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Present: Crs T Sullivan (Mayor), A Aitken, M Cadwell, B Harwood, S Hathway,

E Kontelj, J Mason, B Moloney (Virtual), P Murrihy, R Nelson, E Wilkinson

Also Present: A Wastie (Chief Executive Officer), J Van Slageren (Acting Executive Director
Planning and Design), A Miller (Acting Executive Director Community Service
Delivery), D Greaves (Acting Executive Director City Infrastructure), T Bradley
(Acting Executive Director Customer Community and Economy), D Schultz (Chief
Financial Officer), V Allan (Chief Legal Counsel, Governance and Risk Officer),
J Douglas (Acting Manager Governance), P Digby (Municipal Monitor)

1. PROCEDURAL MATTERS

1.1. Acknowledgement of Country

Council acknowledges the Wadawurrung People as the Traditional Owners of the Land, Waterways
and Skies. We pay our respects to their Elders, past, present and emerging. We acknowledge all
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people who are part of our Greater Geelong community today.

MAYORAL STATEMENTS
1. Proposed Waste-to-Energy Facility, Lara (APP1004200).

We thank the Community for raising their concerns with Council about the Proposed Waste-to-
Energy Facility, Lara (APP1004200).

| wanted to provide some comments on Prospect Hill International’s proposed waste-to-energy
facility at Lara.

The development was given approval by Victoria’s Environmental Protection Authority last
week.

As a referral authority, Council’s formal role in the process was limited to providing advice and
feedback regarding consistency with the Planning Scheme.

However, on the back of the community concerns we heard — through this chamber and
elsewhere - we thought it was important to provide those concerns directly to Planning Minister
Sonya Kilkenny.

| wrote a letter, on behalf of Council, which was sent to the Minister on 20 September.

We received a response from the Minister on 14 November, noting the community concerns
and registering our letter as an objection to the permit application.

I'd like to reiterate a point | made at last month’s Council meeting, regarding our own circular
economy and waste management strategies.

Council is not pursuing waste incineration methods.

It is not in our longer-term plans, and it is not something we support.

2. 26 January

I would like to confirm there are no plans to change how we, as an organisation, will be marking
26 January next year.

Regardless of any discussions that will be held tonight, the initiatives that Council endorsed in
May will be going ahead in 2024.
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1.2. Apologies
Nil.

1.3. Leaves of Absence

Cr Murrihy moved, Cr Hathway seconded -

That Leave of Absence be granted to Cr Mason from 16 January to 22 January 2024,

inclusive.
Carried

Cr Mason moved, Cr Harwood seconded -

That Leave of Absence be granted to Cr Wilkinson from 3 January to 21 January 2024,
inclusive.
Carried

Cr Aitken moved, Cr Mason seconded -

That Leave of Absence be granted to Cr Sullivan from 20 December 2023 to 8 January 2024,

inclusive.
Carried
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1.4. Declarations of Conflicts of Interest

Cr Aitken declared a Conflict of Interest in Item 2.2 Amendment C436ggee and Planning Permit PP-
573-2021 — Balmoral Quay in Rippleside — Consideration of Submissions in that Cr Aitken has a
financial interest in a property within the area.

Cr Kontelj declared a Conflict of Interest in Public Question Time, specifically questions 5 and 6 in
relation to Amendment C436ggee — Balmoral Quay in Rippleside in that a family member resides
in the direct area of Balmoral Quay.

Cr Kontelj declared a Conflict of Interest in Item 2.2 Amendment C436ggee and Planning Permit
PP-573-2021 — Balmoral Quay in Rippleside — Consideration of Submissions in that a family
member resides in the direct area of Balmoral Quay.

Cr Kontelj declared a Conflict of Interest in ltem 2.3 — South-West Geelong Employment Land
Review in that Boral is a customer of the Company which Cr Kontelj is a Director.

Cr Kontelj declared a Conflict of Interest in Item 2.10 — T2300124 Baanip Boulevard Boundary Road
Intersection Construction in that Keystone Civic Holdings is a customer of the Company which Cr
Kontelj is a Director.

Cr Kontelj declared a Conflict of Interest in Item 2.11 — T2300133 Provision of General Maintenance
to Council Owned Buildings in that KLG Constructions Pty Ltd and Archibald Builders are customers
of the Company of which Cr Kontelj is a Director.

Cr Kontelj declared a Conflict of Interest in Item 6.1 — Proposed Sale or Lease of 151 Mercer Street,
Geelong — Civic Precinct (Confidential).

1.5. Confirmation of Minutes

Cr Murrihy moved, Cr Hathway seconded -

That the Minutes of the Council Meeting held on 28 November 2023, including Submission
presented by Jeanne Nel de Koker, be confirmed.
Carried

1.6. Public Question and Submission Time

The following persons submitted questions prior to the Council Meeting on the following various
subjects:

Kim Fear — International Conflict

Sue Bull — International Conflict

Vicky Grosser — Notice of Motion — 26 January Engagement
Sarah Mansfield — Notice of Motion — 26 January Engagement
David White — Balmoral Quay

Julie Hannan-Smith — Balmoral Quay

Charles Street — Lara Big Incinerator

Vicki Perrett — Lara Big Incinerator

Jarred Crowe — Bus Shelters

10. Jennifer Bantow OAM — Osborne House

11. Margaret Phelan — Osborne House

12. Susan Allsop — Osborne House

13. Cheryl Scott — Osborne House

14. Michael Menzies — Osborne House

15. John Verikios — Pakington Street North UDF Submission
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Kim Fear asked:

Question 1:

Firstly, thank you for the Mayor’s response to my question at the last Council Meeting on the 28
November 2023. We at Free Palestine Geelong welcomed the Mayor’s clarification that the term
“ongoing humanitarian ceasefire” used in the Statement made by Council refers to a permanent
ceasefire in Gaza. We thank you, the Council members, for recognising that a permanent ceasefire
is the only way to end what has been described as a genocide in Gaza, to stop the devastating loss
of civilian life among Palestinian men, women and children, and to vastly increase the volume of
international aid entering Gaza in order to relieve suffering and avert the imminent threat of epidemic
outbreaks. As you know, however, words are meaningless unless supported by action. | note that
since the last Council meeting, Council’s Statement has been posted on the City of Greater Geelong
website.

However, | have seen no other action in support of the Statement, including its call for a permanent
ceasefire. Therefore, my two questions are: 1. What measures are being taken to action Council’s
call for a permanent ceasefire? Please explain each measure in detail, including the factors taken
into account in making such decisions.

Question 2:
How is Council working with State and Federal members to action its call for a permanent ceasefire?
Please provide specifics including actions and timelines.

Thanks for the questions, Kim.

Council has made our position on the current crisis clear at the November Council Meeting.
Council has called for the Australian government to support an ongoing humanitarian ceasefire. As
well as endorse their call for the immediate unconditional releases of all hostages and to work
quickly with the International Community to facilitate the delivery of life sustaining aid to all in need
of humanitarian support.

Question 1:

| asked a question at the last Council meeting and | do not believe it was answered by the Mayor’s
statement on November 28, 2023. Many Councils around Australia are actually allowing their
elected Councillors to have a debate, in front of residents, regarding the atrocities being committed
in Gaza at this very moment.

Why does the City of Greater Geelong persist with a Mayoral statement rather than a public debate
about an issue that is traumatizing so many residents in this community, when we know that at least
two Notices of Motion have been tendered to the Council?

Thank you for your question Sue.

Council has made our position on the current crisis clear at the November Council Meeting.
Council has called for the Australian government to support an ongoing humanitarian ceasefire. As
well as endorse their call for the immediate unconditional releases of all hostages and to work
quickly with the International Community to facilitate the delivery of life sustaining aid to all in need
of humanitarian support.
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Vicky Grosser asked:

Question 1:

Geelong One Fire Reconciliation Group Committee has great respect for Council being on a
pathway to celebrating the land we are on in a way that can be inclusive of all parts of our diverse
community, led by First Nations people. We are however greatly concerned that a motion is to be
put this evening by Councillor Eddy Kontelj which would effectively seem to repeat part of the
excellent inclusive consultative process across all of Geelong’s communities in 2022/23.

It was thorough and led to principled and effective outcomes in relation to 26 January activities here
on southern Wadawurrung Country.

This process and decisions are considered a model within the Victorian reconciliation network.

Will Councillors now act in the strong and principled manner with which you passed the unanimous
motion of 23 May 2023, and support the already established objectives that evolved from local First
Nations people and extensive broader community who contributed to creating them?

Thank you for your question Vicky.

Council will continue to act in a strong and principled manner and continue to further develop our
relationships and inclusivity of our Local First Nations people and broader Community. Our
commitment is mirrored and driven in part through our multicultural portfolio.

As Councillors will be making a decision on this matter this evening, we are unable to provide you
with a response at this time. However, we can assure you that Councillors have heard your
comments and will consider these during debate.

Cr Kontelj declared a Conflict of Interest in the following question and left the meeting room at
6.24pm prior to discussion.

Julie Hannan-Smith asked:

Question 1:

Regarding Amendment C436ggee. Given that a large majority of residents have objected to this
Amendment either directly (167 +) or by way of petition (419) the key recommendation put to
Councillors tonight by the planning department does not reflect the strength of these views nor
enable voting on other options available to Councillors. My question is why isn't point 8 under "Key
matters" of the report used as the basis of recommendations for voting options by Councillors.

Thank you Julie for your submission to Amendment C436ggee and your question to Council.

City Officers have prepared a report on the submissions to the amendment. This enables Council
as the Planning Authority for this amendment to meet its obligation to consider submissions under
Section 22 of the Planning and Environment Act 1987. The Council must then make a decision
under section 23 of the Act to either: a) change the amendment in the manner requested by the
submitter; or (b) refer the submission to a panel or ¢) abandon the amendment or part of the
amendment.

These options are explained in paragraph 8 of the Council report followed by the City’s
recommendation to refer the submissions to a Panel. Council can resolve to take a different option
to that recommended and may seek assistance from officers to draft such an alternative resolution.

Cr Kontelj re-joined the meeting at 6.30pm
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Jeanne Nel de Koker asked the following on behalf of Charles Street:

Question 1:

We note with alarm, that the Environment Protection Authority has approved the Lara Big Incinerator
proposal in the absence of an independent environmental impacts assessment, any emergency
procedures, and in the absence of any demand from the public or the City of Greater Geelong. From
page 11 of the current CoGG Community Plan, how does the approved incinerator contribute to:

« the health and well-being profile of our community? ... and from page 25;

* Deliver best-practice Environmentally Sustainable Design principles and vibrant neighbourhoods;
» Support our community and region to reduce emissions and build resilience to climate change?

Thank you for your questions, Charles.

These strategies and plans guide how we operate as an organisation and where we invest our
resources. These statements from the community plan are not directly related to decision making
on permit applications. Permit decisions by the state government on this project are based on
state legislation such as the State Environment Protection Policy, Climate Change Act and the
Greater Geelong Planning Scheme.

Question 2:

The City of Greater Geelong prides itself on its excellent new business support services. Having
been in the planning and approval pipeline for over 2.5 years, Council's business support services
would have evaluated the Lara Big Incinerator Business Plan in some detail, ensuring that the
business is viable, sustainable and ethical in every particular. Yes? How does the Lara Big
Incinerator Business Case compare with the Business Cases for alternatives such as Reducing
consumption, Reusing materials, and Recycling in the City of Greater Geelong?

The Waste to Energy proposal in Lara is a private enterprise and Council’s business support
services do not review private projects as this is not part of Council’s role.

Jeanne Nel de Koker asked the following on behalf of Vicki Perrett:

Question 1:

Last week the EPA granted a Development Licence (DL0O00300041) to Prospect Hill International
(PHI) to pursue its plans to build a massive waste incinerator in Lara, capable of burning 400,000
tonnes per annum (tpa). The community is in shock, that a company with no waste industry
experience, no feedstock contracts, no off-take agreement and no social licence but with a plethora
of unanswered questions, was given a green light to design, build and commission, what is in effect,
a toxic fossil-fuel plant adjacent to Viva's LPG storage facility. A 2018 study has found the
Netherlands’ youngest, best available technology incinerator, Reststoffen Energie Centrale (REC)
in Harlingen is not clean or safe. Long-term tests reveal emissions of dioxin, furan and persistent
organic pollutants (POPs) far beyond the limits set by EU laws. Last month French authorities issued
a warning across 410 municipalities telling residents to not eat eggs from their backyard chickens
due to unsafe levels of forever chemicals.

Will Council instruct the CEO to organise expert briefings for councillors so they can be adequately
informed about the potential impacts of this facility on public health, land values, the physical
amenity, the environment and the City’s net zero ambition?
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Thank you for your questions, Vicki.

Council is listed as an objector to this application. Permit decisions by the state government on this
project are based on state legislation such as the State Environment Protection Policy, Climate
Change Act and the Greater Geelong Planning Scheme. As such, Council will not be preparing
expert briefings to inform Councillors of the impact of the incinerator, however all state government
reports and briefings will be circulated to Councillors. EPA Victoria are holding a Community
meeting today so the Community can learn more about their decision for approving the development
licence.

Question 2:

Waste incinerators are well known to be very hungry beasts that need constant feeding to run
efficiently. Prospect Hill initially claimed Geelong and the surrounding region would supply 140,000
tpa. However, from 2025, Barwon Water's Regional Organics Network will start taking food waste
from our red bins further reducing supply. It's also most unlikely that PHI will attract waste from
Melbourne as the Recovered Energy Australia is progressing its plans for a 200,000 tpa gasification
plant in Laverton. At the November council meeting, Mr Mayor you stated that “None of our planned
rubbish strategy in the future involves any plans towards incineration. It's not involved in our strategy
and we don’t plan on including it.” So it appears that our city does not want nor need this facility.

The community is nervous about where the waste will come from. It is unfair to impose the safety
risks and toxic pollution on Geelong residents from burning the waste from other locations. Section
8(1) of the Local Government Act states that fundamental “role of a Council is to provide good
governance in its municipal district for the benefit and wellbeing of the municipal community.”
Bayside and Randwick City councils supported the community to successfully oppose Suez's
Matraville incinerator plans. Will Council work with the local community to oppose the Prospect Hill
waste-to-energy plant?

Council is listed as an objector to this application and Council will continue to represent and listen
to the concerns of our residents. As referred to in our statement, the City lodged an objection with
the Minister for Planning on 20 September. The Planning Permit for this application will be
determined by the Minister for Planning. As a Referral Authority, Council’s formal role in this process
is to provide independent advice and feedback regarding the application’s consistency with the
Planning Scheme.

Jennifer Bantow OAM asked:
Funds for Osborne Park Restoration.

