coastal village with a cohesive community and cannot 
support the gross expansion as proposed in C136 without significant upgrades to 
existing infrastructure and development o f  new infrastructure such as drainage — these 
improvements are not in scope o f  C136, leaving the responsibly to Council who have 
no plans or budget to undertake the works. Why should rate payers have to pay for 
infrastructure improvements that mitigate or support the development o f  private land 
& a development for purely for profit. 

• Cape Paterson, being small, is a safe place for families, especially children and elderly 
• Cape Paterson is pedestrian friendly with little or no through traffic and few footpaths 

but currently safe to walk on road. C316 will increase traffic flow by encouraging and 
supporting car dependency due to lack o f  alternative transport options. 

• The distance from the beach o f  the C136 proposed rezoning will result in increased 
traffic through existing township, directly impacting on inadequate existing 
infrastructure, wildlife, community life and wellbeing. 

• An increase in dogs, cats and invasive plants that will have a negative impact on local 
flora and fauna 

• Greater threats to the adjoining Bunurong Marine and Coastal Park including 
contaminated drainage, run off  & waste and increase o f  human activity & impact. 

• Threats to existing Significant Vegetation and Wildlife within the area to be rezoned. 
• The loss o f  habitat & habitat linkage corridors from the existing village o f  Cape 

Paterson — creating an island effect for resident koalas and other significant wildlife. 
• There is grossly insufficient parking already at peak times with environmental 

constraints on increasing parking capacity. 
• Internal roads are unsealed - extra traffic will mean more dust and less safety 
• Lack of/No provision for footpaths requires walking on road —community safety 

issues will be exacerbated & increased. 
• Telephone and data become unusable at peak times, C316 will place additional 

demand and exacerbate exiting issues. 
• Electricity supply is often subject to brown out or black out at peak times, C316 will 

place additional demand and exacerbate exiting issues. 
• Drainage - current infrastructure is inadequate at peak rainfall already (eg. Flooding of 

Wonthaggi Life Saving Club in May 2019) 
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• Water quality and pressure is inadequate at peak times requiring heavy chlorination 
(and the purchasing o f  bottled water and subsequent waste management and recycling 
issues associated with increased use o f  plastic bottles) 

• Cape Paterson is inadequately serviced by public transport, with no provision of 
commuter transport to activity centres such as Wonthaggi and poor connection to 
VLine services. This will create a car dependent community and directly impact on 
climate change through the greater dependency on cars and dependence on fossil fuels 

• The Bay beach precinct masterplan was developed in 2014 but no funding has been 
allocated by Council or by developer contributions. 

• Limited capacity o f  the Lifesaving clubs to service a large increase in beach goers 
without major increased funding for paid lifesaving services. 

• Extreme weather events (1 in 100 year) are becoming increasingly common requiring 
infrastructure upgrades before further development occurs. 

• C136 doesn't provide any public or social housing — only unsustainable housing for 
profit. 

Kind Regards 
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Strategic Planning Department 
Bass Coast Shire Council, 
PO Box 118 
Wonthaggi, 
VI C ;99.5 

E115721 

'iti FEB 2020 

BASS cOt0Ii)RE CQUNCIt.: 

RE: Submission to oppose the Planning Scheme Amendment C136. 

I write this submission to oppose proposed planning scheme amendment  C136. 

As regular  visitor to Cape Paterson and previous resident, I see the  changes being 
proposed in  the  C136 planning scheme amendment  as  only serving to destroy the 
charm, character and  community of Cape Paterson Village; CI136 will negatively 
impact on the  vulnerable marine and coastal environment/ landscape a n d  existing 
infrastructure. C136 should not be considered unti l  the  Sta tement  of Planning 
Policy (required by the  Distinctive Areas a n d  Landscape designation) is finalised, 
a n d  a review of the  Cape Paterson town boundary results in i t  being reduced to 
the  original northern boundary (ending a t  Seaward Drive). As a fisherman & 
regular  user  of the  boat ramp, I am confident t h a t  any  increase of housing and 
population to Cape Paterson as proposed in  C136, will have disastrous impact on 
t h e  recreational fishing & boating infrastructure which is currently inadequate 
a n d  failing to meet the  needs or expectations on the  community a n d  visitors in 
peak  times. 

I would also like to feedback to Council t h a t  t h e  associated C136 documentation is 
provides grossly inadequate detail a s  did t h e  community information sessions. 
Very limited information is available regarding the  development proposal, 
subdivision pattern.  Design guidelines, infrastructure requirements and 
development contributions. 

C136 development will negatively impact on the character & amenity of Cape Paterson 
in the following: 

• C136 documentation does not adequately address the  significant adverse 
impact such a large-scale expansion will have on the  small coastal village 
character, amenity and infrastructure 

• Cape Paterson is currently a coastal village with a cohesive community 
and cannot support the gross expansion as  proposed in C136 without 
significant upgrades to existing infrastructure a n d  development of new 
infrastructure such as drainage — these improvements a re  not in  scope of 
C136, leaving the  responsibly to Council who have no plans or budget to 
under take the  works. Why should ra te  payers have to pay for 
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infrastructure improvements tha t  mitigate or support t he  development of 
private land & a development for purely for profit. 

• Cape Paterson, being small, is a safe place for families, especially children 
a n d  elderly 

• Cape Paterson is pedestrian friendly with little or no through traffic and 
few footpaths b u t  currently safe to walk on road. C316 will increase traffic 
flow by encouraging a n d  supporting car dependency due to lack of 
alternative t ranspor t  options. 

• The distance from the  beach of the  C136 proposed rezoning will resul t  in 
increased traffic through existing township, directly impacting on 
inadequate existing infrastructure, wildlife, community life a n d  wellbeing. 

C136 will have a negative impact on Cape Paterson's fragile and valuable coastal 
environment. C316 will directly contribute to: 

• An  increase i n  dogs, cats a n d  invasive plants t h a t  will have a negative 
impact on local flora a n d  fauna 

• Greater  threa ts  to the  adjoining Bunurong Marine a n d  Coastal Park 
including contaminated drainage, r u n  off & waste a n d  increase of human 
activity & impact. 

• Threats  to existing Significant Vegetation and  Wildlife within t h e  a r ea  to 
be rezoned. 

• The loss of habi ta t  & habi ta t  linkage corridors from t h e  existing village of 
Cape Paterson — creating a n  island effect for resident koalas a n d  other 
significant wildlife. 

C316 should be opposed by Council and the State Government due to the 
following strategic Planning Issues: 

• The C136 development will urbanise a vulnerable marine/coastal 
environment a n d  change Cape Paterson from a village atmosphere to a 
suburban landscape, dependant on cars and  fossil fuels a n d  contributing 
to the  climate crisis. 

• The proposed scale of expansion is a major over-development, more than 
doubling the  size of t h e  township. This is contrary to t h e  Bass Coast 
Strategic Coastal Framework which states "Cape Paterson - a local coastal 
town- with varying b u t  limited opportunities for additional development". 

• Without the  Distinctive Areas and Landscape process being completed and 
imbedded into the  Bass Coast Planning Scheme, t h e  C136 proposal cannot 
be  appropriately assessed & considered without t h e  DAL process being 
completed a n d  embedded into existing planning frameworks, Current 
frameworks to ensure  our  distant coastal areas a re  protected lack clarity 
& scope. C136 will undermine any future effort to p lan  appropriately for 
Cape Paterson. Cape Paterson's community's biggest response dur ing the 
DAL consultation was  to request a reduction of t h e  current  town 
boundary. This should be the  priority of council a n d  t h e  s tate  government 

• Despite a Planning Panel  report (2010) t h a t  said expanding the  town 
boundary to the  West  a n d  to the North would result  in  a n  oversupply of 
land — the  t h e n  planning Minister Mathew Guy (2011,) approved both 
town boundary expansions without any community consultation and 
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without Council's involvement or representation of ratepayers & users. 
C136 provides the  first opportunity to correct this by reducing the  over- 
expanded town boundary. Council should work s ta te  government to undo 
the  town boundary over expansion. 

• Bass Coast's strategic plan is to concentrate development in  high growth 
areas  like Wonthaggi. C136, if  approved, will reduce demand in  Bass 
Coast's strategic plan is to concentrate development in  high growth areas 
like Wonthaggi. C136, if approved, will dilute demand in  Wonthaggi where 
there  is more urban  infrastructure such a s  schools, transport,  shops. Cape 
Paterson doesn't have the infrastructure needed to support a huge 
increase in  population. Provision for Population & additional housing 
should be centred on major activity centres such as  Wonthaggi - where 
more u r b a n  infrastructure such a s  schools, transport,  shops exist to 
support  bet ter  planning of healthy communities t h a t  a re  connected and 
not dependant  of cars and fossil fuels. 

• Approving the  C136 development will encourage fur ther  pressures for new 
development to the  east  and west  of Cape Paterson 

C136 Will place greater strain on poor, degraded and inadequate existing 
infrastructure by: 

• There is grossly insufficient parking already a t  peak times with 
environmental constraints on increasing parking capacity. 

• In ternal  roads a re  unsealed - extra traffic will mean  more dus t  a n d  less 
safety 

• Lack of/No provision for footpaths requires walking on road —community 
safety issues will be exacerbated & increased. 

• Telephone and  da ta  become unusable a t  peak  times, C316 will place 
additional demand a n d  exacerbate exiting issues. 

• Electricity supply is often subject to brown out  or black out a t  peak  times, 
C316 will place additional demand a n d  exacerbate exiting issues. 

• Drainage - current  infrastructure is inadequate  a t  peak rainfall already 
(eg. Flooding of Wonthaggi Life Saving Club in  May 2019) 

• Water  quality and  pressure is inadequate a t  peak times requiring heavy 
chlorination (and the  purchasing of bottled water  a n d  subsequent waste 
management  and recycling issues associated with increased use  of plastic 
bottles) 

• Cape Paterson is inadequately serviced by public transport,  wi th  no 
provision of commuter transport to activity centres such as  Wonthaggi and 
poor connection to VLine services. This will create a car  dependent 
community and  directly impact on climate change through the  greater 
dependency on cars and  dependence on fossil fuels 

• The Bay beach precinct masterplan was developed in  2014 bu t  no funding 
h a s  been allocated by Council o r  by developer contributions. 