1. Two heritage properties came into City of Geelong ownership from State Government, via
interest-free loans. If the properties were sold, the loan was to be re-paid.

e Old Geelong Gaol, 202 Myers Street (buildings date from 1853) In 1994 the State
Government sold the site to Council on a $360,000 interest-free loan that remained
outstanding. Council then asked the government to roll-over that outstanding loan into a
heritage fund so it could improve other assets, including Osborne House. (Geelong
Advertiser 25th July 2018) Sold in 2018 for $1.5m to Montgomery International P/L.

o Former Geelong Post Office, 83 Ryrie Street (built 1891) operated until 1994 when the
City purchased the site to host community groups until 2018. City Council approved the
sale of the 130-year building to Batman Management Group P/L for a speculated $4.3-4.5
million (Geelong Times 3rd September 2020).
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2. Proceeds from lease of Osborne Park Former Polo Ground $33,000 p/a lease to Hamilton
Property Group 2018. Lease income, now approx. $150,000 Lease revenue was to be injected
back into Osborne House (Geelong Independent 18th September 2018) 3. 2023 -2024 City of
Greater Geelong Budget $2m allocated in 2023 -2024 CoGG Budget p78 “Remediation works
to bring Osborne House to an occupiable state”.

Question 1
Could Council please provide a detailed Financial Statement for Osborne Park, income,
expenditure, and current balance?

Examples of local government owned heritage properties, used by community groups. Knox Council
- Miller's, Ambleside, and Stamford Homesteads Greater Dandenong - Heritage Hill Precinct
Museum Mornington Peninsula Shire - The Briars Moorabool Shire - Blacksmith’s Cottage These
examples are publicly accessible, and financially self-sufficient. Volunteers undertake gardening,
guiding, and promotion. Income is raised by weddings and events hire, school and bus groups,
filming, and merchandising. Council can establish Committees of Management under Section 86 of
the Local Government Act (1989). Sports venues are managed by community groups in Greater
Geelong. Proper conservation of this property, enhances understanding of the region’s wool
industry history.

Robert Muirhead built Osborne Park in 1857 after pioneering Yarram Park in 1844. Yarram Park is
still one of Victoria's largest working sheep stations. Barwon River wool scours and woollen mills,
waterfront wool stores and Auction Exchange, demonstrate Geelong’s history to residents and
visitors. Osborne Park does this as the City’s northern entrance tourist destination.

Thank you for the questions Jennifer.

Osborne House is not a separate entity within the CoGG financial statements. Information
concerning the current financial year budget and the forward financial forecasts are available in the
budget book publicly available.

Question 2

Could Council please investigate comparable examples of local government owned heritage places
to best determine the future community use and management of Osborne Park instead of a
public/private model?

The City is implementing the Council resolution of 23 February 2021, the Council endorsed the
implementation of an Expression of Interest process for Osborne House incorporating the house,
stables, Council depot (being the former Russell Polo Field) and adjacent landscape. The
Expression of Interest process is still active and is subject to commercial in confidence obligations.

Margaret Phelan asked:

Question 1:

| have been a community member of the Osborne Park Association since 2013. | believe that
Osborne House and stables are highly significant and should be carefully conserved, and accessible
to local community cultural groups and visitation by the public generally. | live close to Osborne
House and can readily observe the grounds and buildings on my frequent strolls through this area.
In the last six years since there have been no community groups on site, | have noticed an alarming
increase in acts of vandalism and graffitiimpacting on both buildings and grounds. The stables and
historic boatshed have been particular targets for these activities.
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Temporary security fences are constantly breached. A burnt-out car wreck has been amongst the
‘rubbish’ dumped on site. There have also been several occurrences of people sleeping rough in
doorways and behind the East Wing and others living in cars in the grounds. The caretaker’s house
was built by the Shire of Corio, but it has not been occupied for many years. Despite security patrols
and alarms being in place, the vandalism continues to occur, the latest examples being the trashing
of the contents of the boatshed and the destruction of a garden bench seat on the clifftop overlooking
Corio Bay. The Osborne Park Association has requested permission to occupy three ground floor
rooms and toilet and kitchen facilities in Osborne House.

When can access to these nominated areas of Osborne House be provided?

Thank you for the question, Margaret.

City officers are working with the Osborne Park Association and subject to agreement a community
lease will be entered into shortly which will enable the Stables to be activated by the association.

Efforts are being made to protect the site from acts of vandalism and graffiti, as well as the dumping
of rubbish and people sleeping on the grounds, should it be observed please contact the council.

Susan Allsop asked:

Question 1:

Osborne House in Swinburne Street, North Geelong, has an important national history with the
Australian Defence Department who leased the site from 1912 to 1929. The Royal Australian Navy
is proud of its foundation years at Osborne House where it established the first Royal Australian
Naval College and welcomed the first two intakes of cadet midshipmen prior to the opening of the
permanent RANC at Jervis Bay.

During the Defence Department tenure, Osborne House was also used in 1916 as a military
convalescent depot for WW1 soldiers and a Red Cross rest home for returned WW1 nurses from
1917 to 1919. From 1920 to 1922 Osborne House was established as Australia’s first submarine
base. The Stables have been the site of the Geelong Naval Museum collection since 1989.
Particularly pertaining to the period of the first RAN Officer Training College and submariners at
Osborne House, it is vital that maritime items of historical and national significance maintain their
connection to the site, and that efforts are undertaken to conserve and display unique objects for
both today’s audiences and future generations.

Does Council agree that because of its nationally significant history, the naval collection of artefacts
must remain on site?

Thank you for the question, Susan.

Following a comprehensive 2-year audit and cataloguing project, the City is currently completing
the Significance, Valuation and Conservation Needs Assessments of the Geelong Naval and
Maritime Museum Collection, as part of the City’s Art & Heritage Collection. Findings of these
Assessments will support a process to determine the best way to preserve and provide access to
the collection, parts of which are identified as of local, State and National importance.

Collections care and maintenance works continue, within the context of the Expression of Interest
process and the City’s Arts & Heritage Collections Policy.

Question 2:

In 1989 the Corio Shire Council designated the Stables to commemorate the first cadet intake of
the Royal Australian Naval Training College and to the preservation of naval history. Shire President
Cr. Mario Grgic, Cr Neville Lewis and Henry Collins [ex RAN] were tasked with establishing a
museum “for the people by the people”.
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It took three years to establish and was officially opened on October 3rd 1991. The Port of Geelong
Authority established a Maritime Museum in 1978 on the ground floor of their Brougham Street
offices. It depicted the history of Geelong’s shipping and port activities. In 1992 the Maritime
Museum was relocated to the Stables and combined with the naval history displays to become the
Geelong Naval and Maritime Museum. Staffed by a dedicated team of volunteers, the museum
continued to grow and expand to now house thousands of objects. Visitor numbers were steady
with schools, tourists and various community groups maintaining a strong interest in the site and
the artefacts. Despite being closed to the public for more than 6 years, visitors to Geelong still arrive
on site wishing to visit the museum.

Given the entire collection is still housed in the Stables at Osborne House, what is Council's
proposal and timeline for reopening this irreplaceable collection to the public?

A process is underway to determine the best way to preserve, interpret and provide access to the
objects and stories showcased through the Geelong Naval and Maritime Museum.

The City is implementing the Council resolution of 23 February 2021, endorsing the implementation
of an Expression of Interest process for Osborne House. The Expression of Interest process is still
active and is subject to commercial in-confidence obligations. Separate to this, the ground floor of
the Stables has been made available for the Osborne Community House to activate. A lease for this
purpose is currently in draft and Council looks forward to seeing the site once again activated and
thanks the Osborne Community Association for their commitment.

Cheryl Scott asked:

Question 1:

Established in 1858 Osborne Park’s history encompasses pastoral, social, naval, military, and civic
aspects. This history belongs to us all and has helped shape our community. Ratepayer funds of
Corio Shire purchased Osborne House in 1937 and the Stables and former polo ground after WW2.
The property was an endowment to the people of Geelong at amalgamation and therefore belongs
to the community with council as custodians. For 30 years now successive Geelong councils have
not been able to determine a suitable future for the site but voted in 2021 to retain the property in
community ownership. The Osborne Park Association has been singularly focused on ensuring this
public asset has a future designed for the benefit and use of the community.

Over 2 decades members have been engaged in Council committees, panels, meetings, focus
groups and Zoom meetings. We worked with council officers to determine a set of Principles for an
EOI process which was ratified by Council in 2021. Gurner Montgomery were publicly announced
as accepted proponents. | am a member of Council’'s assessment panel, tasked with evaluating the
developer’s proposal for the property.

Re tonight’s agenda item 2.8 Reports: Our Community Plan 2021-25 Quarterly Report. item 3.22:
Can Council please explain this comment when the assessment panel has not met since March and
no determination has been made as to whether Gurner & Montgomery have met the Council brief
or adhered to the established principles?

Thank you for the questions Cheryl.

The City is implementing the Council resolution of 23 February 2021, endorsing the
implementation of an Expression of Interest process for Osborne House incorporating the house,
stables, Council depot (being the former Russell Polo Field) and adjacent landscape. The
Expression of Interest process is still active and is subject to commercial in confidence obligations.
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Question 2:

On the eve of Easter 2017, the 6 tenant groups of Osborne House, Stables and former polo ground
plus their associated subgroups were called to a meeting at City Hall and advised that they would
be locked out of Osborne House for an indefinite period. We had been tenants for 7 years and were
given an hour that afternoon to collect personal possessions. An external hygienist engaged by the
State Govt appointed Administrators had detected mould in 9 of the 93 spaces of Osborne House
and Stables. All groups were relocated and their possessions cleaned, stored either on site or in a
council facility or disposed of.

Six years later the mould has been treated, roof leaks have been fixed, 50-year-old carpets
removed, security alarms and fire prevention systems have been updated, budget allocations have
been made and still no community groups are allowed back into the facility despite several requests.
Given the repeated delays in the EOI process, an indeterminate commencement date for any future
development of the property, and the vandalism occurring on site, this withholding seems
unfathomable. | am now advised that access to meeting rooms in Osborne House is denied, based
on a 2021 Municipal Building Surveyor’s Report which deems the property ‘unsafe’.

Given recently completed maintenance works, could Council please explain the Municipal Building
Surveyor's Report and why community groups are denied specifically requested ground floor
meeting rooms at Osborne House?

The ground floor of the Stables has been made available for the Osborne Community House to
activate. A lease for this purpose is currently in draft and Council looks forward to seeing the site
once again activated and thanks the Osborne Community Association for their commitment.

Efforts are being made to protect the site from acts of vandalism and graffiti, as well as the
dumping of rubbish and people sleeping rough, should it be observed please contact the Council.

Michael Menzies asked:

Question 1:

Osborne House Kitchen Renovation. The Geelong Museum Association Inc. (GMA) originated from
a public meeting called by Rod Mackenzie OAM in October 1991. Approximately 200 attended and
GMA was established in July 1992. GMA has been a member of the Osborne Park Association
since it was established in 1999.

GMA has been actively involved in meeting at, holding events at and assisting to maintain Osborne
House and its adjacent grounds for almost three decades. We provided research, labour and
rubbish removal input during restoration of the Ball Room in 2016/17, at a substantial cost saving
to Council to restore the space for public use. Associated with the Ball Room was a project to
renovate a Kitchen to be used in connection with public events at the Ball Room. GMA contributed
to the planning of the Kitchen Project and undertook to supply some equipment to be installed,
purchased by finding that we had generated. We purchased and delivered items including a dish
washer and microwave oven, to a value of approximately $2,500. Subsequent to the closure of
Osborne House, the equipment purchased and donated by us for use in the kitchen was removed
by Council and stored, although some appears to no longer be able to be located. Any warranty on
these items has now long expired.

When is Council going to return the items donated by us from its store and install them in the almost
completed kitchen?
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Thank you for the questions Michael.
A process is underway to determine future use of Osborne House and facilities available for use.

Further, The City is implementing the Council resolution of 23 February 2021, endorsing the
implementation of an Expression of Interest process for Osborne House incorporating the house,
stables, Council depot (being the former Russell Polo Field) and adjacent landscape. The
Expression of Interest process is still active and is subject to commercial in confidence obligations.

This needs to be completed without compromising the integrity of the process.

Submission

Cr Murrihy tabled a submission from John Verikios regarding the Pakington Street North UDF
Submission.

1.7. Petitions

Cr Murrihy presented a petition containing approximately 89 signatures asking the City of Greater
Geelong to support the development of a new Community Hub and precinct, to be managed by
Volunteering Geelong, located at the Geelong West Town Hall, which is currently an underutilized
asset of the City.

The Chair bought forward Agenda Item 3 Notice of Motion.
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3. NOTICE OF MOTION

3.1. Cr Kontelj - Notice of Motion - 26 January Engagement

Purpose

To seek Council’s support to re-engage with the community and complete further extensive
community consultation in regard to parts of Council’s previous resolution on the 23 °f May 2023:
26 January - Community Engagement Outcomes, being that the Council resolution to;

. Cease referring to 26 January as Australia Day in all communications and refer to the day as
26 January; and

. To re-schedule citizenship ceremonies to another day within three days of 26 January and
incorporate First Nations Peoples elements into the ceremonies, continuing to include an
Acknowledgment of Country.

Background

Until and including 2023, the City had been providing support, sponsorship and funding for
community projects and events that take place on 26 January. Councillors participated in and
officiated at a range of events on the day including the following:

. Family Free Fun and Entertainment Day at Rippleside Park;

. Australia Day 2023 Portarlington;

. Geelong Nepalese Association Inc Australia Day Celebrations;
. Two Australian Citizenship Ceremonies; and
. Festival of Sails events.

On 23rd May 2023, Council endorsed a report recommendation to formally change the way the
City of Greater Geelong (City) will commemorate 26 January in 2024 and thereafter. This was
following a community engagement program with First Nations Peoples and the broader
community to help guide the City’s future approach to activities and commemorations held on 26
January.

Community consultation, which was conducted over a six-month period was to guide Councillors
on making the decision back in May. The final community engagement report back to Council
included only 952 survey responses, of which 447 were from First Nations People (equivalent to
12.5 percent of the local First Nations community) and 510 were from the broader community.
Unfortunately, the survey only received responses from some 0.34% of Geelong’s total population
of approximately 288,000 residents.

Since Council adopted the 26 January - Community Engagement Outcomes report on the 23rd of
May 2023, strong backlash and concern has been forthcoming from the broader Geelong
community.
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Much of the dissatisfaction relates to insignificant sample size of the survey and Councils decision
to:

. Cease referring to 26 January as Australia Day in all communications and refer to the day as
26 January.
. To re-schedule citizenship ceremonies to another day within three days of 26 January and

incorporate First Nations Peoples elements into the ceremonies, continuing to include an
Acknowledgment of Country and

. As part of the decision, the Council also resolved to advocate to the federal government on
behalf of the community regarding a conversation about changing the date or changing the
day.

In addition, a number of Defence Force Veteran support organisations and personnel have
communicated with Council and Councillors advising that they are offended and expressed their
sincere disappointment in Councils 23rd May 2023 decision to formally change the way the City of
Greater Geelong (City) will commemorate 26 January in 2024 and thereafter.

They are particularly offended given the efforts and sacrifices made by all those who have pulled
on a uniform in order to serve and protect this great nation and feel incredibly upset that Councils
decision has divided the community and degraded all that our defence force personnel have ever
stood for and what many have given their lives for.

ORIGINAL RECOMMENDATION

Cr Kontelj moved, Cr Nelson seconded -
That Council:

1. Endorse recommencing extensive community engagement for a period of
three months with First Nations People and the broader Greater Geelong
community regarding:

1.1. Reverting back to acknowledgement of 26 January as Australia day; and

1.2. Scheduling of Citizenship Ceremonies being held on 26 January.

2. request the Chief executive officer prepare a report back to Council on the
outcomes of the engagement by June 2024.
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Cr Murrihy moved, Cr Wilkinson seconded

That a Procedural Motion be raised for closure in that the substantive motion be put

to the vote.
Carried

Division:
For: Crs Murrihy, Cadwell, Moloney, Mason, Wilkinson, Harwood
Against: Crs Aitken, Hathway, Kontelj, Sullivan, Nelson

That the Notice of Motion be put to the vote without discussion.

That Council:

1. Endorse recommencing extensive community engagement for a period of
three months with First Nations People and the broader Greater Geelong

community regarding:
1.1 Reverting back to acknowledgement of 26 January as Australia day; and
1.2 Scheduling of Citizenship Ceremonies being held on 26 January.

2. Request the Chief executive officer prepare a report back to Council on the
outcomes of the engagement by June 2024.

Lost

Division:

For: Crs Kontelj, Nelson
Against: Crs Aitken, Moloney, Cadwell, Hathway, Murrihy, Sullivan, Wilkinson,
Mason, Harwood
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2. REPORTS

2.1. Youth Council Final Report 2023

Source: Community Service Delivery
Executive Director: Robyn Stevens

Deputy Junior Mayor, Aleena Eftikhari, provided the meeting with an overview of the
Youth Council’s activities, discussions and work since their third report presented on 23
October 2023.

Purpose

1. To note the final report to Council from the Youth Council Advisory Committee 2023.

Background

2. Twelve local young people were elected to the City of Greater Geelong Youth Council
Advisory Committee (Youth Council), and during their twelve-month term serve as the
region’s official ‘youth voice’.

3.  Aged between twelve and seventeen, the Youth Council members represent a spread of
local towns and suburbs, with three representatives from each of the four Council wards:
Bellarine, Brownbill, Kardinia and Windermere.

4.  Youth Council provides advice and updates for Council’s consideration through monthly
Youth Council meetings at City Hall, through collaboration with Councillors via the Councillor
Connect Mentoring Program and by consulting with young people through various
community engagement activities.

Key Matters

5.  Deputy Junior Mayor Aleena Eftikhari has authored the Youth Council’s final report to
Council (attached) and has included an overview of Youth Council’s meetings, activities, and
discussions since the Youth Council Third Report provided on 23 October 2023.

The final report provides input and advice on areas of importance to young people.
The input and advice presented focuses on the youth designated space for central Geelong.

RESOLUTION - Item 2.1

Cr Hathway moved, Cr Wilkinson seconded -

That Council:

1. Note the final report provided by the Youth Council Advisory Committee
2023; and

2. Request the Chief Executive Officer consider the advice provided relating to
the youth designated space for central Geelong.

Carried
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Financial Sustainability

8. Funding for the Youth Council program and activities has been allocated as part of Council’s
annual budget process.

Community Engagement

9. Youth Council has engaged young people in their wards via the Youth Advisory Board
program to validate advice and gain required feedback and input.

Social Equity and Sustainability

10. The Youth Council program provides an opportunity for young people to contribute to and be
included in civic life.

Relevant Law/Policy/Legal Implications

11. The activities of the Youth Council comply with the adopted Terms of Reference (TOR).

Alignment to Community Plan and Vision

12.  This report aligns with Our Community Plan 2021-2025 strategic priority:
Healthy, caring and inclusive community.
High-performing council and organisation.

13. This report aligns with the Community led 30-year Vision, “Greater Geelong: A Clever and
Creative Future” community aspiration: An inclusive, diverse, healthy and socially connected
community.

An inclusive, diverse, healthy and socially connected community.
Creative and diverse culture.

Conflict of Interest

14. No officer involved in the preparation of this report declared a general or material conflict of
interest.

Risk Assessment

15.  Youth Council provides advice to Council on specific issues relating to young people in our
community and does not speak on behalf of the Council or the City. The TOR guides the
Youth Council work.

Environmental Sustainability

16. There are no evident environmental sustainability implications arising from the subject of this
report.

Attachments
1. 2023 Youth Council Final Report 11 12 2023 [2.1.1 - 6 pages]
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Introduction

The Youth Council would like to acknowledge the Wadawurrung people, the Traditional Owners of the land,
waterways, and skies and pays their respects to Elders, past, present and emerging.

Purpose

The purpose of this report is to outline the development, activities and achievements of Youth Council since the
previous report was presented to Council on 23 October. The final Youth Council report contains advice that
participants would like to provide to Council on matters of importance for young people. These matters were
discussed during the Councillor Connect Mentoring Program (CCMP) sessions and validated through youth
engagement activities undertaken by Youth Council members across the Municipality. Youth Council would like to
thank all those who helped to shape and validate the advice contained within.

Personal Reflections

The 2023 Youth Council program has been the highlight of my year. It has provided me with a platform where |
can speak out and be heard, and where all participants can share ideas about how the Geelong community can
consider and respond to the needs of young people.

Attending training sessions, and workshops, as well as receiving mentoring and coaching from staff has equipped
me with the skills and knowledge to attend local events and opportunities as Junior Mayor and to speak out on
issues important to young people. Some of my personal highlights have included interviewing Ali Watson from
Code Like a Girl, at the City’s International Woman's Day event and participating in the Growing Up in Cities
Deakin Project, which challenged us to imagine a more youth enabling Geelong.

However, the biggest highlight for me, was attending a brunch with Councillors and advisory committee members
that welcomed His Excellency General the Honourable David Hurly AC DSC (Retd), the Governor-General of the
Commonwealth of Australia, and his wife Linda Hurly. The Youth Council program has been full of incredible
opportunities like this one that will have a long-lasting impact on our lives.

Finally, after years of struggles with confidence, my position on Youth Council has helped me rediscover my voice
and has provided me with the opportunities and knowledge to rebuild my confidence. With the added support of
Council staff and Youth Council members, | feel like my communication skills and confidence are steadily
improving.

Youth Council has been a unique experience to say the least. Accepting my role as a Youth Council member and
furthermore as the Deputy Junior Mayor was nerve wrecking. But as | come to the end of my term on Youth
Council, | can proudly say | do not regret my choices.

Youth Council has provided me an experience no other program could. In my position on Youth Council, it has
provided me with the power and confidence to talk about topics to young people and ask for their inputs to better
represent them, and as a result advocate for their needs. Moreover, the experience of advocating for youth issues
and engaging with our diverse community has been truly eye opening. Youth Council has been a unique platform
for both my ability to make an impact in my community and provide me with opportunities to increase my personal
development.

Confidence has been my biggest take away from Youth Council and the many leadership opportunities have been
instrumental in cultivating that confidence. My growth has been evident throughout the opportunities | have been
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involved in, from chairing the Youth Council meetings to delivering the Youth Council Report speech at a council
meeting, where | was able to speak with conviction and confidence and connect with my audience.

As my term comes to a close, | reflect on the speech | delivered for the Junior Mayor position at the induction, to
the speech | delivered at the International Woman’s Day event, and | can't help but notice the transformation in
my demeanour and delivery. At the beginning of my journey with the Youth Council, standing in front of an
audience felt like an insurmountable challenge. However, the opportunities and responsibilities that came with my
role gradually moulded me into a more self-assured individual.

I am filled with gratitude for the invaluable experiences and newfound confidence that will undoubtedly shape my
future endeavours. As | bid farewell to my term on the Youth Council, | carry with me a profound sense of
accomplishment and the knowledge that | have played a role, no matter how small, in making a positive impact on
the youth community in Geelong. Youth Council has indeed been a transformative and invaluable chapter in my
life.

What Youth Council Has Achieved Since the third Report

In the September meeting Youth Council heard from a senior community development officer from the community
inclusion team at the city who presented to participants about the 2024-2028 Access and Inclusion Plan. The
presenter wanted to gain feedback form Youth Council about how to make the community more accessible and
inclusive for people living with a disability and their carer’s. There was a broad range of perspectives gathered
from those who live with a disability, those who have family members living with a disability and those who
provided their observational perspectives without lived experience. Participants were challenged to think more
broadly about access and inclusion across Geelong, including reviewing the spaces and places where they
access in their lives. Youth Council were asked a series of several questions about community inclusion and
access and provided a breadth of responses about how to improve Geelong. The consultation reinforced the
importance of representing young people living with a disability at a local level.

In the October meeting Youth Council heard from Ali Wastie, the City’s new CEO. Ali shared with participants her
transition from state government to local government and shared her passion for working in the level of
government closest to the community. Ali expressed her commitment and enthusiasm for her new role, outlined
her vision for the city, and discussed what her role as CEO will involve. Ali congratulated and thanked participants
for their volunteer service and expressed gratitude for their commitment to contributing to civic processes at the
city. Youth Council enjoyed the opportunity to speak with Ali, to ask her lots of questions and hear all about why
she chose to work for the city and move to Geelong.

The next consultation received was from the social infrastructure team who provided information about the central
youth hub project. Participants were provided with information regarding the history of the Youth Council advice
over the last two years pertaining to the central youth space and the actions including the youth hub feasibility
study that have followed. Youth Council participants are excited about the development of the central youth hub
and look forward to contributing to this project.

Events and Opportunities

Youth Council members Anastasia from the Kardinia Ward, and Ali from the Windermere Ward were special
guests at Catholic Care’s Leadership Program for culturally and linguistically diverse young people. The students
involved participated in a leadership program across the year, facilitated by YACVIC, Victoria’s peak body for
youth. Over the course of their sessions, students developed pitches advocating for issues they were passionate
about and delivered these to Youth Council members and members of the school’s leadership teams at a final
event in October.
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At the October Youth Council meeting, all Youth Council members were provided with the opportunity to hear the
pitches and provide feedback to them, that Ali and Anastasia, the two Youth Council members attending delivered
back to the students on behalf of all members.

Youth Council received several informed and passionate pitches from dedicated members of the youth
community, that were developed around topics important to their lives. Topics included racism, language barriers,
climate change, pollution, sexual assault, and substance abuse. Youth Council members discussed relevant and
previous advice they have provided to council throughout the year relating to racism, and e-cigarette use, and
shared this with participants and discussed how the pitches delivered will assist in providing further evidence to
The City about the issues affecting young people at a local level.

Youth Council members were also able to share their knowledge and understanding of local government,
including how it works to support the community, and how it operates outside of the school environment, which
was a key focus of many of the pitches delivered. Notably, all pitches advocated for better community education
on each of these topics so that children and youth know where to find support and who to tell if they are in a
difficult situation.

The Youth Council members involved were excited to connect with their community members to hear what they
are passionate about and how they can advocate for them in their positions on Youth Council. It also provided
Youth Council members with an opportunity to practice their public speaking skills using both a script and
speaking unscripted providing their thoughts and opinions to participants.

Overall, these sessions connected Youth Council with like-minded youth in Geelong who are passionate about
making a valuable impact in their communities. Additionally, it also provided the opportunity for Youth Council
members to discuss the Youth Council program and why it is important for young people to step up and have a
voice and a say in decision making.

Youth Council would like to say a special thank you to Mayor Sullivan, Deputy Mayor Aitken, and Councillor
Harwood for promoting the Youth Council program across schools in Geelong reaching thousands of young
people about the opportunity to self-nominate for the 2024 program. Youth Council would also like to thank all
other councillors who put their hand up to attend a school to promote the program but didn’t get the opportunity.
Because of your efforts, over 100 nominations have been received, creating an extremely competitive applicant
pool for 2024. Across all promotions including through social media and cinemas, Councillor presentations are by
far the most effective at engaging, inspiring, and reaching young people to put in an application. Having the
support of the Mayor and Councillors is what sets the Geelong Youth Advisory Committee apart, and participants
would again like to say thank-you for your support of the Youth Council program.

Connecting With the Community and Testing Recommendations

The addition of the Youth Advisory Board program has been incredibly valuable for Youth Council participants to
effectively test the proposed report advice with young people across Geelong. Further, the opportunity to speak
with young people across Geelong adds further perspective, ideas, and value that informs and effectively shapes
the advice provided to council, to ensure advice is relevant to all young people. At the October youth advisory
board meetings, which included all four wards across Geelong, Youth Council discussed the central youth hub
planned for Geelong. Youth Council members gained further understanding and insight about the requirements
and location of a potential hub where all young people can access and feel safe. Thank-you to all the young
people who have provided their feedback about the new youth hub and have participated in the youth advisory
board meetings this year.
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Youth Council Advice

The 2023 Youth Council participants are excited to contribute their final advice to the youth-specific space for
central Geelong. Members are overwhelmingly supportive of all preceding advice in relation to the youth space
provided through previous Youth Council reports. The 2023 Youth Council believe that providing young people
with access to a secure setting, will have a positive effect on those who use its services and allow young people
to reclaim space within central Geelong. The central youth hub needs to be a setting that young people can
access services and supports as well as enjoyable activities. Youth Council believe that young people need to be
involved in the planning and design of the youth dedicated space, but further, believe that young people need to
be at the centre of the decision making for the space from its initiation.

Youth Council’s first piece of advice:

Ensure that widespread and place-based consultation is undertaken with many young people to ensure that the
space is well received by young people and there is considerable buy-in from the youth community. Further,
provide multiple opportunities and methods for young people to voice their opinions about the central youth hub
and ensure that young people are genuinely listened to.

Youth Council’s second piece of advice:

Once the site has been chosen, establish a youth committee, through an EOI process where young people can sit
on a committee to guide the activities and events at the space. Ensure this committee of young people play a key
role in the opening of the space that enables young people to lead the event process and take ownership over the
new youth hub.

Youth Council’s third piece of advice:

Ensure there are ongoing opportunities for all young people to participate in consultations throughout each stage
of the social infrastructure process where feedback and input can be considered in the design and delivery of the
youth space.

Conclusion

To conclude, Youth Council would like to extend our heartfelt gratitude to the dedicated staff who have been
instrumental in running the Geelong Youth Council and to all Councillors who have taken the time to be involved
in this amazing program. Being part of the 2023 Youth Council has been an incredible educational journey,
offering invaluable insights into leadership, community engagement, and demonstrated the power of youth-driven
solutions. The skills acquired through Youth Council will undoubtedly be carried forward into all our future
endeavours, enabling us to make a positive impact on society. The Geelong Youth Council has undeniably been
the highlight of the year, offering a unique and unforgettable experience. The Junior Mayor and Junior Deputy
Mayor would like to thank our fellow Youth Council members for their enthusiasm, passion and for their support to
us in our leadership roles. All members will forever cherish the friendships and connections they have forged, and
are deeply grateful for the opportunity to be a part of such an inspiring and dynamic community. Thank you all for
making this year a remarkable one.

Page 25 of 334



_,—"‘I
Minutes for Council Meeting - 12 December 2023 CITY OF GREATER —'__
GEELONG

2.2. Amendment C436ggee and Planning Permit PP-573-2021 -
Balmoral Quay in Rippleside - Consideration of
Submissions

Source: Planning and Design
Acting Executive Director: Joanne Van Slageren

Cr Aitken declared a Conflict of Interest in Item 2.2 Amendment C436ggee and Planning Permit PP-
573-2021 — Balmoral Quay in Rippleside — Consideration of Submissions in that Cr Aitken has a
financial interest in a property within the area and left the meeting room at 7.42pm.