• Limited capacity of the  Lifesaving clubs to  service a large increase in 
beach goers without major increased funding for paid lifesaving services. 

• Extreme weather  events (1 in 100 year) a re  becoming increasingly 
common requiring infrastructure upgrades before fur ther  development 
occurs. 
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• C136 doesn't provide any public or social housing — only unsustainable 
housing for profit. 

Kind Regards 
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t.723C;;"_. VED 

E FEB 2020 

BASS COk5T L HIRE COUNCIL 

To: Strategic Planning Department 
Bass Coast Shire Council, 
PO Box 118 Wonthaggi, 
strategic.planningadmin qbasscoast.vic.gov.au 

RE: Submission to oppose the Planning Scheme Amendment C136. 

I write this submission to oppose proposed planning scheme amendment 
C136. 
As a resident of  Wonthaggi and long term regular user of Cape Paterson I see 
the changes being proposed in the C136 planning scheme amendment & the 
subsequent development, will only serve to destroy the charm, character 
and community of Cape Paterson; and negatively impact  on the vulnerable 
marine and coastal environment/ landscape and existing infrastructure. C136 
should not be  considered until the Statement of Planning Policy (required by 
the Distinctive Areas and Landscape designation) is finalised, and a review of 
the Cape  Paterson town boundary results in it being reduced to the original 
northern boundary (ending at  Seaward Drive). 

C136 development should be rejected and town boundary reduced to 
original border of seaward drive based on the following points: 

• Without the Distinctive Areas and Landscape process being completed 
and imbedded into the Bass Coast Planning Scheme, the C136 
proposal cannot be appropriately assessed & considered without the 
DAL process being completed and embedded into existing planning 
frameworks, Current frameworks to ensure our distant coastal areas are 
protected lack clarity & scope. C136 will undermine any future effort to 
plan appropriately for Cape Paterson. Cape Paterson's community's 
biggest response during the DAL consultation was to request a 
reduction of the current town boundary. This should be the priority of 
council and  the state government 
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• Despite a Planning Panel report (2010) that said expanding the town 
boundary to the West and to the North would result in an oversupply of 
land - the then planning Minister Mathew Guy (2011,) approved both 
town boundary expansions without any community consultation and 
without Council's involvement or representation of  ratepayers & users. 
C136 provides the first opportunity to correct this by reducing the over- 
expanded town boundary. Council should work state government to 
undo the town boundary over expansion. 

• Bass Coast's strategic plan is to concentrate development in high 
growth areas like Wonthaggi. C136, if approved, will reduce demand in 
Bass Coast's strategic plan is to concentrate development in high 
growth areas like Wonthaggi. C136, if approved, will dilute demand in 
Wonthaggi where there is more urban infrastructure such as schools, 
transport, shops. Cape Paterson doesn't have the infrastructure 
needed to support a huge increase in population. Provision for 
Population & additional housing should be centred on major activity 
centres such as Wonthaggi - where more urban infrastructure such as 
schools, transport, shops exist to support better planning of healthy 
communities that are connected and not dependant  of cars and fossil 
fuels. 

• Cape  Paterson is inadequately serviced by public transport, with no 
provision of commuter transport to activity centres such as Wonthaggi 
and poor connection to VLine services. This will create a car 
dependent  community and directly impact on climate change 
through the greater dependency on cars and dependence on fossil 
fuels 

• The Bay beach precinct masterplan was developed in 2014 but no 
funding has been allocated by Council or by developer contributions. 

• Limited capacity of the Lifesaving clubs to service a large increase in 
beach goers without major increased funding for paid lifesaving 
services. 

• Extreme weather events (1 in 100 year) are becoming increasingly 
common requiring infrastructure upgrades before further development 
occurs. 

• C136 doesn't provide any public or social housing - only unsustainable 
housing for profit. 

• Internal roads are unsealed - extra traffic will mean more dust and less 
safety 

• Lack of/No provision for footpaths requires walking on road - 
community safety issues will be exacerbated & increased. 

• Telephone and data  become unusable at  peak times, C316 will place 
additional demand and exacerbate exiting issues. 

• Electricity supply is often subject to brown out or black out a t  peak 
times, C316 will place additional demand and exacerbate exiting 
issues. 
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• Drainage - current infrastructure is inadequate a t  peak rainfall already 
(eg. Flooding of Wonthaggi Life Saving Club in May 2019) 

• Water quality and pressure is inadequate a t  peak times requiring heavy 
chlorination (and the purchasing of bottled water and  subsequent 
waste management and recycling issues associated with increased 
use of plastic bottles) 

• C136 documentation does not adequately address the significant 
adverse impact such a large scale expansion will have on the small 
coastal village character, amenity and infrastructure 

• Cape  Paterson is currently a coastal village with a cohesive community 
and  cannot  support the gross expansion as proposed in C136 without 
significant upgrades to existing infrastructure and development of new 
infrastructure such as drainage - these improvements are not in scope 
of  C136, leaving the responsibly to Council who have no plans or 
budget  to undertake the works. Why should rate payers have to pay 
for infrastructure improvements that mitigate or support the 
development of private land & a development for purely for profit. 

• Cape  Paterson, being small, is a safe place for families, especially 
children and elderly 

• Cape  Paterson is pedestrian friendly with little or no through traffic and 
few footpaths but currently safe to walk on road. C316 will increase 
traffic flow by encouraging and supporting car  dependency due to 
lack of alternative transport options. 

• The distance from the beach of the C136 proposed rezoning will result 
in increased traffic through existing township, directly impacting on 
inadequate existing infrastructure, wildlife, community life and 
wellbeing. 

• There is grossly insufficient parking already a t  peak times with 
environmental constraints on increasing parking capacity. 

• An increase in dogs, cats and invasive plants that will have a negative 
impact  on local flora and fauna 

• Greater threats to the adjoining Bunurong Marine and  Coastal Park 
including contaminated drainage, run off & waste and  increase of 
human activity & impact. 

• Threats to existing Significant Vegetation and Wildlife within the area to 
be  rezoned. 

• The loss of  habitat & habitat linkage corridors from the existing village of 
Cape  Paterson - creating an island effect for resident koalas and 
significant wildlife 

• The C136 development will urbanise a vulnerable marine/coastal 
environment and change Cape Paterson from a village atmosphere to 
a suburban landscape, dependant on cars and fossil fuels and 
contributing to the climate crisis. 

• The proposed scale of expansion is a major over-development, more 
than doubling the size of the township. This is contrary to the Bass 
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Coast Strategic Coastal Framework which states "Cape Paterson - a 
local coastal town- with varying but limited opportunities for additional 
development". 

• Approving the C136 development will encourage further pressures for 
new development to the east and west of Cape Paterson 

I call on my elected representatives at Bass Coast Shire Council to 
incorporate my views and that of  the overwhelmingly majority of  people who 
are opposed to this development a t  Cape Paterson. Please a c t  without 
delay to preserve the beautiful village of Cape Paterson & protect it from 
being developed into a suburban ghetto. 

Kinds regards 

ED20/26978



From: 

To: Strategic Planning Department 
Bass Coast Shire Council, 
PO Box 118 Wonthaggi, 
strategic.planningadmin@basscoast.vic.gov.au 

E; FEB 2020 

iBASS COAST -..-..,. HRE COUNCIL 

RE: Submission to oppose the Planning Scheme Amendment C136. 

I write this submission to oppose proposed planning scheme amendment C136. As long time 
Visitor to Cape Paterson I see the changes being proposed in the C136 planning scheme 
amendment & the subsequent development, will only serve to destroy the charm, character 
and community of Cape Paterson; and negatively impact on the vulnerable marine and coastal 
environment/ landscape and existing infrastructure. I call on the elected representatives at 
Bass Coast Shire Council to incorporate my views and that of the overwhelmingly majority of 
people who are opposed to this development at Cape Paterson. Please act without delay to 

preserve the beautiful village of Cape Paterson & protect it from inappropriate development. 

C136 amendment should be rejected and town boundary reduced to original border of 
seaward drive based on the following points: 

• Cape Paterson is inadequately serviced by public transport, with no provision of 
commuter transport to activity centres such as Wonthaggi and poor connection to 
VLine services. This will create a car dependent community and directly impact on 
climate change through the greater dependency on cars and dependence on fossil 
fuels 

• The Bay beach precinct masterplan was developed in 2014 but no funding has been 
allocated by Council or by developer contributions. 

• Limited capacity of the Lifesaving clubs to service a large increase in beach goers 
without major increased funding for paid lifesaving services. 

• Extreme weather events (1 in 100 year) are becoming increasingly common requiring 
infrastructure upgrades before further development occurs. 

• C136 doesn't provide any public or social housing — only unsustainable housing for 
profit. 

• Internal roads are unsealed - extra traffic will mean more dust and less safety 
• Without the Distinctive Areas and Landscape process being completed and 

imbedded into the Bass Coast Planning Scheme, the C136 proposal cannot be 
appropriately assessed & considered without the DAL process being completed and 
embedded into existing planning frameworks, Current frameworks to ensure our 
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distant coastal areas are protected lack clarity & scope. C136 will undermine any 
future effort to plan appropriately for Cape Paterson. Cape Paterson's community's 
biggest response during the DAL consultation was to request a reduction of the 
current town boundary. This should be the priority of council and the state 
government 

• Despite a Planning Panel report (2010) that said expanding the town boundary to the 
West and to the North would result in an oversupply of land — the then planning 
Minister Mathew Guy (2011,) approved both town boundary expansions without any 
community consultation and without Council's involvement or representation of 
ratepayers & users. C136 provides the first opportunity to correct this by reducing 
the over-expanded town boundary. Council should work state government to undo 
the town boundary over expansion. 

• Bass Coast's strategic plan is to concentrate development in high growth areas like 
Wonthaggi. C136, if approved, will reduce demand in Bass Coast's strategic plan is to 
concentrate development in high growth areas like Wonthaggi. C136, if approved, 
will dilute demand in Wonthaggi where there is more urban infrastructure such as 
schools, transport, shops. Cape Paterson doesn't have the infrastructure needed to 
support a huge increase in population. Provision for Population & additional housing 
should be centred on major activity centres such as Wonthaggi - where more urban 
infrastructure such as schools, transport, shops exist to support better planning of 
healthy communities that are connected and not dependant of cars and fossil fuels. 

• Lack of/No provision for footpaths requires walking on road —community safety 
issues will be exacerbated & increased. 