Cr Kontelj declared a Conflict of Interest in Item 2.2 Amendment C436ggee and Planning Permit
PP-573-2021 — Balmoral Quay in Rippleside — Consideration of Submissions in that a family
member resides in the direct area of Balmoral Quay and left the meeting room at 7.42pm.

Purpose

1. To consider submissions on Amendment C436ggee and Planning Permit PP573/2021 and
refer them to an independent panel appointed by the Minister for Planning.

Background

2. Amendment C436ggee updates and replaces Schedule 2 to the Comprehensive
Development Zone and associated incorporated documents being the Rippleside
Comprehensive Development Plan February 2000 and the Rippleside Urban Design
Guidelines June 2000.

3. The primary change to these documents is to allow the maximum building height in Stage 5
of the Balmoral Quay development to increase from 13.5 metres to 27 metres (28.3m to the
top of services). The amendment is combined with a planning permit application (PP-573-
2021) for the development of an apartment complex at 1 and 11 Harbourside Drive,
Rippleside.

4. On 22 November 2022 Council resolved to support the preparation and exhibition of the
amendment and planning permit. Public exhibition occurred from 24 August 2023 to 25
September 2023 and notices were sent to 144 owners and occupiers of land in proximity to
the site, government authorities and prescribed ministers.

Key Matters

5.  As aresult of public exhibition, a total of 173 submissions including a petition with 419
signatures were received. Of these, 167 submissions objected to the proposal and six
submissions either supported, did not object or provided comments only.

6. A number of consistent themes were raised by the submissions, as follows:

Key themes raised in submissions No. Of
mentions
Traffic 155
Character 101
Building Scale/Height 103
Overshadowing to Rippleside Park 53
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Discussion on the key themes and Council officer responses are in Attachment 1 of this
report and a summary of submissions is in Attachment 2.

Under the Planning and Environment Act 1987, Council must now either: change the
amendment as request by submitters; abandon the amendment or parts of it as requested
by submitters; or refer submissions to a panel.

It is recommended that the submissions be referred to an independent panel and council
officers will endeavour to further resolve issues in the lead up to a panel hearing which is
scheduled for February 2024 subject to Council’s resolution.

RESOLUTION - Item 2.2

Cr Murrihy moved, Cr Mason seconded -

That Council having considered all submissions to Amendment C436ggee
and Planning Permit Application PP573/2021 Balmoral Quay Rippleside
resolves to:

1.

Request the Minister for Planning appoint an independent panel under
Part 5 of the Planning and Environment Act 1987 to consider
submissions relating to the amendment;

Refer all submissions to the panel;

Submit to the panel its response to the submissions generally as
outlined in this report; and

Engage an independent traffic expert witness for the panel process.

Carried
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Financial Sustainability

10. Should the amendment proceed to the panel process, officers recommend the engagement
of an independent traffic expert to review the amendment, planning permit application and
traffic concerns raised by submissions.

11. There are no significant financial implications to Council for the amendment process beyond
engagement of an expert witness and officer time. As this is a proponent initiated
amendment, fees charged by Planning Panels Victoria will be paid for by the proponent.

Community Engagement

12.  Community engagement was undertaken in the form as directed by the Planning and
Environment Act 1987. Notices were sent to 144 owners/occupiers, that both directly
adjoined the site, or were located on Balmoral Crescent or Liverpool Street. A notice was
also placed in the local newspaper and all relevant information provided on the C436ggee
webpage on Council’'s website. Relevant authorities were also notified of the exhibition.

Social Equity and Sustainability

13. The development includes a social housing contribution of one of the proposed apartments.
This is consistent with the City’s Social Housing Plan 2020-2041. It also responds to some
submissions which took issue with a cash contribution instead of a dwelling.

Relevant Law/Policy/Legal Implications

14. A response to relevant planning scheme policies was provided in the report to Council on 22
November 2022. Council officers consider the amendment is consistent with state and local
planning policies relating to the delivery of urban consolidation, social and affordable
housing, a range of housing types in well serviced locations, environmentally sustainable
design, and urban design.

15. The amendment is consistent with the Social Housing Plan 2020-2041, Housing Diversity
Strategy and Settlement Strategy.

Alignment to Community Plan and Vision

16. This report aligns with Our Community Plan 2021-2025 strategic priority:
Sustainable growth and environment.

17. This report aligns with the Community led 30-year Vision, “Greater Geelong: A Clever and
Creative Future” community aspiration:

Sustainable development that supports population growth and protects the natural
environment.
Conflict of Interest

18. No officer involved in the preparation of this report declared a general or material conflict of
interest.
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Risk Assessment

19. The primary concern raised by submitters relates to potential traffic hazards resulting from
the proposal. In reviewing these concerns with council traffic engineers, the hazards and
concerns were considered manageable and the traffic engineers were comfortable with the
proposal. In order to fully consider traffic related risks and issues, and ensure that these
matters are appropriately addressed, council officers recommend engaging an independent
expert traffic engineer for the panel process, should Council resolve to refer submission to a
panel.

20. A geotechnical assessment has been prepared to accompany the amendment that is based
on best practice principles.

Environmental Sustainability

21. The planning permit includes conditions to ensure the development addresses planning
policy requirements for achieving best practice environmentally sustainable design.

Attachments

1.  Consideration of Submissions [2.2.1 - 22 pages]
2. Summary of Submissions [2.2.2 - 13 pages]

N1 O OO O 21X Page 29 of 334



Minutes for Council Meeting - 12 December 2023 Attachment 2.2.1

Attachment 1 — Consideration of Submissions to Amendment C436ggee

BACKGROUND

1.

The amendment is a combined planning permit application and planning scheme amendment
under section 96A of the Act. It affects the land currently within the Comprehensive
Development Zone Schedule 2 as shown at Figure 1 below. The amendment is required to
facilitate Planning Permit PP573-2021 which seeks to develop 1 and 11 Harbourside Drive with
84 apartments.

The main purpose of amendment is to update Schedule 2 to the Comprehensive Development
Zone and the associated incorporated documents being the Rippleside Comprehensive
Development Plan February 2000 and the Rippleside Urban Design Guidelines June 2000.

The Rippleside Comprehensive Development Plan February 2000 currently permits a height of
up to 13.5 metres (AHD) on 1 and 11 Harbourside Drive which this amendment is seeking to
increase to 27 metres (28.2 metres to top of services) (AHD).

Minor changes are also proposed to the Rippleside Urban Design Guidelines June 2000,
mainly relating to updating the document to remove references to outdated planning policy and
update relevant maps and figures where appropriate.

The mapped extent of the zone and the overlays that affect the land are not proposed to
change as a part of the amendment.
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Figure 1 - Amendment Area

SITE CONTEXT

6.

The subject site is located in the suburb of Rippleside and is approximately 400 metres east of
the Princes Highway with access from Liverpool Street. It is in an established residential area
which generally comprises residential development and public open space.

St Helens Park is located to the north of the site which comprises a small beach area, a jetty,
kiosk, open space areas, along with an asphalted car parking area. To the south of the site is
Rippleside Park which has a public car park which abuts the southern boundary of the site.

The site was formerly known as the Rippleside Shipyards. It comprises an overall area of
approximately 2.8 hectares that has since been subdivided in accordance with Planning Permit
PP1046/2014 and PP647/2004.

The site is currently zoned Comprehensive Development Zone — Schedule 2 and is affected by
an Environmental Audit Overlay as shown at Figure 2. The adjoining bay area is zoned Public
Park and Recreation. The seabed is Crown Land, managed by the Department of Environment,
Land, Water and Planning, while the water and foreshore areas of Rippleside Park and St
Helens Beach are also Crown Land managed by the City of Greater Geelong as a Committee
of Management.

Figure 2 - Amendment Area Zone/overlay Context

HISTORY

10.

11.

12.

Amendment C002 was Gazetted on 8 March 2001 which rezoned the land to the
Comprehensive Development Zone Schedule 2, implemented the Environmental Audit Overlay,
and included the ‘Rippleside Comprehensive Development Plan’ and ‘Rippleside Urban Design
Guidelines’ as Incorporated Documents into the Planning Scheme.

Planning Permit PP647/2004 was issued on 28 February 2005 for the use of the land for a
convenience shop, restricted recreation facility, marina and more than 98 dwellings, and
construction of buildings and works, at the direction of the Victorian Civil & Administrative
Tribunal in its Order dated 28 February 2005. It has subsequently been amended several times
for minor secondary consent changes (PP647/2004/A and PP647/2004/B).

The site has been partially developed in accordance with Planning Permit PP647/2004.
Specifically in accordance with Planning Permit PP647/2004/C issued on 21 March 2005, and
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the Comprehensive Development Plan and Rippleside Urban Design Guidelines, the
development of this land has commenced and the delivery of new dwellings on the land is
substantially underway, with dwellings delivered within Stage 1 and Stage 2, as well as the
delivery of the remediated Rippleside Beach, waterfront path and the stage 1 (30 berths) of the
Rippleside Marina.

13. Stages 3 and 4 containing 61 dwellings are due for completion December 2023. As is the
infill/Triangle Park and viewing/seating areas on public access walkways. The St Helens Beach
renourishment and outfall drain relocation is due to be completed in November 2023.

14.  Figure 3 below shows the stages of the Balmoral Quay development.

RIPPLESIDE BEAGH | STAGE 1 STAGE 2 STAGE3 & 4 He
[ STAGE i F : /

STAGE 2 I

[ Lol 0] —— -

Figure 3 - Site staging plan
PLANNING PERMIT APPLICATION 573-2021

15.  The planning permit application seeks approval for:

e Buildings and works for the purpose of a seven-storey building containing 84 dwellings
e Reduction in the car parking requirements of Clause 52.06

16. The proposed building has an overall height of 27.0 metres (28.2 metres to the top of services)

or seven storeys above ground level and incorporates the following:

e  Lower Ground Floor (Harbourside Drive Entry) containing the car park, bicycle parking and
storage (with entry from Harbourside Drive), marina office and tenancy.

e  Ground Floor (Liverpool Street Lobby Entry): containing further resident car parking and
storage, 12 apartments and 234 square metres of terrace/courtyard area.

e Level 1 (Balmoral Crescent Entry) containing the further carparking areas (with access
from Balmoral Crescent) Residential Amenity area and 13 apartments.

e Level 2: containing 21 apartments

e Level 3: containing 17 apartments and a terrace/courtyard area.

e Level 4: containing 11 apartments.

e Level 5: containing 10 apartments.

17. A reduction of car parking would also be required pursuant to Clause 52.06-3 to reduce the
number of required car parking spaces. Vehicle access is proposed to be provided via Balmoral
Crescent and Harbourside Drive with the provision of 136 car parking spaces. 102 spaces will
be provided for residential purposes, 32 for shared marina/residential visitor spaces including
one electric vehicle charging space. There are 2 spaces allocated to commercial tenancies.
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18.

Attachment 2.2.1

There is a current planning permit for the site PP/647/2004/A. This permit issued in 2005 had
plans endorsed for stage 5 in 2007. Stage 5 was designed to allow a convenience store located
at the ground floor oriented towards Yacht Approach, with another 5 apartments oriented to
Harbourside Drive to the east. The remainder of the ground level was provided for car parking.
The first floor contained additional parking, and 13 apartments as well as a restaurant oriented
to Yacht Approach accessible via stairs. The second floor contained another 21 apartments,
and finally the third floor contained an additional 12 apartments, resulting in a total dwelling
number of 51. It is noted that this permit cannot be enacted upon as the design relies on the
previous site plan, prior to the installation of the Barwon Water asset in the north-east corner of
the site as shown in the comparison between the original and proposed permits in Figure 4.
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Figure 4 - Building footprint comparison between PP647/2004/A (Left) and PP573/2021 (Right)

PLANNING SCHEME CHANGES PROPOSED BY AMENDMENT C436GGEE

19.

The amendment will:

e Amend Schedule 2 to Clause 37.02 Comprehensive Development Zone (CDZ2) to update
the references to the Rippleside Comprehensive Development Plan 2000 and Rippleside
Urban Design Guidelines 2000 and to make various other consequential updates.

o Replace the Rippleside Urban Design Guidelines June 2000 contained within the
Schedule to Clause 72.04 of the Greater Geelong Planning Scheme with the Rippleside

Urban Design Guidelines March 2023.

e Replace the Rippleside Comprehensive Development Plan February 2000 contained
within the Schedule to Clause 72.04 of the Greater Geelong Planning Scheme with the

Rippleside Comprehensive Development Plan March 2023.

AUTHORISATION AND PUBLIC EXHIBITION OF AMENDMENT C436GGEE

20.

21.

On the 22 November 2022 Council resolved to support the preparation and public exhibition of

the amendment.

On 16 March 2023 the City requested Ministerial Authorisation to prepare and exhibit the
amendment. The Minister’'s delegate issued authorisation on 25 July 2023 subject to the

following conditions:
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o  Amend the CDZ2 schedule to ensure consistency with the precinct terminology, land uses,
and number of dwellings shown in the revised Rippleside Comprehensive Development
Plan.

o  Amend the Explanatory Report to delete reference to superseded Clause 15.02-1S and
correct Clause 18.02-1S and 18.02-2S, which were amendment by Amendment VC204.

22. The amendment and planning permit were placed on public exhibition from 24 August 2023 to
25 September 2023.

23. Notices were sent to 144 owners and occupiers of land in proximity to the proposed zone
change and development, government authorities, land managers and prescribed Ministers.
Specifically all owners and occupiers located on Liverpool Street or Balmoral Crescent, as well
as those adjacent to the subject site were notified. This extent was chosen as it was believed to
capture those who may be potentially impacted by the amendment.

24. Information was published on the C436ggee webpage including the amendment, draft planning
permit and supporting documents.

25.  Notices were placed in the Times News Group on 18 August 2023. A Government Gazette
notice was published on 24 August 2023.

SUBMISSIONS

26. As aresult of public exhibition a total of 173 submissions were received. Of these 167
submissions objected to the amendment or permit, and 6 submissions either supported, did not
object or provided comments only.

27. There were a number of consistent themes that were reoccurring throughout submissions, with
many submissions raising three key themes being traffic, character and building scale/ height.
A breakdown of the key themes raised in submissions is as follows:

Key themes raised in submissions No. of
mentions

Traffic 155

- Parking 143

- Access arrangements/safety 146
Character 101
Building scale and height 103
Overshadowing 56

- To Rippleside Park 53

- To neighbouring properties 21
Overdevelopment 30
Infrastructure Strain 22
Views 15
Emergency Services 13
Construction 11

28. As noted in the above, the majority of submissions raised concerns around traffic, character

and scale. These themes, as well as all others are addressed below. It is worth noting that few
submissions raised only one issue, with the majority touching on various matters, but where
distinctions have been made between themes, that is because a significant number of
submitters differed on the concerns raised for these topics. Given the complexity of many of the
submissions, the above should be taken only as a snapshot of the matters raised. Further it
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should be viewed in the context of this full report, which distinguishes the matters and expands
in detail on the above.

TRAFFIC RELATED ISSUES

29.

Traffic generally was a concern raised by almost every submitter, mentioned in 155 of 173
submissions. However, of these 155 submissions some raised only parking as a concern, or
only access and safety as a concern, while some raised both. Whilst some submissions only
raised parking, and others only raised access and safety, based on the number it is accurate to
say that both matters are of substantial concern to submitters. The overall increase of traffic
was a matter raised in a general sense by most submitters. A breakdown of traffic related
issues into sub issues with a Council officer response is provided below.