• Telephone and data become unusable at peak times, C316 will place additional 
demand and exacerbate exiting issues. 

• Electricity supply is often subject to brown out or black out at peak times, C316 will 
place additional demand and exacerbate exiting issues. 

• Drainage - current infrastructure is inadequate at peak rainfall already (eg. Flooding 
of Wonthaggi Life Saving Club in May 2019) 

• Water quality and pressure is inadequate at peak times requiring heavy chlorination 
(and the purchasing of bottled water and subsequent waste management and 
recycling issues associated with increased use of plastic bottles) 

• C136 documentation does not adequately address the significant adverse impact 
such a large scale expansion will have on the small coastal village character, amenity 
and infrastructure 

• Cape Paterson is currently a coastal village with a cohesive community and cannot 
support the gross expansion as proposed in C136 without significant upgrades to 
existing infrastructure and development of new infrastructure such as drainage — 
these improvements are not in scope of C136, leaving the responsibly to Council who 
have no plans or budget to undertake the works. Why should rate payers have to 
pay for infrastructure improvements that mitigate or support the development of 
private land & a development for purely for profit. 

• Cape Paterson, being small, is a safe place for families, especially children and elderly 
• Cape Paterson is pedestrian friendly with little or no through traffic and few 

footpaths but currently safe to walk on road. C316 will increase traffic flow by 
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encouraging and supporting car dependency due to lack of alternative transport 
options. 

• The distance from the beach of the C136 proposed rezoning will result in increased 
traffic through existing township, directly impacting on inadequate existing 
infrastructure, wildlife, community life and wellbeing. 

• There is grossly insufficient parking already at peak times with environmental 
constraints on increasing parking capacity 

• An increase in dogs, cats and invasive plants that will have a negative impact on local 
flora and fauna 

• Greater threats to the adjoining Bunurong Marine and Coastal Park including 
contaminated drainage, run off & waste and increase of human activity & impact. 

• Threats to existing Significant Vegetation and Wildlife within the area to be rezoned. 

• The loss of habitat & habitat linkage corridors from the existing village of Cape 
Paterson — creating an island effect for resident koalas and significant wildlife 

• The C136 development will urbanise a vulnerable marine/coastal environment and 
change Cape Paterson from a village atmosphere to a suburban landscape, 
dependant on cars and fossil fuels and contributing to the climate crisis. 

• The proposed scale of expansion is a major over-development, more than doubling 
the size of the township. This is contrary to the Bass Coast Strategic Coastal 
Framework which states "Cape Paterson - a local coastal town- with varying but 
limited opportunities for additional development". 

• Approving the C136 development will encourage further pressures for new 
development to the east and west of Cape Paterson 

C136 should not be considered until the Statement of Planning Policy (required by the 
Distinctive Areas and Landscape designation) is finalised, and a review of the Cape Paterson 
town boundary results in it being reduced to the original northern boundary (ending at 
Seaward Drive 

Kinds regards 

ED20/26980



To: Strategic Planning Department 
Bass Coast Shire Council, 
PO Box 118 Wonthaggi, 
strategtc.planningadtnin@basscoast.vic.gov.au 

CVED 

2 ti FEB 2020 

BASS COAST SHiRE COUNCIL 

RE: Submission to oppose the Bass Coast Planning Scheme Amendment C136 

I write this submission to strongly oppose proposed planning scheme amendment C136. 
As regular visitor to Cape Paterson, I have camped at the foreshore Caravan Park with my 
family for 15 years plus. I have close ties to the area and see the changes being proposed in 
the C136 planning scheme amendment as only serving to destroy the charm, character and 
community of Cape Paterson; and negatively impact on the vulnerable marine and coastal 
environment/ landscape and existing infrastructure. If C136 is successful, I will no longer be 
willing to spend my summer holidays in Cape Paterson and will seek a coastal village 
elsewhere 

C316 should be opposed by Council and the State Government due to the 
following strategic Planning Issues: 

• The C136 development will urbanise a vulnerable marine/coastal environment and 
change Cape Paterson from a village atmosphere to a suburban landscape, 
dependant on cars and fossil fuels and contributing to the climate crisis. 

• The proposed scale of expansion is a major over-development, more than doubling 
the size of the township. This is contrary to the Bass Coast Strategic Coastal 
Framework which states "Cape Paterson - a local coastal town- with varying but 
limited opportunities for additional development". 

• Despite a Planning Panel report (2010) that said expanding the town boundary to the 
West and to the North would result in an oversupply of land — the then planning 
Minister Mathew Guy (2011,) approved both town boundary expansions without any 
community consultation and without Council's involvement or representation of 
ratepayers & users. C136 provides the first opportunity to correct this by reducing 
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the over-expanded town boundary. Council should work state government to undo 
the town boundary over expansion. 

• Bass Coast's strategic plan is to concentrate development in high growth areas like 
Wonthaggi. C136, if approved, will reduce demand in Bass Coast's strategic plan is to 
concentrate development in high growth areas like Wonthaggi. C136, if approved, 
will dilute demand in Wonthaggi where there is more urban infrastructure such as 
schools, transport, shops. Cape Paterson doesn't have the infrastructure needed to 
support a huge increase in population. Provision for Population & additional housing 
should be centred on major activity centres such as Wonthaggi - where more urban 
infrastructure such as schools, transport, shops exist to support better planning of 
healthy communities that are connected and not dependant of cars and fossil fuels. 

• Without the Distinctive Areas and Landscape process being completed and 
imbedded into the Bass Coast Planning Scheme, the C136 proposal cannot be 
appropriately assessed & considered without the DAL process being completed and 
embedded into existing planning frameworks, Current frameworks to ensure our 
distant coastal areas are protected lack clarity & scope. C136 will undermine any 
future effort to plan appropriately for Cape Paterson. Cape Paterson's community's 
biggest response during the DAL consultation was to request a reduction of the 
current town boundary. This should be the priority of council and the state 
government 

• C136 isn't being considered with a Climate Emergency action plan in place to better 
inform planning considerations that will directly impact contribute to climate change 

• Approving the C136 development will encourage further pressures for new 
development to the east and west of Cape Paterson 

C136 Will place greater strain on poor and inadequate existing infrastructure by: 
• There is grossly insufficient parking already at peak times with environmental 

constraints on increasing parking capacity. 
• Internal roads are unsealed - extra traffic will mean more dust and less safety 
• Lack of/No provision for footpaths requires walking on road —community safety 

issues will be exacerbated & increased. 
• Telephone and data become unusable at peak times, C316 will place additional 

demand and exacerbate exiting issues. 
• Electricity supply is often subject to brown out or black out at peak times, C316 will 

place additional demand and exacerbate exiting issues. 
• Drainage - current infrastructure is inadequate at peak rainfall already (eg. Flooding 

of Wonthaggi Life Saving Club in May 2019) 
• Water quality and pressure is inadequate at peak times requiring heavy chlorination 

(and the purchasing of bottled water and subsequent waste management and 
recycling issues associated with increased use of plastic bottles) 

• Cape Paterson is inadequately serviced by public transport, with no provision of 
commuter transport to activity centres such as Wonthaggi and poor connection to 
VLine services. This will create a car dependent community and directly impact on 
climate change through the greater dependency on cars and dependence on fossil 
fuels 

• The Bay beach precinct masterplan was developed in 2014 but no funding has been 
allocated by Council or by developer contributions. 
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• Limited capacity of the Lifesaving clubs to service a large increase in beach goers 
without major increased funding for paid lifesaving services. 

• Extreme weather events (1 in 100 year) are becoming increasingly common requiring 
infrastructure upgrades before further development occurs. 

• C136 doesn't provide any public or social housing — only unsustainable housing for 
profit. 

C136 will have a negative impact on the Environment. Cape Paterson has a fragile and 
valuable coastal environment. C316 will directly contribute to: 

• An increase in dogs, cats and invasive plants that will have a negative impact on local 
flora and fauna 

• Greater threats to the adjoining Bunurong Marine and Coastal Park including 
contaminated drainage, run off & waste and increase of human activity & impact. 

• Threats to existing Significant Vegetation and Wildlife within the area to be rezoned. 
• The loss of habitat & habitat linkage corridors from the existing village of Cape 

Paterson — creating an island effect for resident koalas and significant wildlife. 
C136 development will have a negative impact on the character & amenity of Cape 
Paterson as per the following: 

• C136 documentation does not adequately address the significant adverse impact 
such a large scale expansion will have on the small coastal village character, amenity 
and infrastructure 

• Cape Paterson is currently a coastal village with a cohesive community and cannot 
support the gross expansion as proposed in C136 without significant upgrades to 
existing infrastructure and development of new infrastructure such as drainage — 
these improvements are not in scope of C136, leaving the responsibly to Council who 
have no plans or budget to undertake the works. Why should rate payers have to 
pay for infrastructure improvements that mitigate or support the development of 
private land & a development for purely for profit. 

• Cape Paterson, being small, is a safe place for families, especially children and elderly 
• Cape Paterson is pedestrian friendly with little or no through traffic and few 

footpaths but currently safe to walk on road. C316 will increase traffic flow by 
encouraging and supporting car dependency due to lack of alternative transport 
options. 

• The distance from the beach of the C136 proposed rezoning will result in increased 
traffic through existing township, directly impacting on inadequate existing 
infrastructure, wildlife, community life and wellbeing. 

I would also like to feedback to Council that the associated C136 documentation is 
provides grossly inadequate detail as did the community information sessions. Very 
limited information is available regarding the development proposal, subdivision pattern. 
Design guidelines, infrastructure requirements and development contributions. 

I urge council to reject the C136 amendment and reverse the town boundary expansion. 

Best regards 
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To: Strategic Planning Department 
Bass Coast Shire Council, 
PO Box 118 Wonthaggi, 
strategic.planningadmin@basscoast.vic.gov.au 

r35c,71vED 

4 FEB 202q. 

BASS 
COA5f6agZaNCIL 

RE: Submission to oppose the Planning Scheme Amendment C136. 

I write this submission to oppose proposed planning scheme amendment C136. 
As a local person who has grown up at Cape Paterson i see the changes being proposed in the 
C136 planning scheme amendment as only serving to destroy the charm, character and 
community of Cape Paterson; and negatively impact on the vulnerable marine and coastal 
environment/ landscape and existing infrastructure. C136 should not be considered until the 
Statement of Planning Policy (required by the Distinctive Areas and Landscape designation) is 
finalised, and a review of the Cape Paterson town boundary results in it being reduced to the 
original northern boundary (ending at Seaward Drive). 