Access

30.

Many submissions raised concerns with the location of the access to the building off Balmoral
Crescent. The proximity to the bend where Liverpool Street turns into Balmoral Crescent has
been identified by many users of the area as a location of significant concern due to traffic
cutting the corner, speed and the possibility of vehicles turning into the development causing
queuing on the road. Figure 5 is a map of the location showing street names.

Response

31.

This concern was discussed with Council’s Traffic Engineering team who identified that it was
initially a concern shared by this team. However, they considered that this issue could be
mitigated by reducing the speed of vehicles at this location and preventing vehicles from
crossing the centreline. As such a new permit condition 1 n) is proposed to require a concrete
raised central median be installed in the current bend location separating lanes of traffic, where
there is currently only a white solid line. The benefit of this will be twofold, requiring vehicles to
slow down to safely make the turn, and avoiding vehicles cutting the corner into oncoming
traffic. Provided that drivers operate their vehicles safely, and these works are undertaken,
Council’s traffic engineers are satisfied with the access location.

Figure 5 - Street names / site context

Page 35 of 334



Minutes for Council Meeting - 12 December 2023 Attachment 2.2.1

Parking

32.

The majority of submitters raised car parking as a substantial concern. Concerns primarily were
focused on the current car parking issues in the area, with many submitters noting that there is
limited on-street car parking available making it difficult to navigate the street network, access
driveways, cross the road safely or park in proximity to their destination. Many believed that the
increase in population and flow on effects to traffic and parking would exacerbate existing
issues. Additionally existing issues were considered to be resulting from construction workers
parking in the area. Some submitters also raised the Rippleside Park refurbishment and
expansion works, citing that there will be an even greater community demand for car parking in
this location. Other submitters raised the reduction in car parking sought as unreasonable and
that additional parking would need to be provided on site to address the demand of the
apartments. Some submissions raised specific concerns with the sharing of the marina and
visitor spaces at the development and the reduction to car parking sought. Finally, concerns
were raised with existing residents parking their vehicles on a longer than temporary basis in
the Council car park at the end of Yacht Approach.

Response

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

These concerns were discussed with Council’s Traffic Engineering Team and Statutory
Planning Team to assist with understanding the issues at hand. Further in preparing this report,
City officers have attended the site on a number of occasions to fully comprehend the concern
of submitters.

In considering the car parking reduction sought, Clause 52.06 of the Greater Geelong Planning
Scheme requires a permit for a reduction of spaces (including to zero). Typically, permits do not
specify the number of spaces a reduction is seeking. Submitters took particular issue with the
sharing of marina spaces and visitor car spaces for the dwellings and the classification of the
reduction of car parking. Specifically, the Marina car parking is required to provide 32 on space
car parks, and visitor car parking for the dwellings is required to provide 16 car parking spaces.
The reduction sought as identified in the submitted Traffic and Transport Report was for 2
spaces, associated with the retail premises. Submitters raised that the sharing of spaces was
inappropriate, as it did not consider occasions when all 32 spaces were full for the marina, and
where visitors would be required to park in this instance. It is noted that Clause 52.06 does not
provide guidance on this issue, as the marina parking arrangement is not a requirement of the
planning scheme, but a requirement of a planning permit for the site.

The concern of submitters in relation to exactly how many spaces the reduction of car parking
is seeking is reasonable. In order to address this, the classification of the reduction can be
changed from the City’s assessment from 2 spaces to 18 spaces (2 retail, plus the 16 visitor
spaces). The increased reduction was considered by Council’s Traffic Engineering Team who
identified the reduction as acceptable in this instance, given the capacity of the surrounding
street network and the car parking areas were considered capable to absorb the additional
demand.

In further clarification around the operation of the marina/visitor spaces, the permit applicant
clarified that it was not intended that there be separate designated marina and marina/visitor
spaces, but simply that the 32 spaces were one in the same. As such, during operation, on
occasions where all 32 spaces are filled, additional visitors/marina users would be required to
park elsewhere, either in Council car parks, or in the surrounding street network.

Ultimately, existing issues, particularly those around construction workers parking in the area
are temporary in nature. Council’s Traffic Engineering Team identified that temporary issues
are not able to be addressed.

Council’s Traffic Engineering Team acknowledged the submissions and agreed that there is the
potential for an increase in parking demand in the area resulting from the development.
However, they identified that it is too early to fully understand what these impacts would be,
and it will be a case of waiting to see whether any concerns develop once construction is
completed and the dwellings are occupied, and for Council to act accordingly to address these.
It is understood that on-street car parking is not a concern as these spaces should be available
for community use. Where issues become exacerbated, or particular parking issues occur,
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39.

40.

4,

mitigation measure can be created such as the inclusion of timed parking signage, no
standing/parking signage and the like. However, this can only be done on the ultimate outcome
for the site so would be reliant on the development being finalised and occupied.

It was also acknowledged by Council’s Traffic Engineering Team that increased traffic volumes
could reasonably be accommodated into the local road network, and that impacts would most
likely be felt on Balmoral Crescent and Victoria Street where the roads are narrower.

It is noted that provision of limited parking in areas often causes commuters to re-evaluate
modes of travel and transportation. The site is well serviced by public transport, with the North
Geelong Train Station only 400 metres from the site. It also has reasonable pedestrian
infrastructure, particularly along the waterfront and connecting south to Central Geelong. These
alternative transportation options could reasonably be utilised by new residents. Mode shifts
typically occur where parking is a limited option, so the proposal could encourage this.

A handful of submitters considered that the car parking rates as stipulated by Clause 52.06
were inadequate, and that the demand at the site would likely be much greater than what the
required rates are. The City can only implement the requirements of the planning scheme, and
does not have the ability to change them. These rates have been set out across the state of
Victoria and cannot be increased.

Bicycle parking

42.

Four submitters raised concerns with the reliance of bicycle parking on the site to justify the
reduction in car parking. It was noted by various submitters that residents of the new building
would likely be retirees, or holidaymakers from Melbourne who would rely on private vehicles to
gain access to the site, and as such the provision of bicycle parking would not be utilised.

Response

43.

44,

45.

Bicycle parking must be provided in accordance with the rates stipulated at Clause 52.34 of the
Greater Geelong Planning Scheme. Clause 52.34 requires the development provide a bicycle
parking rate of 25 spaces, with 17 for residents and 8 for visitors. This applies regardless of
whether a reduction of car parking is sought. The proposal provides for 115 bicycle spaces,
with 84 provided for residents, and 31 for visitors to the site.

A consideration for granting a reduction to car parking under Clause 52.06 of the Greater
Geelong Planning Scheme includes the provision of bicycle spaces at the site. Whilst
submitters may disagree with this, it is a consideration of the planning scheme and cannot be
disregarded. Based on the concerns raised around the reduction of car parking, which Council
as previously noted is willing to conservatively put as 18 spaces, the provision of additional
bicycle parking would benefit the proposal. Whilst it may not entirely mitigate the reliance on car
usage, additional and convenient bicycle parking would encourage greater uptake in modal
shift away from cars, further alleviating car parking issues.

The demographic that choose to purchase or rent apartments as a part of Stage 5 is not
something that the planning scheme gives particular consideration to. It merely encourages a
diversity of housing types to meet differing community needs. The apartment types provided
vary with a mixture of one, two and three bedroom dwellings, which, with the inclusion of lifts,
can accommodate a wide variety of household types, many of which may utilise alternative
modes of transportation, particularly given the sites proximity to public transport, pedestrian and
cycling infrastructure, and connections to Central Geelong.

Increased traffic

46.

47.

Many submissions raised concerns with the increase in traffic for the surrounding street
network. The proposal according to many submissions has not appropriately addressed both
the existing traffic volumes and the anticipated traffic volumes. Request for updated traffic
modelling was raised by a number of submitters.

Some submissions also raised secondary issues of the capability of the road network to handle
the additional traffic volumes, as well as the public transport network.
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Response

48.  Whilst some submissions considered the transport and traffic report to be out of date, Council’s
Traffic Engineering Team were satisfied that the figures within the report could be appropriately
relied upon.

49.  Further, Council’s Traffic Engineering Team noted that the most recent traffic counts were from
April 2014. Whilst these counts were taken a substantial time ago, it was considered that there
has been little development in the area since, so they could potentially be used to assist in
confirming the capability of the road network even if increases were included. Based on those
counts, even with conservative increases to traffic volumes, as the roads are classified as
‘Local Roads’ they can handle an indicative volume of up to 2500 vehicles per day. Based on
the assessment, all traffic volumes will be well within the road capacity at full development.

50. Itis recommended that should the amendment proceed to a planning panel, the traffic report
and design of the proposal be peer reviewed and considered by an independent traffic expert to
address the concerns of the community and determine whether there is consensus amongst
Traffic Engineering experts.

Liverpool Street upgrade

51.  As a part of the original planning permit for the site, the Department of Transport and Planning
required improvement works to the intersection of Liverpool Street and Melbourne Road. Some
submitters were aware of this and queried when these works would be undertaken. One
mentioned the original permit requiring traffic lights at this intersection and requested timing on
these works.

Response

52. The matter has been discussed with Council’s Traffic Engineering team, Statutory Planning
Team, and the Department of Transport and Planning (DTP). It has been raised that some
works as shown in Figure 6 and Figure 7 below have been undertaken since the original permit
PP647/2004. These works appear primarily to relate to the incorporation of a formal bike lane
on Melbourne Road and additional line marking.

53. Itis noted that the works originally required by Planning Permit PP647/2004 did not include the
installation of a traffic light system, but created a slip lane off Melbourne Road to Liverpool
Street, with the realignment of the service lane, and installation of a divider that would only
allow traffic from Liverpool Street to turn left onto Melbourne Road effectively prohibiting traffic
turning right from Liverpool Street onto the service lane in Melbourne Road.

54. In further discussions, DTP has advised that there are no improvement works scheduled or
planned at this location currently. They also advised that based on the permit condition
requirements, it falls outside DTP’s sphere of responsibility, and that Council is the responsible
authority for determining the appropriateness of the works.

55.  Further discussions with Council’s Traffic Engineering team raise concerns with the plans
endorsed under Planning Permit PP647/2004, specifically that they do not factor in the bike
lane that has since been added, the trees in the outer separator are now mature and would be
at risk of being removed, and there may be visibility conflicts for drivers from the endorsed
plans. Further, the impact to traffic exiting the service road would be significant, and as such
these works should not go ahead as they pose potential vehicle conflict issues.
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Figure 7 - Liverpool Street/ Melbourne Road intersection 6 October 2023

Yacht Approach and Liverpool Street left turn only works

56. As a part of the original Planning Permit PP647/2004 for the site, improvement works to
Liverpool Street, adjacent to Yacht Approach were endorsed. The plans showed that Yacht
Approach would be a left turn only, with a concrete median preventing traffic turning right onto
Liverpool Street and continuing onto Balmoral Crescent. Various submitters have queried when
these works will be undertaken.

Response

57.  This matter has been discussed with Council’s Traffic Engineering team and Statutory Planning
Team. Both Liverpool Street and Yacht Approach are Council managed roads and as such it is
the relevant authority for these roads.

58. The plans for Planning Permit PP647/2004 were endorsed in 2007, and upon revaluation of
these plans concerns have been raised by Council’s Traffic Engineering Team. Specifically,
that the plans would require a realignment of Yacht Approach that would result in an intrusion
into Rippleside Park, and would also require a section of the park to be filled due to the slope to
obtain the minimum 1 in 6 slope gradients required by today's standards, which would impact
upon at least one tree in the park.
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59.

It is the opinion of Council’s Traffic Engineering Team that a splitter island in Liverpool Street is
not required for the above reasons. It would also result in the removal of on-street car parking
north of the intersection in an area where car parking is a concern for residents.

BUILT FORM RELATED ISSUES

Character and architectural merit

60.

61.

Concerns for the development being ‘out-of-character’ for the area was a matter raised by 101
submissions. Most submissions made reference to the nearby residential area to the west of
the site and the heritage overlay and controls that affect the land. Many felt that the
development needed to be more responsive to the heritage character of the surrounding area.

A handful of submissions also raised the development’s lack of architectural merit as a
concern.

Response

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

Neighbourhood character is a consideration in the Greater Geelong Planning Scheme as
identified at Clause 15.01-5S and Clause 15.01-5L. When considering character, both the
existing, and emerging character can be elements drawn upon. It is noted that unlike residential
zones, the Comprehensive Development Zone is a specialised zone applied to unique sites,
and in this instance requires that development be sympathetic to the surrounding residential
and recreational areas.

This proposal clearly draws heavily upon the emerging character of the area. It is
acknowledged that the development is a departure from the typical single/multi dwelling
developments found on the west side of Balmoral Crescent. This does not mean however that it
is out-of-character. With more modern three storey development occurring directly north of the
site, (see Figure 9) similarly 7 Balmoral Crescent has a permit for a three storey apartment
building, albeit with five apartments, the scale is substantially less. These developments, which
have been approved much more recently than the remainder of the Balmoral Quay Rippleside
site all draw on cuboid modernist designs, with articulated facades and elements, and a mixture
of materials. All elements that the proposed design for the planning permit draws upon.

The site has a unique context and history, being a former shipyard, it was not previously
residential in nature. That said, this proposed design draws its focus on the adjacent residential
development to the north and also within the existing Balmoral Quay Rippleside development.
In this context, it is not out of character.

With regard to the heritage impacts on the area, the site abuts a heritage overlay at its north-
west corner. Previous discussions with Council’s Heritage advisor noted that advice was only
informal as the site itself is not affected by a heritage overlay. With this in mind, the advice
provided recommended that the height and articulation of the development be given further
consideration. In particular a reduction in scale to a predominantly two-storey principal height
with recessive third storey elements.

Whilst it is understood that the above is the preference of the heritage advisor, the development
presents a specific opportunity for infill development in a highly desirable location with excellent
access to services, infrastructure and open space. It is acknowledged that the development
could be more cohesive with its eastern heritage context, however the site itself is not subject
to heritage controls, and as such the controls are not considered to be applicable to the same
degree compared to sites with a Heritage Overlay control applied.

It is noted that Council’s Urban Design team reviewed the proposal and were supportive of the
design.

The Comprehensive Development Zone Schedule 2 has a similar purpose to that contained in
the Rippleside Urban Design Guidelines 2023. Specifically, that the development is both
sympathetic to the surrounding residential and recreational environment... and also contributes
towards residential density and housing diversity. As noted above, the development draws key
elements of design from the emerging character of the area, which is considered to be
appropriately responsive to the site and its context. Further it provides a reasonable
contribution to urban infill demand in Geelong.
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Figure 9 - Adjacent development to north of site at 5 Balmoral Crescent - image taken from south-east corner
Scale/height

69. The overall height of the proposed Stage 5 development was raised as a concern by 103
submissions. The matter of height/scale was often referenced in relation to many other
concerns such as character and overshadowing, matters that have been addressed separately
in this report.

Response

70. Itis understood why a proposed seven storey development would cause concern within the
community. This built form outcome is currently only present in Central Geelong. However, the
demand for infill housing in appropriate and desirable locations such as this is resulting in
continuous change for the Geelong community.

71. This land is a unique context in that it is substantially lower than the residential dwellings
located on Balmoral Crescent and those further west. So, whilst the development is seven
storeys, it is only perceivable as this from its southern and eastern vantages. It is noted that
when viewed from Rippleside Park the development will appear to be in its full height and
scale. Whilst this aspect may be considered daunting, given the embankment and adjacent
development at 7 Balmoral Crescent, it's unlikely that the form will appear completely out-of-
context as it would if the site and surrounds were all flat. The embankment and adjacent three
storey developments give the site a greater opportunity for increased height that can
reasonably respond to the context of the area without being monolithic or dominating.

72. Fagade articulation, mixture of materials, architectural design and activation of the street
frontage are all important elements that will soften the view of the site and encourage
pedestrian interaction with the space which will further reduce its perceived scale.

73.  The sites visibility on approach from Liverpool Street (see Figure 8) is an increase on the
existing scale in this location, however on balance the additional scale can be justified in terms
of an integrated planning approach with a net community benefit in terms of availability of
housing choice.
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Overdevelopment

74. Overdevelopment, or density was a matter raised by 30 submissions. Of these, many raised
that the density was also incorrectly identified, as the site is not a ‘medium density
development’ as directed by the proposed Rippleside Urban Design Guidelines (March 2023),
but a ‘high density development’.

Response

75. Itis acknowledged that the proposed Urban Design Guidelines reference medium density
development, and the proposed stage 5 development would classify itself as a high density
development. However, this does not preclude the development from meeting the objectives
and principles contained within the Urban Design Guidelines.

76. It needs to be acknowledged that the Urban Design Guidelines apply to the entire site, include
the already complete and nearing completion stages 1-4 of Balmoral Quay Rippleside, all of
which are medium density. To change the density within the Urban Design Guidelines would be
retrofitting the controls to allow the development, as opposed to ensuring they accurately reflect
the current and envisaged built form outcome.

77. The objectives of relevance in the Rippleside Urban Design Guidelines 2023 are:
e To consolidate development activity in urban Geelong with medium density housing
located within urban Geelong
e To encourage the development of well-designed medium density housing to improve
housing choice

78.  Urban design principles of relevance in the Rippleside Urban Design Guidelines 2023 are:
e Optimise development density within other built form constraints.

79.  Whilst the design of the development is high density, it still meets these objectives by providing
development activity within urban Geelong, and provides for well designed housing in a
desirable location to improve housing choice. The development has optimised its density whilst
giving consideration to the constraints of the site and its context, and on balance is considered
to be appropriate.

Overshadowing to Rippleside Park and surrounding properties

80. Overshadowing was raised by 56 submitters. Two main overshadowing concerns arose, with
53 mentions of concern for the overshadowing of Rippleside Park, and 21 mentions of concern
for overshadowing to neighbouring properties.

Response

81.  This concern was one initially shared by Council’'s Open Space Department, who upon
reviewing the initial proposal were unsupportive, and requested changes to the design to
reduce shadowing impacts and further shadow diagrams, taken at the winter solstice (where
overshadowing to the park would be at its worst) to determine whether the overshadowing
would be acceptable.

82. The overshadowing to Rippleside Park at the winter solstice is at its worst at 9am, and
progressively reduces over the course of the day. When taken at the standard shadow
assessment date of the 22 September, shadows are similar to the development approved
under the existing Planning Permit PP647/2004 (see Figure 10).

83.  Whilst not a consideration of Council’s Open Space Department, of general interest the
applicant provided a human movement study from January 2016-February 2021 which showed
high activation areas for visitors to Rippleside park (see Figure 11). It is noted that the areas
that would be overshadowed from the development have relatively low activation levels.

84. Overshadowing to neighbouring dwellings has also been considered and when considered
within the standard assessment window of 9am to 3pm at the equinox (September 22), the
development is compliant (as shown in Figure 10). Streetscape renders were also provided that
show overshadowing to the fence line of the neighbouring property at 41 Liverpool Street, with
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85.

these removed by 10am (see Figure 12). Whilst not a requirement of the Greater Geelong
Planning Scheme, the applicants overshadowing diagrams from the winter solstice show that
while 41 Liverpool Street is overshadowed at 9am, shadows to the dwelling (excluding the
fence line) are removed by 10am. This is considered to be acceptable as it is outside the
rescode assessment timeframes outlined for overshadowing considerations.

It is noted that overshadowing to existing apartments in the Balmoral Quay Rippleside area is
compliant with the rescode standards of the Greater Geelong Planning Scheme.
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Figure 11 - Human Activity Heatmap

1 BALMORAL CRESCENT 3D VIEW - EQUINOX SAM 2 BALMORAL CRESCENT 3D VIEW - EQUINOX 10AM
- soME - sue

Figure 12 - Overshadowing to 41 Liverpool Street at the equinox. 9am to left - 10am to right
Infrastructure strain

86. Infrastructure strain was a matter referenced by various submitters. However, the infrastructure
referenced differed between submitters. Outside of those concerns with the road and public
transportation network that have been addressed previously in this report, some submitters
raised concern with power and sewer infrastructure and its capacity to handle the increase
demand from the proposal.

Response

87. The planning permit application was initially referred to the relevant service authorities including
Barwon Water, Powercor and the CCMA. Further during the exhibition period these authorities
were notified again in case they wanted to provide a submission. It is noted that Barwon
Water's original response included permit conditions, and they requested through the exhibition
process that these be included on the planning permit, as they were omitted by error
previously. No other authorities provided a response, which typically means that they do not
object to the granting of a planning permit, and do not require any conditions be imposed on the
permit.

Views

88. Fifteen submitters raised concerns with the impact of the development upon existing views,
specifically the obstruction of views to Corio Bay.

Response

89. Itis noted that there are some existing and proposed controls around the sharing of views. The
current Rippleside Urban Design Guidelines 2000, and the proposed Rippleside Urban Design
Guidelines 2023 both include the same diagram for the protection of views (see Figure 13). Itis
noted that the original Urban Design Guidelines contemplated that views would be maintained
around the Stage 5 area, and that there was no anticipation of views being provided over Stage
5. As such, the increase in height, even if considered against the original Urban Design
Guidelines 2000, would still be acceptable.

90. In Figure 13 below, views are only contemplated from dwellings atop the escarpment on the
east side of Balmoral Crescent towards Corio Bay, and for two dwellings adjacent to Stage 5 on
the west side of Balmoral Crescent that have a side frontage to Balmoral Crescent. Both of
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91.

92.

93.

these dwellings have been designed with large balconies to their eastern side presumably to
maximise on views to Corio Bay, however the existing Urban Design Guidelines do not
contemplate the retention of views in this area.

The development will undoubtedly impact upon the views achieved by these dwellings. It is
likely based on existing plans that what is currently approved at the site would also impact upon
these views, though not as significantly as what is proposed.

It doesn’t appear that there is any opportunity to mitigate this concern, other than to highlight
that the development technically meets both the existing and continued view corridor protection
identified in the Rippleside Urban Design Guidelines (2000 and 2023).

It is noted that other than the diagram shown in Figure 13 below, there are no other
mechanisms within the Planning Scheme that contemplate or require the protection of views
and as such is compliant with the Greater Geelong Planning Scheme.

Indicative alignment of view corridors
for residential properties to the west

Figure 13 - F7 Implications Buildings — Rippleside Urban Design Guidelines 2000 — Permit area shown Red Dash
(added)
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Figure 15 - View to Eastern side of 52 Walker Street taken from Balmoral Crescent adjacent to Stage 5 area

OTHER MATTERS

94. Various other issues were raised by submissions that were either raised by one or a small
number of submitters, or cannot be categorised into the main theme groups. These matters
have been addressed individually below:

Development should rely on the existing permit

95.  Quite a few submitters raised that the existing permit was appropriate and for the most part met
community expectations. Whilst there were some submitters that still opposed the original
stage 5 design also, the majority who referenced the original permit referenced it as the
preferrable outcome.
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Response

96.

97.

98.

It is noted that the development, whilst still valid under an existing permit, cannot proceed
based on the current endorsed plans.

Since the issue of the original permit and endorsement of the plans in 2007, a substantial
Barwon Water asset has been constructed in the north-east corner of the site, which would
impede on much of the currently endorsed design. Further whilst a full assessment has not
been undertaken against the original proposal, since 2007 several requirements have been
introduced to the planning scheme that would not have been required to be considered at the
issue of the permit. The most notable including Clause 15.01-2L — Environmentally Sustainable
Design, and Clause 55.07 Apartment Developments.

Regardless of the controls that affected the land at the time, from the sentiment expressed in
many of the submissions, it seems that the primary preference for the original design is based
on the number of storeys, and number of dwellings. These issues have been addressed earlier
in this report.

Social Housing

99.

A number of submissions made brief reference to the social housing contribution of a cash
contribution of 2.2% being unsubstantial and not achieving appropriate outcomes. Another
queried if Geelong Affordable Housing Trusts would be subject to the same obligations to share
the owners corporations costs and fees. Another, objected to the provision of affordable
housing within the development due to the potential safety issues arising from residents.

Response

100.

101.

102.

Noise

103.

To clarify this matter, the applicant has agreed to provide a dwelling contribution, not a 2.2%
cash contribution. The dwelling has been identified as a ground floor dwelling on the plans
prepared by SJB Town Planning, which is a one-bedroom dwelling at the ground floor. The City
agrees with the views of some submitters and considers a physical dwelling being delivered as
a positive outcome.

With regard to how ownership will operate, the Geelong Affordable Housing Trust as the owner
would be subject to the same obligations as any other owner of an apartment in the building.
Whilst this is not currently clarified in the Section 173 Agreement, it could be added in to
alleviate any concerns for future.

The provision of affordable housing occasionally receives objections from the community due to
negative perceptions of tenants/residents, however these objections are typically unfounded.

Submissions that raised noise as a concern raised three types of noise as an issue. Firstly,
noise from the construction of the development. Secondly, noise from an increased number of
residents, and finally noise from the increased number of vehicles anticipated from the
proposal.

Response

104.

105.

106.

Noise from construction, both existing and future, cannot be contemplated by the Planning and
Environment Act 1987. There are current mechanisms in place outside the Planning and
Environment Act 1987, which require construction to meet various standards and codes, these
are typically implemented by the Environmental Protection Authority, which would address any
matters during the construction process should they arise.

Noise from residents is anticipated in all residential areas. It is not unreasonable that in a
residential location residential noise may occur.

The road network has been designed to be capable of handling 2500 vehicles per day, any
number of vehicles within this limit and their associated noise is considered typical for a
residential context.

Page 47 of 334



Minutes for Council Meeting - 12 December 2023 Attachment 2.2.1

Concerns with extent of notice

107. Approximately three submissions raised concerns with the extent of notice of the amendment
and permit not being substantial enough, and that not all affected properties were directly
notified.

Response

108. The categorisation of ‘affected properties’ has always been subjective, and as such other
mechanisms are utilised to ensure notice is extensive, including newspaper notices and a
gazette notice. All properties that abut Liverpool Street, Balmoral Crescent and were accessible
of Yacht Approach were notified directly with a letter. The extent of notice must end at some
point, and this point may not always be agreed with by the community.

Image on website

109. Two submitters raised the issue that the image on the Council website during exhibition was
either misleading or an inaccurate representation of the development.

Response

110. The Plan shown on Council’s website is located on Page 39 of the Plans Package, specifically
within Chapter 2 Design Response. It shows the current proposed development.

Reduction to amenity

111. Many submitters generally noted that the development would cause a ‘reduction in amenity’
although few specified exactly which amenity impacts are being impacted.

Response

112. The reduction of amenity is a comment made by many submitters, but it is a relatively difficult
component to define and can be subjective. This said, almost every submission who raised this
concern also spoke of impacts to character and the enjoyment of Rippleside Park. It's
considered that this matter isn’t required to be specifically addressed as amenity either relates
to noise, visual or environmental amenity, and these matters have been addressed elsewhere
in this report.

Privatisation of space

113. One submitter raised concern that without a roadway between Balmoral quay and Corio Bay
this space would be privatised.

Response

114. The Balmoral quay development has provided an upgrade to the pedestrian network directly
adjacent to Corio Bay connecting St Helens Park and Rippleside Park. As we move away from
car dependency, pedestrian activation is more greatly encouraged and valued. The water
frontage is not in private ownership and can be enjoyed by the public. Regardless, this matter is
not part of the consideration for the existing amendment.

Street naming and issues with emergency services navigating the site

115. A number of submissions raised concerns with the existing street arrangement of the Balmoral
Quay, Rippleside estate and the naming of the roads creating confusion for emergency
services accessing the site. Various submissions recall a particular example where emergency
services were unable to find a unit within the site.

Response

116. In discussions with the City’s Property Department, they have advised that this issue occurred
some time ago and has since been addressed by naming Yacht Approach, which previously
was not named. The boardwalk, and internal walkways where units are oriented to these were
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also named. Previously Yacht Approach was not named, and addressing was to Harbourside
Drive. It is noted that the Property Department has numerous landowners also existing in the
development that do not want the name or addressing change, however this process has
commenced to address the concerns previously mentioned.

117. Currently this process requires signage to be put up internally to the site, and the Property
Team can finalise their process. The developer has advised signage is being prepared and is
due to be displayed at the end of November 2023, and the property team has advised their
process typically takes 2-4 weeks, so in theory this matter should be resolved prior to 2024, or
in the early portion of 2024.

Issues with road widths and emergency services accessing site and blocking access to
residents

118. Two submitters raised issue with the road widths at the site and the ability of emergency
services to access the site. Additionally, one raised that during an emergency event because of
the single road access, residents would be unable to access their dwellings.

Response

119. The matter of road widths and ability of emergency services to access the site was raised by
several submitters. Ultimately, the matter of road widths was determined before the current
amendment or planning permit, as a part of the original development. There are no changes to
the road widths or alignments as a result of the planning permit.

120. With this in mind, when utilising Clause 53.02 Bushfire Planning Table 5 Vehicle access design
and construction, the minimum standards have been met. Specifically, that a minimum
trafficable width of 3.5 metres is provided, which has been achieved. As has the requirements
for all-weather construction, load limits, clearance of obstructions to the sides and vertically
from the road, and average/maximum grade levels.

121. If an emergency event occurs at the site, and emergency services block access to the site, it
would be a similar expectation to that of any other emergency response. Residents having to
wait a number of hours to enter their dwellings during an emergency is a minor inconvenience
in the context of an emergency.

Risk of landslip/stability of land

122. Two submitters raised concerns as to the risk of landslip from the surrounding embankment,
and the stability of the land.

Response

123. The supporting documents provided with the application include a geotechnical report which
contemplates a change to the height of the development, cut into the slope and basement car
parking. The report noted that their comments remain supportive of the proposal and that
despite difference in development plans from the original Planning Permit PP647/2004, these
do not take away from the recommendations or advice previously provided.

124. The report specifically notes that considering the current development plans propose to replace
the vast majority of slopes with an engineered retaining wall, and the portion of slope between
the Barwon Water Pumping Station and Harbourside Drive would remain untouched, the
assessment does not consider a slope stability risk assessment is required. This is supported
by the development eliminating potential slope instability via replacement with an engineering
retaining wall, which is considered to be an improvement. Further earthworks are considered to
be limited, particularly to existing slopes such that these existing slopes would be in no worse
condition than at present.