C136 development should be rejected and town boundary reduced to original border of 
seaward drive based on the following points: 

• C136 documentation does not adequately address the significant adverse impact 
such a large scale expansion will have on the small coastal village character, amenity 
and infrastructure 

• Cape Paterson is currently a coastal village with a cohesive community and cannot 
support the gross expansion as proposed in C136 without significant upgrades to 
existing infrastructure and development of new infrastructure such as drainage — 
these improvements are not in scope of C136, leaving the responsibly to Council who 
have no plans or budget to undertake the works. Why should rate payers have to 
pay for infrastructure improvements that mitigate or support the development of 
private land & a development for purely for profit. 

• Cape Paterson, being small, is a safe place for families, especially children and elderly 
• Cape Paterson is pedestrian friendly with little or no through traffic and few 

footpaths but currently safe to walk on road. C316 will increase traffic flow by 
encouraging and supporting car dependency due to lack of alternative transport 
options. 

ED20/26984
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• The distance from the beach of the C136 proposed rezoning will result in increased 
traffic through existing township, directly impacting on inadequate existing 
infrastructure, wildlife, community life and wellbeing. 

• There is grossly insufficient parking already at peak times with environmental 
constraints on increasing parking capacity. 

• Internal roads are unsealed - extra traffic will mean more dust and less safety 
• Lack of/No provision for footpaths requires walking on road —community safety 

issues will be exacerbated & increased. 
• Telephone and data become unusable at peak times, C316 will place additional 

demand and exacerbate exiting issues. 
• Electricity supply is often subject to brown out or black out at peak times, C316 will 

place additional demand and exacerbate exiting issues. 
• Drainage - current infrastructure is inadequate at peak rainfall already (eg. Flooding 

of Wonthaggi Life Saving Club in May 2019) 
• Water quality and pressure is inadequate at peak times requiring heavy chlorination 

(and the purchasing of bottled water and subsequent waste management and 
recycling issues associated with increased use of plastic bottles) 

• Cape Paterson is inadequately serviced by public transport, with no provision of 
commuter transport to activity centres such as Wonthaggi and poor connection to 
VLine services. This will create a car dependent community and directly impact on 
climate change through the greater dependency on cars and dependence on fossil 
fuels 

• The Bay beach precinct masterplan was developed in 2014 but no funding has been 
allocated by Council or by developer contributions. 

• Limited capacity of the Lifesaving clubs to service a large increase in beach goers 
without major increased funding for paid lifesaving services. 

• Extreme weather events (1 in 100 year) are becoming increasingly common requiring 
infrastructure upgrades before further development occurs. 

• C136 doesn't provide any public or social housing — only unsustainable housing for 
profit. 

• An increase in dogs, cats and invasive plants that will have a negative impact on local 
flora and fauna 

• Greater threats to the adjoining Bunurong Marine and Coastal Park including 
contaminated drainage, run off & waste and increase of human activity & impact. 

• Threats to existing Significant Vegetation and Wildlife within the area to be rezoned. 
• The loss of habitat & habitat linkage corridors from the existing village of Cape 

Paterson — creating an island effect for resident koalas and significant wildlife 
• The C136 development will urbanise a vulnerable marine/coastal environment and 

change Cape Paterson from a village atmosphere to a suburban landscape, 
dependant on cars and fossil fuels and contributing to the climate crisis. 

• The proposed scale of expansion is a major over-development, more than doubling 
the size of the township. This is contrary to the Bass Coast Strategic Coastal 
Framework which states "Cape Paterson - a local coastal town- with varying but 
limited opportunities for additional development". 

ED20/26984



• Without the Distinctive Areas and Landscape process being completed and 
imbedded into the Bass Coast Planning Scheme, the C136 proposal cannot be 
appropriately assessed & considered without the DAL process being completed and 
embedded into existing planning frameworks, Current frameworks to ensure our 
distant coastal areas are protected lack clarity & scope. C136 will undermine any 
future effort to plan appropriately for Cape Paterson. Cape Paterson's community's 
biggest response during the DAL consultation was to request a reduction of the 
current town boundary. This should be the priority of council and the state 
government 

• Despite a Planning Panel report (2010) that said expanding the town boundary to the 
West and to the North would result in an oversupply of land — the then planning 
Minister Mathew Guy (2011,) approved both town boundary expansions without any 
community consultation and without Council's involvement or representation of 
ratepayers & users. C136 provides the first opportunity to correct this by reducing 
the over-expanded town boundary. Council should work state government to undo 
the town boundary over expansion. 

• Bass Coast's strategic plan is to concentrate development in high growth areas like 
Wonthaggi. C136, if approved, will reduce demand in Bass Coast's strategic plan is to 
concentrate development in high growth areas like Wonthaggi. C136, if approved, 
will dilute demand in Wonthaggi where there is more urban infrastructure such as 
schools, transport, shops. Cape Paterson doesn't have the infrastructure needed to 
support a huge increase in population. Provision for Population & additional housing 
should be centred on major activity centres such as Wonthaggi - where more urban 
infrastructure such as schools, transport, shops exist to support better planning of 
healthy communities that are connected and not dependant of cars and fossil fuels. 

• Approving the C136 development will encourage further pressures for new 
development to the east and west of Cape Paterson 

I urge my elected representatives at Council to incorporate my views and the 
overwhelmingly majority of people who are opposed to this development at Cape Paterson. 

Kinds regards 

ED20/26984
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RE: Submission to oppose the Planning Scheme Amendment C136. 
To rezone 53 hectares of land from Farming to Residential & apply a "Development Plan 

Overlay" over the entire area currently within the town boundary (an additional 44 
hectares. Total of 97 hectares 

I write this submission to oppose proposed planning scheme amendment C136. 
As regular visitor to Cape Paterson, I have camped at the foreshore Caravan Park with my 
family for over 30 years. I have close ties to the area and see the changes being proposed in 
the C136 planning scheme amendment as only serving to destroy the charm, character and 
community of Cape Paterson; and negatively impact on the vulnerable marine and coastal 
environment/ landscape and existing infrastructure. C136 should not be considered until the 
Statement of Planning Policy (required by the Distinctive Areas and Landscape designation) is 
finalised, and a review of the Cape Paterson town boundary results in it being reduced to the 
original northern boundary (ending at Seaward Drive). 
I would also like to feedback to Council that the associated C136 documentation is provides 
grossly inadequate detail as did the community information sessions. Very limited 
information is available regarding the development proposal, subdivision pattern. Design 
guidelines, infrastructure requirements and development contributions. 

C136 development will have a negative impact on the character & amenity of Cape 
Paterson as per the following: 

• C136 documentation does not adequately address the significant adverse impact 
such a large scale expansion will have on the small coastal village character, amenity 
and infrastructure 

• Cape Paterson is currently a coastal village with a cohesive community and cannot 
support the gross expansion as proposed in C136 without significant upgrades to 
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existing infrastructure and development of new infrastructure such as drainage — 
these improvements are not in scope of C136, leaving the responsibly to Council who 
have no plans or budget to undertake the works. Why should rate payers have to 
pay for infrastructure improvements that mitigate or support the development of 
private land & a development for purely for profit. 

• Cape Paterson, being small, is a safe place for families, especially children and elderly 

• Cape Paterson is pedestrian friendly with little or no through traffic and few 
footpaths but currently safe to walk on road. C316 will increase traffic flow by 
encouraging and supporting car dependency due to lack of alternative transport 
options. 

• The distance from the beach of the C136 proposed rezoning will result in increased 
traffic through existing township, directly impacting on inadequate existing 
infrastructure, wildlife, community life and wellbeing. 

C136 Will place greater strain on poor and inadequate existing infrastructure by: 
• There is grossly insufficient parking already at peak times with environmental 

constraints on increasing parking capacity. 
• Internal roads are unsealed - extra traffic will mean more dust and less safety 
• Lack of/No provision for footpaths requires walking on road —community safety 

issues will be exacerbated & increased. 
• Telephone and data become unusable at peak times, C316 will place additional 

demand and exacerbate exiting issues. 
• Electricity supply is often subject to brown out or black out at peak times, C316 will 

place additional demand and exacerbate exiting issues. 
• Drainage - current infrastructure is inadequate at peak rainfall already (eg. Flooding 

of Wonthaggi Life Saving Club in May 2019) 
• Water quality and pressure is inadequate at peak times requiring heavy chlorination 

(and the purchasing of bottled water and subsequent waste management and 
recycling issues associated with increased use of plastic bottles) 

• Cape Paterson is inadequately serviced by public transport, with no provision of 
commuter transport to activity centres such as Wonthaggi and poor connection to 
VLine services. This will create a car dependent community and directly impact on 
climate change through the greater dependency on cars and dependence on fossil 
fuels 

• The Bay beach precinct masterplan was developed in 2014 but no funding has been 
allocated by Council or by developer contributions. 

• Limited capacity of the Lifesaving clubs to service a large increase in beach goers 
without major increased funding for paid lifesaving services. 

• Extreme weather events (1 in 100 year) are becoming increasingly common requiring 
infrastructure upgrades before further development occurs. 

• C136 doesn't provide any public or social housing — only unsustainable housing for 
profit. 

C136 will have a negative impact on the Environment. Cape Paterson has a fragile and 
valuable coastal environment. C316 will directly contribute to: 

ED20/26985



• An increase in dogs, cats and invasive plants that will have a negative impact on local 
flora and fauna 

• Greater threats to the adjoining Bunurong Marine and Coastal Park including 
contaminated drainage, run off & waste and increase of human activity & impact. 

• Threats to existing Significant Vegetation and Wildlife within the area to be rezoned. 
• The loss of habitat & habitat linkage corridors from the existing village of Cape 

Paterson — creating an island effect for resident koalas and significant wildlife. 

C316 should be opposed by Council and the State Government due to the 
following strategic Planning Issues: 

• The C136 development will urbanise a vulnerable marine/coastal environment and 
change Cape Paterson from a village atmosphere to a suburban landscape, 
dependant on cars and fossil fuels and contributing to the climate crisis. 