Issues with Urban Design Guidelines

125. Six submitters raised issue with the consideration and changes to the Urban Design Guidelines
March 2023. Some took specific issue with the interpretation by the officer that the existing
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development did not accord with the Urban Design Guidelines, and that the updates reflect the
emerging character of the area.

Response

126. Where inconsistencies were listed with the original Urban Design Guidelines 2000, these were
also reflected in the existing Comprehensive Development Plan 2000. Both documents
reference a larger number of non-residential uses that were never realised at the site. Further,
the village square components and built form outcomes did not necessarily reflect best practice
urban design outcomes, and similarly were not realised in Stages 1 through 4. Elements that
remain consistent with the existing Urban Design Guidelines and CDP were the retention of
views through the site, the separation of built form, and activation of the waterfront with
pedestrian infrastructure/built form. These elements remain in the proposed Urban Design
Guidelines and Comprehensive Development Zone.

Lack of electric vehicle charging spaces

127. One submitter raised concern about the lack of electric vehicle charging spaces provided at the
site, noting that the demand for electric vehicle spaces will increase in the future. It is noted that
the plans provide two electric vehicle visitor car spaces for the development.

Response

128. At least one electric vehicle charging space is required under the environmentally sustainable
design BESS Assessment to claim towards the transport contribution, which has been
provided.

129. Itis noted that there is no requirement within the Greater Geelong Planning Scheme to provide
any electric vehicle charging at a site, but it is an option that can be utilised to increase a
developments contribution to Environmentally Sustainable Design. Additional electric vehicle
parking cannot be required from the development as there is no minimum requirement in the
Planning Scheme.

Retail premise use

130. One submission queried what the proposed retail use would be.
Response

131. Itis understood that without knowing what the use is, it is difficult for the community to
comment on it.

132. Whilst this is acknowledged, it is fairly typical for developments to provide retail spaces before
obtaining a tenant. At this stage, the tenant for the space is not known which isn’t unreasonable
or uncommon in the planning process. Should a use seek to operate from the site that is not in
accordance with the Comprehensive Development Zone, a permit would be required, and a
relevant assessment undertaken.

Reduction in property values

133. Three submissions raised concerns with the developments impact on property values in the
area.

Response

134. The reduction in property values is not a consideration under the Planning and Environment
Act 1987.
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Precedent

135. A small number of submissions raised concern about the precedent that a seven-storey
development would set in Geelong, and also in locations close to the waterfront.

Response

136. Itis noted that once Stage 5 is completed, the Balmoral Quay Rippleside development is
finished, and there are no further opportunities for development at the site. Further the site is
one of few in Geelong that is affected by the Comprehensive Development Zone, which would
allow a scale of seven storeys to be contemplated. Any future proposal similar to this would
likely be subject to a planning scheme amendment process, or planning permit process that
would engage in community consultation, and each be considered on its merits. Another
amendment similar in scale has occurred at the Geelong Saleyards, Amendment C434ggee,
which incorporated a Comprehensive Development Zone with six storey height preferences
and a 10 storey maximum height. Developments of this scale are typically contemplated on
unique sites with access to high amenity location, public transportation, and services.

Mobility around the site

137. A number of submissions raised concerns with the existing infrastructure and proposed
pedestrian paths and their limitations for people with limited mobility.

Response

138. Upon visiting the site, it is noted that some footpaths have hard-edge curb at their edges,
making them un-navigable for those with limited mobility.

139. Whilst this matter was raised with the City’s Traffic and Infrastructure Team, a clear solution
has not yet been identified. The existing footpath network is outside the scope for the current
amendment and permit, and whilst a condition can be included on the proposed permit to
ensure all footpaths are accessible and designed appropriate, retrospective works are limited.

140. It is recommended the submitters who raise this as a concern further follow up with the City’s
Traffic and Infrastructure Team to see if remediation works can be undertaken through a formal
request process.

Supportive/no objection

Response

141. The G21 Geelong Regional Alliance, Committee for Geelong and Property Council of Australia
all prepared submissions supporting the amendment and planning permit. Many focused on the
increased housing demand and substantial growth of Geelong, and highlighted the site’s
location, nearby open space and public transportation, and connection to Central Geelong as
key reasons why the City should support the proposal. More specifically that the amendment
would facilitate urban infill at a strategically well located site.

142. All supportive submissions considered the built form to be of a high-quality design.

143. Various servicing authorities were provided the opportunity to comment on the amendment,
including Barwon Water, the Corangamite Catchment Management Authority (CCMA), Country
Fire Authority (CFA), Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning (previously
DELWP, now Department of Energy, Environment and Climate Action or DEECA), Powercor,
Wadawurrung Aboriginal Corporation. Of these authorities, only the CFA, Powercor and
DEWLP/DEECA provided commentary, which was either supportive of the development with
conditions, or raised no objection or concerns to the amendment or permit.
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ATTACHMENT 2 - AMENDMENT C436ggee - SUMMARY OF SUBMISSIONS

Attachment 2.2.2

DATE: 06/12/2023

Certain individual names have been redacted due to privacy permission.

Postal Summary
No. Surname Address Suburb
Scale excessive. Out of character for quiet residential area. Overshadowing to Rippleside park. Increase in
traffic will exacerbate existing parking issues. Reduction in car parking unreasonable. Safety concerns with
Balmoral access locations. Loss of views. Construction will cause unreasonable impacts to amenity and function of
1 Abikhair Crescent Rippleside area.
Individual Scale excessive. Increase in traffic will exacerbate existing parking issues. Safety concerns with access
2 Submitter Victoria Street Rippleside location. Overshadowing to neighbouring properties.
Individual Supportive of amendment — aligns with G21- Geelong Regional Alliance and delivery of housing supply and
& Submitter Ryrie Street Geelong choice in a highly accessible location in proximity to central Geelong.
Out-of-character. Strain on infrastructure. Safety concerns with access locations. Car parking reduction
4 Barry Vincent Avenue | Geelong unreasonable and will exacerbate existing parking issues.
Out-of-character. Safety concerns with access locations. Car parking reduction unreasonable and will
5 Barry Walker Street Rippleside exacerbate existing parking issues. Strain on infrastructure.
Individual Lady Nelson Increase in traffic and car parking on street. Safety concerns with access location. Pedestrian safety in area a
6 Submitter Drive Rippleside concern.
Individual Osborne Scale excessive. Impact to views. Overshadowing unreasonable to Rippleside Park. Increase in traffic and
7 Submitter Avenue North Geelong reduction in car parking and associated safety concerns.
Individual Scale excessive. Increase in traffic and car parking on street. Safety concerns with access location. Scale
8 Submitter Edward Street Rippleside excessive. Shadowing to Rippleside Park. Character impacts.
Individual Overshadowing and impact to Rippleside Park. Scale excessive. Detrimental to character. Increase in traffic
9 Submitter Liverpool Street | Rippleside and car parking on street. Safety concerns with access location.
Insufficient car parking, increase in traffic will exacerbate existing safety and parking issues. Traffic entering
Individual from Victoria Street overpass causes back up over bridge. Refurbished Rippleside park will increase parking
10 Submitter Liverpool Street | Rippleside demand in area. Overshadowing to properties. Safety concerns with access location. Scale excessive.
Increase in traffic will exacerbate existing safety and parking issues. Infrastructure strain. Overshadowing to
Rippleside Park. Increase population cause overcrowding of park/infrastructure. Insufficient attention to
sustainable design. Negative impact to view corridors, and visually dominant. Lack of community
11 Brown Victoria Street Rippleside engagement.
Individual Increase traffic strain on existing infrastructure. Street uncapable of handling additional vehicles. Safety
12 Submitter Margaret Street | Rippleside concerns with access location. Pedestrian safety. Scale excessive and out-of-character.
Individual Increase traffic would exacerbate existing parking issues. Streets uncapable of handling additional vehicles.
13 Submitter PO Box Essendon Fields | Safety concerns with access location.
Lady Nelson Oppose reduction of car parking. Increased traffic would exacerbate existing parking issues. There should be
14 Campbell Drive Rippleside 37 separate visitor spaces.
Increase traffic would exacerbate existing parking issues. Safety concerns with car parking design and
15 Cassar Margaret Street | Rippleside parking locations. Out-of-character.
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Postal Summary
No. Surname Address Suburb
16 Cavallo Holden Avenue | Rippleside Reduction in visitor parking. Road network cannot handle additional traffic. Scale excessive.
Individual No objection. The site is outside the Bushfire Prone Area. Advice regarding service delivery contact Fire
17 Submitter Lakeside Drive Burwood East Rescue Victoria.
Concern with Traffic analysis, impact not calculated. Increase traffic would exacerbate existing issues and
Individual safety issues with access areas. Amenity loss resulting from population and noise. Impacts to views.
18 Submitter Walker Street Rippleside Character impacts. Scale excessive for context.
Individual Scale excessive. Increase in traffic. Out-of-character. Increase in noise and pollution.
19 Submitter Victoria Street Rippleside
20 Collins Walker Street Rippleside Increase traffic and reduction in car parking. Pedestrian safety. Overdevelopment
Individual Gheringhap Supportive of amendment. Meets demand for housing options in suitable infill locations within a walkable
21 Submitter Street Geelong catchment of public open space and transportation. Provides high-quality housing choice.
Unaffordable. Likely to provide short term rentals/Airbnb which is detrimental to area. Impact to Rippleside
22 Cook Galley Way Armstrong Creek | park via overshadowing, character and view. Out of character.
Out of character. Scale excessive. Detracts from surrounding heritage. Shadow impacts only show 9am-3pm
which is unrealistic. Shadow impacts unreasonable to dwellings on Balmoral Crescent. Rippleside park
shadowing also unreasonable. Waste collection and safety an issue in narrow streets. Increase in traffic
Individual exacerbate existing parking issues. Pedestrian and cyclist safety concerns. Parking inadequate. Waste
23 Submitter Margaret Street | Rippleside collection a concern. Social housing cash contribution of 2.2% lacks community benefit.
Pedestrian safety. Intersection between footpath and crossovers is unsafe for cyclists and vehicles also due
to lack of sight lines to footpath. Access location of safety concern. Lack of consultation with community. Out-
Swinburne of-character and will negatively impact character. Streets not designed for increase traffic on Victoria Street
24 Cross Street Rippleside and Swinburne Street.
Overshadowing of Rippleside park. Negatively impact character. Scale excessive. Vehicle access
Individual arrangement unsafe, increased traffic of concern. Existing construction traffic causing major hazards in street
25 Submitter Victoria Street Rippleside network.
Individual Balmoral Increase traffic will exacerbate existing issues with safety.
26 Submitter Crescent Ripplside
Scale excessive. Negatively impact character and heritage of area. Overdevelopment. Increased population.
Increased traffic and associated safety issues. Competition for car parking. Vehicle access arrangement
27 Curtis St David Street | Rippleside unsafe.
Scale excessive, set detrimental precedent. Increase traffic would exacerbate existing issues. Liverpool Street
intersection unsafe. Reduction in parking. Noise. Safety issues for pedestrians and cyclists. Overshadowing to
28 Darragh Liverpool Street | Rippleside park.
Individual Traffic and parking concerns. Unclear how dwellings can increase but a reduction of car parking can be
29 Submitter Backwell Street | North Geelong sought.
Balmoral Scale excessive, increase in population, safety concerns for access location and emergency services. Lowers
30 Deam Crescent Rippleside value of properties. Increase in traffic exacerbating existing concerns. Overshadowing to Rippleside park.
Individual No objection.
31 Submitter
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Postal Summary
No. Surname Address Suburb
32 Edwards St David Street | Rippleside Scale excessive. Increase in traffic unreasonable.

Scale excessive. Out-of-character. Single access will exacerbate existing traffic issues and parking. Issues
with construction process and parking. Emergency services access to site. No commercial component should
Individual be included due to issues with parking in the area. The original permit required traffic lights at the end of

33 Submitter Lumb Place Rippleside Liverpool Street, when will this happen? View impacts to neighbours and shadowing impacts.
Out-of-character, scale excessive. Area does not have a school or supermarket so is car dependent. Increase
in traffic would exacerbate existing parking issues. Safety concerns with access location and increased traffic
volumes. Overshadowing to neighbouring properties and Rippleside Park. Not affordable housing. Apartments
34 Fagg Vivian Street Belmont too small. Overdevelopment.

Issues with explanatory report. Specific concerns with wording used. Explanatory report does not contemplate
impact to Rippleside residents. Issues with applicants supporting documents and planning report. Scale
excessive and out-of-character for area. Conflicts with planning policy. Unjustified development. Negatively
35 Fagg OAM Vivian Street Belmont impact neighbourhood, residents, and park users.

Conflicts with objective for medium density in Rippleside. Increase in traffic will exacerbate existing parking
issues. Not enough parking has been provided. Associated safety issues with increase in traffic particularly to
pedestrians and cyclists. Scale excessive, out-of-character. Negatively impact Rippleside Park. Access

36 Farrow St David Street | Rippleside location and safety concerns.
Scale excessive. Increase traffic will exacerbate existing issues with parking/traffic flow. Safety for pedestrians
Individual and cyclists. Safety and access locations. Out-of-character. Heritage impacts. Trains are overcrowded and
37 Submitter St David Street | Rippleside cannot handle increased use.
Lady Nelson Scale excessive, out-of-character. Shadow impacts to neighbouring properties and Rippleside park. Over-
38 Ferguson Drive Rippleside development. Impact heritage significance of area.
Overdevelopment. Existing issues with current partially completed development. Impacts to character and
Individual Lady Nelson amenity of area. Increase traffic and exacerbation of existing issues. Concerns with access location and
39 Submitter Drive Rippleside safety. Development potential precedent setting and impact upon heritage significance of area.

Increase traffic will exacerbate existing issues. Intersection layouts and road network problematic with safety
concerns from increased traffic. Unsafe for pedestrians and cyclists. Car parking existing issues will be

Lady Nelson exacerbated. Scale excessive. Over-development. Increase population place undue strain on existing

40 Ferguson Drive Rippleside infrastructure. Out of character.

Increase traffic will exacerbate existing issues. Road network problematic, increase traffic would cause
additional safety concerns. Unsafe for pedestrians and cyclists. Car parking existing issues would be

Lady Nelson exacerbated. Scale excessive. Over-development. Increase population place undue strain on existing
41 Ferguson Drive Rippleside infrastructure. Out of character.
Overdevelopment of site. Traffic hazard with single road access. Concern for emergency vehicle access.
42 Filby PO Box Rippleside Existing parking issues will be exacerbated. Concern for pedestrian and cyclists with increase in traffic.
Overdevelopment, scale excessive, out-of-character. Increase in traffic will exacerbate existing issues with
Drumcondra limited car parking and vehicle movements on unsafe road network. Single road access concern for
43 Fraser Avenue Drumcondra emergency services. Request for updated traffic modelling of area.
Individual Lady Nelson Overdevelopment. Scale excessive, out-of-character. Heritage impact and impacts to Rippleside park.
44 Submitter Drive Rippleside Additional commercial premises will create undue competition as there is an existing café. Existing car
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parking issues will be exacerbated. Concerns with access for emergency services. Restricts access to
foreshore for recreational fishing use due to lack of parking. Lack of EV capability. Additional pollution of Corio
bay. Storage and collection of additional waste bins not considered. Community concern.