• The proposed scale of expansion is a major over-development, more than doubling 
the size of the township. This is contrary to the Bass Coast Strategic Coastal 
Framework which states "Cape Paterson - a local coastal town- with varying but 
limited opportunities for additional development". 

• Without the Distinctive Areas and Landscape process being completed and 
imbedded into the Bass Coast Planning Scheme, the C136 proposal cannot be 
appropriately assessed & considered without the DAL process being completed and 
embedded into existing planning frameworks, Current frameworks to ensure our 
distant coastal areas are protected lack clarity & scope. C136 will undermine any 
future effort to plan appropriately for Cape Paterson. Cape Paterson's community's 
biggest response during the DAL consultation was to request a reduction of the 
current town boundary. This should be the priority of council and the state 
government 

• Despite a Planning Panel report (2010) that said expanding the town boundary to the 
West and to the North would result in an oversupply of land — the then planning 
Minister Mathew Guy (2011,) approved both town boundary expansions without any 
community consultation and without Council's involvement or representation of 
ratepayers & users. C136 provides the first opportunity to correct this by reducing 
the over-expanded town boundary. Council should work state government to undo 
the town boundary over expansion. 

• Bass Coast's strategic plan is to concentrate development in high growth areas like 
Wonthaggi. C136, if approved, will reduce demand in Bass Coast's strategic plan is to 
concentrate development in high growth areas like Wonthaggi. C136, if approved, 
will dilute demand in Wonthaggi where there is more urban infrastructure such as 
schools, transport, shops. Cape Paterson doesn't have the infrastructure needed to 
support a huge increase in population. Provision for Population & additional housing 
should be centred on major activity centres such as Wonthaggi - where more urban 
infrastructure such as schools, transport, shops exist to support better planning of 
healthy communities that are connected and not dependant of cars and fossil fuels. 

• Approving the C136 development will encourage further pressures for new 
development to the east and west of Cape Paterson 

ED20/26985
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RE: Submission to oppose Planning Scheme Amendment C136 

I write this submission to strongly oppose proposed planning scheme amendment 
C136. As resident of South Gippsland and regular visitor to Cape Paterson, I and 
extremely concerned that Bass Coast Shire council are considering a plan that will 
destroy the beautiful Village of Cape Paterson. I have watched as Bass Coast Shire 
have allowed this to happen to Inverloch and see the changes being proposed in the 
C136 planning scheme amendment as only serving to destroy the charm, character 
and community of Cape Paterson; and negatively impact on the vulnerable marine 
and coastal environment/ landscape and existing infrastructure. Bass Coast must act 
immediately to protect Cape Paterson and use the planning frameworks to support the 
overwhelming majority of resident and visitors views — this should mean a complete 
rejection of C136 and a shrinking of the town boundary to end at Seaward Drive. 

C136 Will place greater strain on poor and inadequate existing infrastructure by: 

• Internal roads are unsealed - extra traffic will mean more dust and less safety 
• Lack of/No provision for footpaths requires walking on road —community 

safety issues will be exacerbated & increased. 
• There is grossly insufficient parking already at peak times with environmental 

constraints on increasing parking capacity 
• Telephone and data become unusable at peak times, C316 will place 

additional demand and exacerbate exiting issues. 
• Electricity supply is often subject to brown out or black out at peak times, 

C316 will place additional demand and exacerbate exiting issues. 
• Drainage - current infrastructure is inadequate at peak rainfall already (eg. 

Flooding of Wonthaggi Life Saving Club in May 2019) 
• Water quality and pressure is inadequate at peak times requiring heavy 

chlorination (and the purchasing of bottled water and subsequent waste 
management and recycling issues associated with increased use of plastic 
bottles) 

• Cape Paterson is inadequately serviced by public transport, with no provision 
of commuter transport to activity centres such as Wonthaggi and poor 
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connection to VLine services. This will create a car dependent community and 
directly impact on climate change through the greater dependency on cars 
and dependence on fossil fuels 

• 0136 doesn't provide any public or social housing — only unsustainable 
housing for profit. 

• The Bay beach precinct masterplan was developed in 2014 but no funding 
has been allocated by Council or by developer contributions. 

• Limited capacity of the Lifesaving clubs to service a large increase in beach 
goers without major increased funding for paid lifesaving services. 

• Extreme weather events (1 in 100 year) are becoming increasingly common 
requiring infrastructure upgrades before further development occurs. 

C136 will have a negative impact on the Environment. Cape Paterson has a 
fragile and valuable coastal environment. C316 will directly contribute to: 

• An increase in dogs, cats and invasive plants that will have a negative impact 
on local flora and fauna 

• Greater threats to the adjoining Bunurong Marine and Coastal Park including 
contaminated drainage, run off & waste and increase of human activity & 
impact. 

• Threats to existing Significant Vegetation and Wildlife within the area to be 
rezoned. The loss of habitat & habitat linkage corridors from the existing 
village of Cape Paterson — creating an island effect for resident koalas and 
significant wildlife. 

C316 should be opposed by Council and the State Government due to the 
following strategic Planning Issues: 

• The proposed scale of expansion is a major over-development, more than 
doubling the size of  the township. This is contrary to the Bass Coast Strategic 
Coastal Framework which states "Cape Paterson - a local coastal town- with 
varying but limited opportunities for additional development". 

• The 0136 development will urbanise a vulnerable marine/coastal environment 
and change Cape Paterson from a village atmosphere to a suburban 
landscape, dependant on cars and fossil fuels and contributing to the climate 
crisis. 

• Despite a Planning Panel report (2010) that said expanding the town 
boundary to the West and to the North would result in an oversupply of land — 
the then planning Minister Mathew Guy (2011,) approved both town boundary 
expansions without any community consultation and without Council's 
involvement or representation of  ratepayers & users. C136 provides the first 
opportunity to correct this by reducing the over-expanded town boundary. 
Council should work state government to undo the town boundary over 
expansion. 

• Bass Coast's strategic plan is to concentrate development in high growth 
areas like Wonthaggi. 0136, if approved, will reduce demand in Bass Coast's 
strategic plan is to concentrate development in high growth areas like 
Wonthaggi. 0136, if approved, will dilute demand in Wonthaggi where there is 
more urban infrastructure such as schools, transport, shops. Cape Paterson 
doesn't have the infrastructure needed to support a huge increase in 
population. Provision for Population & additional housing should be centred 
on major activity centres such as Wonthaggi - where more urban 
infrastructure such as schools, transport, shops exist to support better 
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planning of healthy communities that are connected and not dependant of 
cars and fossil fuels. 

• Without the Distinctive Areas and Landscape process being completed and 
imbedded into the Bass Coast Planning Scheme, the 0136 proposal cannot 
be appropriately assessed & considered without the DAL process being 
completed and embedded into existing planning frameworks, Current 
frameworks to ensure our distant coastal areas are protected lack clarity & 
scope. C136 will undermine any future effort to plan appropriately for Cape 
Paterson. Cape Paterson's community's biggest response during the DAL 
consultation was to request a reduction of the current town boundary. This 
should be the priority of council and the state government 

• 0136 isn't being considered with a Climate Emergency action plan in place to 
better inform planning considerations that will directly impact contribute to 
climate change 

• Approving the C136 development will encourage further pressures for new 
development to the east and west of Cape Paterson 

C136 development will have a negative impact on the character & amenity of 
Cape Paterson as per the following: 

• The distance from the beach of the 0136 proposed rezoning will result in 
increased traffic through existing township, directly impacting on inadequate 
existing infrastructure, wildlife, community life and wellbeing 

• C136 documentation does not adequately address the significant adverse 
impact such a large scale expansion will have on the small coastal village 
character, amenity and infrastructure 

• Cape Paterson is currently a coastal village with a cohesive community and 
cannot support the gross expansion as proposed in 0136 without significant 
upgrades to existing infrastructure and development of new infrastructure 
such as drainage — these improvements are not in scope of 0136, leaving the 
responsibly to Council who have no plans or budget to undertake the works. 
Why should rate payers have to pay for infrastructure improvements that 
mitigate or support the development of private land & a development for 
purely for profit. 

• Cape Paterson, being small, is a safe place for families, especially children 
and elderly 

• Cape Paterson is pedestrian friendly with little or no through traffic and few 
footpaths but currently safe to walk on road. 0316 will increase traffic flow by 
encouraging and supporting car dependency due to lack of alternative 
transport options. 

I urge council to reject the 0136 amendment and reverse the town boundary 
expansion. Please act without delay to protect the unique and beautiful village of Cape 
Paterson from inappropriate development. Please don't allow developers to ruin Cape 
as they have done in Inverloch. 

Best regards 

ED20/26990
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RE: Submission to oppose Planning Scheme Amendment C136 
I write this submission to strongly oppose proposed planning scheme amendment 
C136. I have watched as Bass Coast Shire have allowed wide spread inappropriate 
development to flourish in Inverloch & Phillip Island — As regular user of Cape 
Paterson Bay beach and the channel beaches, I see the changes being proposed in 
the C136 planning scheme amendment as only serving to destroy the charm, 
character and community of Cape Paterson; and negatively impact on the vulnerable 
marine and coastal environment/ landscape and existing infrastructure. 

I call on my representatives at Bass Coast Shire council to act immediately to protect 
Cape Paterson and use the planning frameworks to support the overwhelming 
majority of resident and visitors views — this should mean a complete rejection of 
C136 and a shrinking of the town boundary to end at Seaward Drive. 

C136 will have a negative impact on the Environment. Cape Paterson has a fragile 
and valuable coastal environment. C316 will directly contribute to: 

• An increase in dogs, cats and invasive plants that will have a negative impact on 
local flora and fauna 

• Greater threats to the adjoining Bunurong Marine and Coastal Park including 
contaminated drainage, run off & waste and increase of human activity & impact. 

Threats to existing Significant Vegetation and Wildlife within the area to be rezoned. 
The loss of habitat & habitat linkage corridors from the existing village of Cape 
Paterson — creating an island effect for resident koalas and significant wildlife 

C136 Will place greater strain on poor and inadequate existing infrastructure by: 

• Internal roads are unsealed - extra traffic will mean more dust and less safety 
• Lack of/No provision for footpaths requires walking on road —community safety 

issues will be exacerbated & increased. 
• There is grossly insufficient parking already at peak times with environmental 

constraints on increasing parking capacity 
• Telephone and data become unusable at peak times, C316 will place additional 

demand and exacerbate exiting issues. 
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• Electricity supply is often subject to brown out or black out at peak times, C316 
will place additional demand and exacerbate exiting issues. 

• Drainage - current infrastructure is inadequate at peak rainfall already (eg. 
Flooding of Wonthaggi Life Saving Club in May 2019) 

• Water quality and pressure is inadequate at peak times requiring heavy 
chlorination (and the purchasing of bottled water and subsequent waste 
management and recycling issues associated with increased use of plastic 
bottles) 

• Cape Paterson is inadequately serviced by public transport, with no provision of 
commuter transport to activity centres such as Wonthaggi and poor connection 
to VLine services. This will create a car dependent community and directly impact 
on climate change through the greater dependency on cars and dependence on 
fossil fuels 

• C136 doesn't provide any public or social housing — only unsustainable housing 
for profit. 

• The Bay beach precinct masterplan was developed in 2014 but no funding has 
been allocated by Council or by developer contributions. 

• Limited capacity of the Lifesaving clubs to service a large increase in beach goers 
without major increased funding for paid lifesaving services. 

• Extreme weather events (1 in 100 year) are becoming increasingly common 
requiring infrastructure upgrades before further development occurs. 

C136 development will have a negative impact on the character & amenity of Cape 
Paterson as per the following: 

• Cape Paterson, being small, is a safe place for families, especially children and 
elderly 

• The distance from the beach of the C136 proposed rezoning will result in 
increased traffic through existing township, directly impacting on inadequate 
existing infrastructure, wildlife, community life and wellbeing 

• Cape Paterson is currently a coastal village with a cohesive community and 
cannot support the gross expansion as proposed in C136 without significant 
upgrades to existing infrastructure and development of new infrastructure 
such as drainage — these improvements are not in scope of C136, leaving the 
responsibly to Council who have no plans or budget to undertake the works. 
Why should rate payers have to pay for infrastructure improvements that 
mitigate or support the development of private land & a development for 
purely for profit. 

• C136 documentation does not adequately address the significant adverse 
impact such a large scale expansion will have on the small coastal village 
character, amenity and infrastructure 

Cape Paterson is pedestrian friendly with little or no through traffic and few 
footpaths but currently safe to walk on road. C316 will increase traffic flow by 
encouraging and supporting car dependency 

ED20/26994



C316 should be opposed by Council and the State Government due to the 
following strategic Planning Issues: 

• The proposed scale of expansion is a major over-development, more than 
doubling the size of the township. This is contrary to the Bass Coast Strategic 
Coastal Framework which states "Cape Paterson - a local coastal town- with 
varying but limited opportunities for additional development". 

• The C136 development will urbanise a vulnerable marine/coastal environment 
and change Cape Paterson from a village atmosphere to a suburban 
landscape, dependant on cars and fossil fuels and contributing to the climate 
crisis. 

• Despite a Planning Panel report (2010) that said expanding the town 
boundary to the West and to the North would result in an oversupply of land 
— the then planning Minister Mathew Guy (2011,) approved both town 
boundary expansions without any community consultation and without 
Council's involvement or representation of ratepayers & users. C136 provides 
the first opportunity to correct this by reducing the over-expanded town 
boundary. Council should work state government to undo the town boundary 
over expansion. 

• Bass Coast's strategic plan is to concentrate development in high growth 
areas like Wonthaggi. C136, if approved, will reduce demand in Bass Coast's 
strategic plan is to concentrate development in high growth areas like 
Wonthaggi. C136, if approved, will dilute demand in Wonthaggi where there 
is more urban infrastructure such as schools, transport, shops. Cape Paterson 
doesn't have the infrastructure needed to support a huge increase in 
population. Provision for Population & additional housing should be centred 
on major activity centres such as Wonthaggi - where more urban 
infrastructure such as schools, transport, shops exist to support better 
planning of healthy communities that are connected and not dependant of 
cars and fossil fuels. 

• Without the Distinctive Areas and Landscape process being completed and 
imbedded into the Bass Coast Planning Scheme, the C136 proposal cannot be 
appropriately assessed & considered without the DAL process being 
completed and embedded into existing planning frameworks, Current 
frameworks to ensure our distant coastal areas are protected lack clarity & 
scope. C136 will undermine any future effort to plan appropriately for Cape 
Paterson. Cape Paterson's community's biggest response during the DAL 
consultation was to request a reduction of the current town boundary. This 
should be the priority of council and the state government 

• C136 isn't being considered with a Climate Emergency action plan in place to 
better inform planning considerations that will directly impact contribute to 
climate change 

• Approving the C136 development will encourage further pressures for new 
development to the east and west of Cape Paterson 

Please act without delay to protect the unique and beautiful village of Cape Paterson 
from inappropriate development. 

ED20/26994
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Objection to C136 rezoning application 
From: 

I am a Cape Paterson holiday home resident. 

I wish to lodge a formal objection to the proposed rezoning of land north of Seaward Drive 
that is dealt with by C136. 

• My objection to the development is on numerous levels as detailed in the submission
below.  We have young children who have grown up regularly holidaying in Cape
Paterson, being able to ride along the roads safely to the beach, watch as
echidna/wombats/lizards various birds and other animals graze or wander through
our garden and holiday in an environment that allows them to safely build
independence in a way they are unable to in the outer city/suburban areas.

• The recent fires have decimated flora and fauna throughout Gippsland and its
surrounds.  Use of this land should be allocated to re-establishing native flora and
fauna and creating a generous corridor in which insects, birds, mammals, marsupials
and the like are able to recuperate, migrate through and live safely.

• Concerns regarding ingress and egress to the area during emergency situations
including but not limited to fire danger need to be adequately addressed.

In particular, I would like to highlight the following concerns: 

Inappropriate Timing

• No development should be approved before the Distinctive Areas and Landscape
process (initiated by the Labor government) is completed.

• The Distinctive Areas and Landscape process has not yet been incorporated into the
Bass Coast Planning Scheme - the Cape Paterson community’s biggest response
was to request a reduction of the current town boundary.

Massive overdevelopment

• A rezoning as proposed would have significant adverse impact on the small coastal
village character, amenity and infrastructure

• Cape Paterson is currently a coastal village with a cohesive community. The
rezoning proposal is lodged by a developer with plans for up to 1000 new dwellings
(500 + 500). Even if each dwelling had only two occupants this would more than
triple the town’s population which was below 900 at the last census.

• Despite a Planning Panel report (2010) that said expanding the town boundary to the
West and to the North would result in an oversupply of land, Mathew Guy (2011)
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approved both town boundary expansions. C136 provides the first opportunity to 
correct this by reducing the over-expanded town boundary. 

 

Ignores Indigenous, Cultural and Historical Heritage 

• Part of the development area contains an area of cultural heritage sensitivity  and the 
proposed development of the land constitutes a high impact activity (ref: Heritage 
Insight report). This is inappropriate on cultural heritage grounds. Any development 
must strictly heed Cultural Heritage Management requirements 

 

Impacts on the the Peaceful and Safe Character of Cape Paterson as a Coastal Village 

• Cape Paterson, being small, is a safe place for families, especially children and 
elderly to exercise, walk/ride to the shops and park 

• The distance from the beach of the C136 proposed rezoning will result in increased 
traffic through existing township. This is envisaged by the traffic report with the C136 
proposal which envisages an additional 9140 car trips per day 

• The traffic report is flawed as it is based on a survey conducted in July rather than 
peak in Dec/Jan. There is an unlikely assumption that people travelling to the beach 
from the development would make a right turn from Seaward Drive into Cape 
Paterson Road (notwithstanding the increased traffic coming down that road due to 
the development), rather than an easy left turn (a short cut) into Spear Street. 

 

Is Environmentally Undesirable 

• Puts wildlife at further risk. The developer’s materials note there are 33 species of 
birdlife, as well as wombats and kangaroos. Surprisingly other frequently seen 
species have not recorded, including echidnas, snakes, lizards etc. The proposal will 
result in loss of habitat for these animals, which in turn is a loss for Cape Paterson 
where they are highly valued by residents 

• The new development is car reliant and does nothing to reduce dependence on fossil 
fuels  

• There is insufficient parking already at peak times. This is not easily addressed as 
expansion of beach parking would have a detrimental impact on the environment and 
amenity of the area  

• Internal roads are unsealed (which residents overwhelmingly voted to retain because 
they like this laid-back feel) - extra traffic will mean more dust and less safety but is 
not easily addressed without altering the “feel” of the town 

• Cape Paterson has a fragile and valuable coastal environment. The beach is already 
at capacity in summer. 

• Development brings greater risks to coastal strip with more dogs, cats and invasive 
plants that can decimate local flora and fauna 

• Threats to the adjoining Bunurong Marine and Coastal Park including contaminated 
drainage run off. 

• Threats to existing Significant Vegetation and Wildlife within the area to be rezoned. 
 

Will put too much pressure on infrastructure 

• Limited capacity of the Lifesaving clubs to service a large increase in beach goers 
without major increased funding for paid lifesaving services. 



• Extreme weather events (1 in 100 year) are becoming increasingly common requiring
infrastructure upgrades before further development occurs.

Is not the best way forward for development in a small beachside town

• Bass Coast’s strategic plan is to concentrate development in high growth areas like
Wonthaggi. C136, if approved, will reduce demand in Wonthaggi where there is more
urban infrastructure such as schools, transport, shops.

• Wonthaggi has existing infrastructure making it more suitable for additional
development

The process puts developers before community

• The reports accompanying C136 have been commissioned and paid for by the
developer and in some cases have been amended following consultation with the
developer. It is difficult to consider them independent.

Finally, if a development of any sort is to go ahead then it must involve: 

• Reducing the town boundary so that the town expands by no more than 25%
• Waiting until 75% of blocks at The Cape eco-village have sold
• Include more than 50% open space of the net developable area (as per The Cape)
• Traffic provisions that do not funnel traffic through the existing township
• The developer providing far more detailed information regarding protection of

heritage and environment, details of the development proposal, subdivision pattern,
design guidelines, infrastructure requirements and development contributions.

• Significant plantings of indigenous trees and appropriate green passages for wildlife
• Limited car spaces to ensure there is not additional traffic pressure on the town
• High standards regarding sustainability rating, as per the example set by the Cape
• Lower density building than currently proposed
• Retention of some green wedges of open green land
• Address concerns regarding ingress and egress of increased population during

emergency situations including but not limited to fire danger



Subject: Amendment C136
Date: Thursday, 5 March 2020 9:55:03 AM

Hi, 

I am writing to object to the amendment C136 for Cape Paterson, changing the boundaries
of the town and the development which is planned as part of the amendment.

In regards to this amendment I have several concerns:

How are the 17 goals of the Untied Nations Sustainable development being integrated into
this project, and more specifically:

- Goal 1: POVERTY - How will this expansion be inclusive to all classes of society?

- Goal 2: ZERO HUNGER - How will this project help provide urban agricultural
opportunities?

- Goal 6: CLEAN WATER AND SANITATION - What will be done to avoid wasting water and
re using waste water?

- Goal 7: AFFORDABLE AND CLEAN ENERGY - What will be done for street lighting,
available power (wind turbine integrations or solar panels?)

- Goal 8: DECENT WORK and ECONOMIC GROWTH - Job opportunities for youth?

- Goal 9: INNOVATION AND INFRASTRUCTURE - Investment in infrastructure is critical!

- Goal 10: REDUCE INEQUALITIES - What will be provided for the disabled for example?

- Goal 11: SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITIES - Bikes, Walks or public transport...

- Goal 12: RESPONSIBLE CONSUMPTION AND PRODUCTION - Community composting and
recycling bins.

- Goal 13: GLOBAL WARMING - Products used in construction materials and housing energy
ratings of buildings should be controlled

- Goal 14: LIFE BELOW WATER - What can be done to protect the shoreline and ocean
(additional run offs of rainwater, additional beach goers, paths...) to protect the
coastal environment

- Goal 15: LIFE ON LAND -Plant trees and provide ecosystems for fauna and flora

All these must be planned and well integrated into the development project.

Kind regards
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To: strategic planning admin
Subject: Planning Amendment in Cape Patterson.
Date: Thursday, 5 March 2020 12:18:45 PM

Hello Bass Council,

I am in support of the planning amendment in Cape Patterson.

This amendment will allow more jobs for area. I also like the wetlands area idea to help
preserve the wildlife and enhance wellbeing. It would also be great for the local services to
be upgraded.

Regards,
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8th February, 2020 
Strategic Planning Department 
Bass Coast Shire Council 
PO Box 118 Wonthaggi, 3995 

Re Overview of C136 Planning Scheme amendment. 

As a holiday maker and ratepayer in Cape Paterson since 1975,1 would like to put in a submission opposing the 
extent of the proposed development of Cape Paterson. 

Most important to residents and holiday makers is the character of Cape Paterson that we wish to preserve. It is 
currently a coastal village with little commercial development, a safe place especially for families and children. 
With few footpaths and little or no through traffic it is safe to walk on the roads. There is little noise on the roads 
in the evening and it feels safe to go for evening walks. Above all we can still enjoy nature on the beach and 
behind it. We come to relax and get away from suburbia. Children can ride their bikes on the road or play cricket. 

The beaches are what they are and cannot be expanded. At high tide there is barely enough space to put towels 
or beach shelters now. The life-savers are stretched now to patrol them. Parking is already inadequate at peak 
times and the new development is too far away to walk, necessitating more cars. 

Infrastructure is also already stretched. Telephone and internet become unusable at peak times. Water quality 
and pressure is inadequate at peak times. Drainage is clearly inadequate as was demonstrated by the hailstorm in 
May 2019. Such extreme weather events are becoming more frequent and cannot be written off as a one in a 
hundred-year event. The increasingly frequent repairs required by such events need to be taken into 
consideration. 

More people are obviously a greater threat to the environment. Numbers matter. People bring more dogs, cats 
and invasive plants which would threaten local flora and fauna. Sadly, not all people take care. It is hard enough 
now, for example, to protect the breeding of the hooded plovers. The Bunarong Marine Park has been successful 
in bringing back a lot of marine life and all the good would be undone by increasing contaminated drainage 
runoff. 

As the planning panel report in 2010 stated, this planned expansion to the north and west of Cape Paterson 
would result in a large-scale oversupply of land. The Eco-village, if we calculate by past selling rates, will satisfy 
demand for many years to come. The Bass Coast Strategic Coastal Framework calls Cape Paterson "a local coastal 
town.... with varying but limited opportunities for additional development". This C136 plan is hardly "limited". 
Bass Coast's strategic plan is to concentrate development in high growth areas like Wonthaggi, where the 
infrastructure, school and shops are already there. I would support this. 

For the above reasons I request that the development of the town boundary of Cape Paterson be significantly 
reduced and that C136 not be considered until the Statement of Planned Policy (required by the Distinctive Areas 
and Landscape designation) is finalised, including a review of the Cape Paterson town boundary. 

Yours sincerely 

ED20/31283
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Obeciion to Amendment C 136 

As a ratepayer of 31 years and a permanent resident for the last 15 years, have buiit up an 
understanding of what makes Cape Paterson a specfai place 

Cape Paterson s focussed on beach activities. The present town boundaries are just within walking 

distance Fxtending town boundaries wouid put the focus on suburban type development, being too 
tar from the each and changing the essential village character of the existing town_ 

With the land currently available, there is eliery chance of keeping the v!lage character and 
iv-eabikty for people and the surrounding heathIand. Work by various groups, most recently the 
Cape Paterson Residents and Ratepayers, is restorTng the coastal park to its original mot of banksias 
and neathiand. 

How will hundreds ot houses and cars add to the iiveability- of the existine town? 

Wontnaggi and Cape Paterson Life Saving Clubs are the hea t  of the town's activities From the 
weekly 'Chook Raffle in the 7avern to the Summer season coffee shop. not only fund-raising, but 
keeping the focus on the importance of the dubs !ICY enjoying the beach and building a see 
community 

Cape Paterson ,s a Peach-centred town Fverything is within walking distance increasing the number 
of houses beyond the existing boundary will inevitably change this focus to suburib,a Suburban 
develooments belong c!ose to `acilities. not In beach-focussed vidages, 

in. summary, I cannot see any benefit for the .Cape Paterson community to rezone the existing 
farmland for housing, 

ED20/31286
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• 

Houses and infrastructure plan are not provided. 

• 

These house location plans are critical for evaluation and inclusion in my submission and should 
be viewed as critical to Council see also Figure 3 RORB Model - Existing Conditions- 
Drainage Proposal document. 

Farm Drains and flow 
It will assist if the Proponent can provide better advice of the "upstream Pea Creek flow ( 
maybe known or called by the Proponent as farm drain as it passes through STANDARD 
DENSITY lots on the Proponents Plan 7 section 3. Better information of the paddock drain 
flow through C136 and RB1 and overlay the housing Plan, will assist worthwhile 
assessment of the Proponent's proposal. 

2. Query the proponent for their claim for the practical contribution along Cape Paterson road 
boundary tp RB1. There is no conveyance of run off rural flow on the road adjoining bush line at 
at any time viewed in real time by this writer, so the Proponent to provide better information and 
relevance. 

Rural flow is potentially all within the RB1. not on the fence line, Figure 2 refers. 
Rural flow is potentially all further west 
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RURAL FLOW M O M  PT 
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P Y  PT 

S I T  Mirk 
trYISDNO RO 
CULYLRI Al 
D O R I  0 
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Figure 6 shows the MUSIC model developed. Table 5 details the performance of the strategy. 

INDICATIVE PIPES 
The rural water flow is proposed to be partially managed by an "INDICATIVE INTERNAL PIPE 
LOCATIONper  RB1. The Proponent needs to better explain the positioning of this Internal Pipe 
as the various rural drains have joined by this northern end of the C136. Higher rain event flows 
enter C136 area further west of the INDICATED PIPE commencement point, which is a major 
influence on flood proofing the proposed residential blocks, The Proponent needs to show a map 
of the actual farm drain (AKA Pea Creek upper origins), showing its flow through RB1. 

CULVERTS 
The rain waters need to be contained within C136. and for that very reason there should not be 
outside culvert at P16 expected to do the heavy lifting to in part manage higher event rain flows. 

DAMS 
There needs to be a more satisfactory explanation by the Proponent for the management of its 
internal dams, including the release and persons oversight of dam levels and their integration with 
downstream Pea Creek flows 
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I hroughout Australia where there is a major rain event in media headlines, dam management 
stands out as a critical management failure, so prima facie Cape Paterson can potentially have a 
dam catastrophe, albeit the scale is small in comparison to the more sensational flood events 
elsewhere. 

Figure 6 MUSIC Model. The Proponent  proposes a major  change in p ip ing water, 
in t roducing Piped Water f r om near Park Road intersect ion wi th Seward Drive th rough a 
series o f  bypasses t o  PT6. 

The Proponent does  no t  show  o r  descr ibe and needs to  advise the increase o f  water from 
each piped areas 0 M Q R, A D  in to  the pipeline. 

PT1 and PT2 and PT3 and PT4 are extra water f lows that  have to  pass th rough PT6, that 
unti l  t he  present 2020 date have been dealt wi th under  the exist ing piped townsh ip  trunk 
system 

UNDER SIZE CULVERTS 
Potentially PT6 could not cope with this additional contribution plus sky rain and non-absorbed 
waters within 

The exist ing pipes under  Seward Drive f rom PT 6 & PT 7 and further a long to  conveyance 
pipe under the Cape Paterson Road have in the  past  not  managed high s to rm water flows 
today result ing in f lood and over f low into the Intersection o f  Cape Paterson Road and 
Seward Drive and the Inverloch Cape Paterson coastal road. The Proponent  needs to 
explain clearly how: 

Potential problem problem. + How - Explanat ion needed the PT6 & PT7 p ipes can include 
in i ts output  increased f lows f rom new west  o f  Cape Paterson road connect ion po ints  0 M 
OR. 

Another  potential problem 

H o w  PT6 & P17  p i p e s  c a n  i n c l u d e  a n d  m a n a g e  t h e  s u r f a c e  r u n  o f f  f r o m  r e m o v a l  of 
g r o u n d  s o a k a g e  a reas  d u e  t o  o p e n  g r o u n d  r e m o v e d ,  c r e a t i n g  h a r d  s u r f a c e  areas, 
c o v e r e d  b y  v a r i o u s  i n f r a s t r u c t u r e  w i t h i n  C136, i n c l u d i n g  h o u s e s ,  o u t d o o r  areas, 
ga rages ,  w a t e r  t anks ,  f o o t p a t h s ,  Es ta te  roads ,  f o o t p a t h s  a m o n g s t  others.Particular 
r e fe rence  t o  h i g h  ra in fa l l  e v e n t s  i s  c r i t i ca l  t o  t h e  P r o p o n e n t s  response. 

ADDITIONAL FLOWS 
It is not evident due to lack of explanation that the Proponent understands that Existing Drainage 
will include newly planned additional water flow contributions over and above the present 
upstream Pea Creek contributory flows into PT6 or via road flooding? 

FLOODING 
There has been both minor around the Seward Drive corner. More importantly there has been in 
the past major flooding of the entire intersection. The C136 subdivision plan does not alleviate 
concerns for ongoing road flooding when there are major rain events (not limited to 100 year 
events either ! ) 

potential problem; Explain the "sky rain : contribution into P16 from the housing estate and 
identify the contributing areas for the sky rain figure. Since there is confusion for what has not 
been stated by the Proponent, fuller advice of both the sky rain and hard infrastructure areas 
need to be released for all to see. 

PIPE SPECIFICATIONS 
Also the Proponent needs to advise if PT7 pipe under the Inverloch Road will be replaced or 
remain same pipe as existing under the road. We need better information on what is the 
dimensions and length of P17 pipe across into the Bunurong Bush Reserve/ tennis court east 
corner area to evaluate the Risk factors on C136 implementation. 

BYPASS DEEP CULVERT-page 7 
All water flows have to dealt with on the C136 property, including water basins and dams and must 
not allow pipeline culverts to be part of C136 overflow water retention strategy. 

PT 7 FLOWS 
There is potential for misunderstanding at PT7, unless the Proponent advises the water volume 
contribution the Proponent uses arising from farm areas both North and East of PT7, showing 
seasonal figures to show the Proponent's understanding of base water flow in order to interpret 
higher extraordinary flows for major rain events. 

+ How PT6 can include Note external catchment T - Y not treated and conveyed in a vegetated swale 
along the eastern edge of the development. Wetlands treat subject site and external catchments A, a D and 
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Village piped water 
There is a large open drain exit situated just above the North East corner of the Cape tennis 
courts. This water flow is a contributor into Pea Creek. and is not identified in the Drainage Report 
on township piped drains from what is disclosed and should be, as all such flows impact on Pea 
Creek flows. 

Toilet water tank supply 
A house with tank must be able to capture heavy rain during a rainfall event, otherwise there is 
negligible effect on capturing sky rain that floods to the culverts, onwards to downstream Pea 
Creek it is the heavy rain event that has impact downstream. The water tank is more than likely 
NOT to have an effective withdrawal of sky rain. The tank might be comparatively full on the day 
before the major rain event, so not of any use in the scheme of things So the non- mandatory tank 
concept is a furphy, for flood control, but nevertheless important in recycling and minimising take 
from SGW. 

Caveat- water tank 
Ask the Proponent for a written undertaking that there will be a title caveat requiring every 
residence to instal a 2000 litre rain tank 

PEA CREEK downstream 
Pea Creek dynamics from the outset at entry from PT7 is a quiet stream in most times. This creek 
is a vital part of Cape Paterson, for its resident and visitor enjoyment. 
Pea Creek is a wonderful Biodiverse area and is a natural habitat home a wide assortment of life. 
It is home to threatened species such as the Lewin's rail (which I have witnessed twice amongst 
other people's independent sightings) You have the hooded Plover.Within the creek zone it is 
home to a permanent bird population of which we should be very interested to maintain. The 
Creek is an important place on the migratory path, from up North and travellers down to 
Tasmania.Then we have the hooded Ploverdown at Pea Creek mouth and other positions in 
Undertow Bay. 

Fauna is strongly represented by the likes of koalas, snakes, lizards, wombats, which I witness. 
Other fauna species are reported in a recent fauna study by CPR RA Cape Paterson Resident & 
Ratepayers Association, 
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The Proponent's reports on Ecology and Heritage 
You have to scoff at the content of the reports that disparage Pea Creek. Furthermore the reports 
are understated and heavily disclaimed by the writers. 

One could not place reliance on content on this type of disclaimed reporting which is supposedly a 
critical support to a major subdivision application. I would be submit it, but there are always differing 
opinions or in this case the merit of disclaimed advices. BCC and the Minister can look to full, 
comprehensive information contained in submissions. 

BCC could assist by providing advice on the likelihood of pollutants arising from C136 that possibly 
will enter downstream Pea Creek. 

Roaring Waterway 
Pea Creek seasonally now becomes a roaring waterway, shown at the waterfall downstream at 
the under track crossin old INVERLOCH road 
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Evidence of Climate Change - significant storm 
events 
l and  others here at Cape Paterson witness more frequent storm events in recent years, that 
unleash torrential flows, in the most part those waters arising in the higher reaches of Pea Creek 
above C136, but local flows also add to the water volume. By example, Pea Creek shows the 
effects of higher flows more easily just by viewing the ever widening mouth at the Pea Creek 
mouth meeting the sea, caused by the severe washouts of deep water flows biting into the creek 
sides.lt is not tidal with beach sands shifting; No 

. 
this is gouging out creek edges. Higher flows in 

the Pea Creek proper are altering animal habitat and washing out plant species. 

Distinctive Areas and Landscape 
C136 should not be considered until the Distinctive Areas and Landscape report is tabled and 
interpreted for its effects on C136 and downstream Pea Creek. 

I Cultural Heritage Management Plan 

Cultural Significance 
For possible assessment, I would like to report the existence of cultural heritage background 
areas in this Pea Creek habitat area, as it is my belief Pea Creek was a place of living for 
aboriginal people on a seasonal basis, camping at Pea Creek for shelter, water from the creek 
and animal and flora food sources and seafoods. The Pea Creek mouth is set low into the coastal 
surrounds and suitable to life needs, advantageous perhaps compared the high cliffs and more 
rugged surf stretches east and west thereof, all conducive to seasonal nomadic life. 

The 93-hectare (230-acre) Bunurong Coastal Park includes the narrow strip of public land 
adjacent to Bunurong Marine Park and Bunurong Marine National Park, between the eastern 
boundary of the Cape Paterson Foreshore Reserve at Undertow Bay in the west and Wreck 
Creek in the east, and was gazetted in June 1984. 

Photos to assist cover the midden remnants, creek mouth at the Pea Creek mouth sand hills. Our 
family has seen mounds many years ago. some 30 years. We never went into that area thereafter 
because of the Bunurong Parks being set-up, believing that provided protection for Aboriginal 
artefacts, middens. 

The water holes above the Pea Creek waterfall provide for animals, birds and vegetation in the 
summer, when the creek flow reduces. In times gone by, these water holes would have been vital 
for the Aboriginals seasonally inhabiting the area. 

Pea Creek could be a Government sponsored Heritage assessment. The Bunurong Land Council 
Aboriginal Corporation could be interested in and commission scoping for this Cultural 
C i n n i f i r o n r c t  A c c o c e r n a n t  i f  i t  hTc .  n n t  , I r n o r 4 , /  r i n n n  en 
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HERITAGE ASSESSMENT 
There has to be a compulsory Heritage Assessment of C136, so given the "IMPACT" of the ongoing 
flood waters into Pea Creek, the Minister is encouraged to require a Historic Heritage Assessment 
of Pea Creek, certainly downstream of the little walk bridge just below the Cape Hall. 

Preservation of Cape Paterson 
We love our Village way of life 
We trade off and go 8 kilometres into Wonthaggi for all needs including health needs, schooling, 
library. We are well provided for. 

Not needed 
We do not need this C136 five hundred house subdivision nor the likely extension for a further 400 
plus homes on the same Development Plan. Cape has sufficient land stock of its own already. Even 
the Premier of Victoria has spoken out against this needless gutting of small Village life. 

Waste of capital funds 
The Victorian Government and Bass Coast Council should not waste precious taxpayer funds 
providing and duplicating services and infrastructure already in place in the greater Wonthaggi 
region.Making sure BCC achieves economy of scale will be a foremost determinant on capital 
spend. Efficiencies is the cornerstone speak of every government funded and private enterprise. 
BCC should deny the C136 application and stick with housing expansion within greater Wonthaggi 
Planning, rather than waste Council Time and Capital on the Cape Village C136. 

Traffic and Road systems 
New investment will be required for: 
Road traffic lights at the Seward and Cape Paterson Road corner. 
Footpaths needed for pedestrian safety on the north side of Seward drive. 
Pedestrian crossing in proximity of Tarooh Street to connect families walking into the Cape Village 
for general store, tavern, beaches, Cape Paterson Life Saving Club. 
Roundabout at the Junction of Cape Paterson Road, Surf Beach Road, Wheeler Road and the 
caravan Park, combined with a safety walkway for those crossing to Undertow Bay or going to Bay 
Beach and the Wonthaggi Life Saving Club. 

Water services ex South Gippsland Water 
The existing pipeline will need to be upgraded for a minimum daily increase of 250,000 litres per 
new household, both at the Eco village and C136. More needed when SGC plans for the 2nd 
deferred stage of C136. 
Who pays for the 8 kim upgrade. It is a senseless waste avoided if we stop and build houses in 
Wonthaggi. 

Power Services 
Best check if power services including pole infrastructure need be upgraded for the 8 kilometres. 

Pre Conditions for C136 
Before any submission approval steps, there needs to be: 

The BCC Development Plan Overlay completed. 

Aboriginal Heritage Assessment on Pea creek. 

Summary 

C136 is a natural flood plane, allowing rain waters to soak into the land, that presently allow rural 
drains to meander and join to form the origins of Pea Creek. 
C136 is not what it looks. The C136 area will not cope with having 500 houses. 
It is a capitalistic indulgence. It is a complete waste of taxpayer monies to undertake this C136 
submission. 
Pea Creek stands to be smashed should the Seward Drive flows new and old be spurred on by 
now ever recurring major rain storm events, racing from Seward Drive into the creek proper. 
It is an abuse of the integrity of a proud coastal community, who love what we have and do not 
need money making developers swarming over our Village. Moreover C136 is a threat without 
safety amenities like road traffic and footpaths, without increased water supply to give to this C136 
development. Stick with the greater Wonthaggi planning Sch /eland leave us aloe. 
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