45

Individual
Submitter

Melbourne
Road

Rippleside

Increase traffic will exacerbate existing parking and traffic management issues and pose safety risk to
pedestrians and vehicles. Existing road configuration unsafe for increased traffic.

46

Furneaux

Edward Street

Rippleside

Increase traffic will exacerbate existing issues around parking in the area. Current pedestrian/cycling
infrastructure unsafe. Out of character. Excessive scale.

47

Individual
Submitter

Mckillop Street

Geelong

Access arrangements unsafe. Increase traffic will exacerbate existing congestion and safety issues.

48

Gibson

St David Street

Rippleside

Excessive scale. Visually obtrusive. Increase to population will strain existing infrastructure. Out-of-character.

49

Glen

Lady Nelson
Drive

Rippleside

Rippleside Urban Design Guidelines are inaccurate. Requirements in the Guidelines direct for safe movement
for people with limited mobility. Footpath construction as a part of Stage 1 is not ramped for wheelchair
access. Incorrect information for Parking and Traffic claims access is from Yacht approach however no
access is provided. Proposed entry/exit poses safety issues. Requirement for 154 spaces, with 136 spaces
proposed. There is no provision of 16 visitor spaces as there cannot be shared with Marina spaces. Increased
traffic would reduce public accessibility to the area due to increase in parking demand. Provision of 90 bicycle
spaces will not impact car dependency.

50

Goodear

Po Box

Geelong

Issues with supplied Traffic and Transport Assessment. Underestimates car parking demand of residents. The
parking between the marina and visitors for the dwelling should not be shared. Estimated values are not
reflected of real life traffic volumes which are higher than indicated when stage 3-4 become operational.
Access arrangement via Liverpool St to Harbourside Drive and to Marine car park unsafe. Residences are
favoured via retirees who have no desire or need for 115 bicycle spaces and will be car reliant.

51

Goodman

Lothian St

Rippleside

Out of character. Increase traffic would cause safety issues for pedestrians and exacerbate existing parking
issues. Cash payment of 2.2% for social housing is inappropriate and housing should be provided.

52

Individual
Submitter

Lumb Place

Rippleside

Scale excessive. Out of character for area. Does not consider heritage values of area. Reduction of car
parking should not be supported. Increase in traffic demand resulting from the proposal will exacerbate
existing parking issues and congestion. Concerns with access arrangement and emergency services
accessibility. Impact to Rippleside park. Overdevelopment. Due diligence required for developer due to
ongoing issues with construction of Stages 1, 2 and likely 3 and 4.

53

Gorell

Balmoral Cres

Rippleside

Scale excessive. Existing development out of character and too high density. proposal will exacerbate existing
issues and is out-of-character.

54

Individual
Submitter

Po Box

Geelong

Lack of building inspection for existing Balmoral Quay development resulting in Sewer issues and breaches to
the National Building Code. The street names in Balmoral Quay resulting in safety issues for emergency
services and inconvenience to residents and visitors. Lack of footpath along Yacht Approach. Single access
point to Balmoral Quay unsafe. Removal of parking for existing Stage 1 a concern. Shared visitor spaces with
marina birth will exacerbate existing issues. Report does not consider doubling of traffic from Stage 3 and 4.
Access arrangement unsafe. 115 bicycle spaces unnecessary as area is car reliant. Stage 1 of Balmoral
Quay does not have a waste management plan, Stage 5 should not be able to proceed with existing issues.
Issues with sewer in area. Negative impact to character and operation of Rippleside PARK. Scale excessive
and out-of-character. Stability of cliff face during construction.
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Individual Balmoral Development is out-of-character and does not consider heritage significance of area. Scale excessive.
55 Submitter Crescent Rippleside
Reliance on the last traffic study which is over 20 years old should not be relied upon. An updated traffic
report should be required. Overshadowing to Rippleside park and surrounding area. Increase traffic will
Individual exacerbate existing issues. Concern for emergency vehicle access. Scale excessive and out-of-character.
56 Submitter Lumb Place Rippleside Access arrangement unsafe.
Individual Loss of amenity. Increase to traffic. Reduction in property values. Focus on economic benefit over
57 Submitter The Esplanade | Drumcondra environmental and social.
Individual Increase in traffic and car parking on street. Safety concerns with access location. Scale excessive.
58 Submitter St David Street | Rippleside
Scale excessive. Exceeds the 16m waterfront precinct height limit in the Central Geelong Framework Plan
March 2023. Dominant building form, out-of-character. Affordable housing contribution should not include a
cash option. Wind tunnel effect, particularly on high wind days as identified in Renzo Tonin assessment
inacceptable. The Urban Design Guidelines have not been met in relation to traffic. Increase in traffic will
exacerbate existing issues with safety and car parking. Unsafe access arrangement. Errors in supporting
amendment documentation Urban Design Guidelines. Issues resulting from ongoing construction at the site.
59 Hannan-Smith | Liverpool Street | Rippleside Two access/exit points insufficient and unsafe location.
Demographic utilising the apartments will not assist with alleviating the housing shortage as they are likely to
have multiple residences. Negatively impact Rippleside park via overshadowing and scenery. Additional traffic
60 Harry Muscovy Drive Grovedale will exacerbate existing car parking issues. Out-of-character.
Scale excessive. Limits existing views. Increase population will exacerbate noise and traffic congestion in
61 Harry Margaret Street | Rippleside area and result in unsafe traffic volumes.
No net-community benefit. Excessive scale, lacks response to key character elements. Out-of-character.
Negatively impact neighbourhood character. Increase to traffic exacerbate existing issues with vehicle
volumes and car parking. High-density development, cannot be termed ‘medium density’. Overshadowing and
dominance of Rippleside Park. Lack of response to heritage advice for further articulation. Fails to meet Urban
Design Guidelines Section A2.5. No convenience store proposed and fails to meet community needs.
Required services such as schools, supermarkets or health services are not located in a walkable catchment
62 Heriot PO Box Lower Sandy Bay | of the site. The social housing contribution option to be provided as a cash contribution is of concern.
Impact to Rippleside Park amenity and overshadowing. Increased traffic exacerbate existing issues with
Individual access arrangements and car parking. Scale excessive. Out-of-character. Traffic likely to cause safety
63 Submitter Victoria Street Rippleside hazards, and risk for pedestrians and cyclists.
Excessive scale. Negative impact to Rippleside park including overshadowing. Out-of-character. Increased
64 Horan Walker Street Rippleside traffic and associated issues with safety and parking. Concerns with intersection and access locations.
Excessive scale. Negative impact to Rippleside park including overshadowing. Out-of-character. Increased
65 Horan Walker Street Rippleside traffic and associated issues with safety and parking. Concerns with intersection and access locations.
Individual Infrastructure cannot handle increased pressure from increased population from proposal.
66 Submitter PO Box North Geelong
Overshadowing to Rippleside Park. Increased traffic and associated issues with safety for pedestrians and
67 Humphreys Victoria Street Rippleside parking. Increased congestion.
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Individual Excessive scale. Negative impacts to character. Increase traffic will exacerbate existing congestion issues
68 Submitter Rix Street Herne Hill and parking problems.
Individual View impact to existing dwellings nearby. Traffic arrangement cause for safety concern. Parking issues
69 Submitter Liverpool Street | Rippleside exacerbated.

Dwelling increase unreasonable. Scale excessive. Traffic and Transport Assessment does not consider
vehicles impact on road network. Increased traffic will exacerbate existing problems. Questions:

Individual - Is the previously proposed ‘no right turn’ from Yacht Approach intended to apply

70 Submitter Liverpool Street | Rippleside - Is a slip-lane necessary at Melbourne Road?

Out-of-character, scale excessive. Impact to heritage area. Over development of site. Infrastructure strain
from increased population. Removal of vegetation from site. Increased traffic will exacerbate existing parking
71 Jordan Walker Street Rippleside issues and cause safety issues for pedestrians and cyclists.

High density inappropriate. Out-of-character, scale excessive. Impact to heritage area. Over development of
site. Infrastructure strain from increased population. Removal of vegetation from site. Increased traffic will
exacerbate existing parking issues and cause safety issues for pedestrians and cyclists. Social and affordable
housing should not be provided via a cash contribution. Image on website deceptive — shows previous

72 Jordan Walker Street Rippleside development.
Impact to Rippleside Park amenity and overshadowing. Increased traffic exacerbate existing issues with
Individual access arrangements and car parking. Scale excessive. Out-of-character. Traffic likely to cause safety
73 Submitter Fryers Road Highton hazards, and risk for pedestrians and cyclists.
Impact to Rippleside Park amenity and overshadowing. Increased traffic exacerbate existing issues with
Individual Swinburne access arrangements and car parking. Scale excessive. Out-of-character. Traffic likely to cause safety
74 Submitter Street Rippleside hazards, and risk for pedestrians and cyclists.

Scale excessive. Overshadowing to Rippleside park. Increase in traffic would exacerbate existing
safety/congestion/parking issues and roads cannot handle additional volumes. Concern for safety of

75 Kent Victoria Street Rippleside pedestrians.
Individual Safety concerns with increased traffic and parking causing issues for emergency services access to area, and
76 Submitter Walker Street Rippleside site.
Impact to Rippleside Park amenity and overshadowing. Increased traffic exacerbate existing issues with
Individual access arrangements and car parking. Scale excessive. Out-of-character. Traffic likely to cause safety
77 Submitter PO Box Rippleside hazards, and risk for pedestrians and cyclists.
No architectural merit. Overdevelopment of site, scale excessive. Impact to Rippleside Park. Increasing traffic
78 Kiss Liverpool Street | Rippleside will exacerbate existing parking issues and detriment the area.

Scale excessive. Overdevelopment, inappropriate density for location. Out-of-character. Overshadowing
impacts. Unsympathetic to heritage of area. Increase in traffic will exacerbate existing congestion and parking

79 Koerntjes Walker Street Rippleside issues.
Individual Balmoral Reduction to car parking will exacerbate existing parking issues. Reduction to amenity of area. Out-of-
80 Submitter Crescent Rippleside character. Not responsive to nearby heritage overlay.
New height limits do not take into consideration the existing area or scale. Overshadowing to Rippleside Park.
Individual Increased traffic will exacerbate existing issues with car parking, and likely to cause safety issues for
81 Submitter PO Box Highton pedestrians and cyclists. Architectural merit. Incorrect figure or cost.
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Scale excessive. Overdevelopment, inappropriate density for location. Out-of-character. Overshadowing
impacts. Unsympathetic to heritage of area. Increase in traffic will exacerbate existing congestion and parking
82 Kurelja Walker Street Rippleside issues. Access location unsafe. Infrastructure cannot handle increase demand.

Out-of-character. Scale excessive. Overshadowing of neighbouring properties and park. Loss of amenity.
Reduction of car parking and increased traffic would exacerbate existing issues with congestion and parking.

83 Kurelja Walker Street Rippleside Resulting safety issues from access location.

84 Lalor St David Street | Rippleside Increase in traffic and car parking on street. Safety concerns with access location. Scale excessive.
Balmoral Increase in traffic and car parking on street. Safety concerns with access location. Scale excessive.

85 Lodge Crescent Rippleside Pedestrian safety in area a concern.

Excessive scale. Over development. Unresponsive to nearby heritage context. Increase in traffic would
exacerbate existing issues with congestion and parking. Safety issues for access location and

86 Lowe Margaret Street | Rippleside pedestrians/cyclists. Reduction of amenity.
Individual Out-of-character. Unresponsive to nearby heritage context. Increase traffic will exacerbate parking issues and
87 Submitter Margaret Street | Rippleside will cause safety concerns. Access location a concern for pedestrians.
Increased traffic will exacerbate existing parking issues which is a concern for those with limited mobility.
Lady Nelson There is no mobility within existing Balmoral quay making it difficult for those with limited mobility to navigate
88 Lyons Drive Rippleside the site.

No roadway between balmoral quay and Corio Bay. Excessive scale. Precedent setting. Over-development of
the site. Out-of-character, not responsive to context or surrounding heritage values. Impacts to view corridors.
Lakc of footpath connections around development. Increase traffic generated will exacerbate existing
congestion/parking issues. Lack of nearby facilities to cater for needs of residents. Construction issues and
traffic generation will be exacerbated. Road should be widened to development. Existing permit was meant to

Individual Balmoral restrict right turns from Liverpool Street. Sharing of marina and visitor spaces a concern. access location
89 Submitter Crescent Rippleside unsafe. Footpath infrastructure in area unsafe. Noise during construction.
Individual Scale excessive. Traffic increase will cause congestion.
90 Submitter Walker Street Rippleside
Balmoral Scale excessive and out-of-character. Increase traffic will exacerbate existing congestion and safety issues
91 Mahoney Crescent Rippleside for vehicles and pedestrians. Sets precedent.
Individual Balmoral Over development of the site. Scale excessive. Out-of-character. Concern for access location and safety of
92 Submitter Crescent Rippleside proposed access of Balmoral Crescent.
Individual Increase traffic would exacerbate existing congestion/parking issues.
93 Submitter St David Street | Rippleside
Out-of-character. Scale excessive. Overshadowing of neighbouring properties and park. Loss of amenity.
Individual Reduction of car parking and increased traffic would exacerbate existing issues with congestion and parking.
94 Submitter Walker Street Rippleside Resulting safety issues from access location.
Individual Scale excessive. Increase in traffic. Noise. Safety concerns. Out-of-character.
95 Submitter Victoria Street Rippleside
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Lack of architecture merit. Out-of-character. Scale excessive. Overshadowing of neighbouring properties and
Individual park. Loss of amenity. Reduction of car parking and increased traffic would exacerbate existing issues with
96 Submitter Margaret Street | Rippleside congestion and parking. Resulting safety issues from access location.
Individual History of Rippleside Park. Impacts to park excessive. Lack of parking. Increase in traffic.
97 Submitter Liverpool Street | Rippleside
Out-of-character. Scale excessive. Overshadowing of neighbouring properties and park. Loss of amenity.
Reduction of car parking and increased traffic would exacerbate existing issues with congestion and parking.
98 McKenzie Walker Street Rippleside Resulting safety issues from access location.
Grandview Out-of-character. Scale excessive. Overshadowing of neighbouring properties and park. Loss of amenity.
99 Mckenzie Street Ballina
Out-of-character. Scale excessive. Overshadowing of neighbouring properties and park. Reduction of car
Balmoral parking and increased traffic would exacerbate existing issues with congestion and parking. Resulting safety
100 McKinnon Crescent Rippleside issues from access location. Will set an unreasonable precedent for development in the area.
Reduction of car parking and increased traffic would exacerbate existing issues with congestion and parking.
Balmoral Resulting safety issues from access location. Out-of-character. Scale excessive. Overshadowing of
101 McKinnon Crescent Rippleside neighbouring properties and park.
102 McManus Margaret Street | Rippleside Scale excessive. Increase in traffic and reduction in car parking and associated safety concerns.
Drumcondra Impact to character of area. Obstruction of views to Bay. Scale excessive for location. Construction impacts
103 McNamara Avenue Drumcondra from past years will continue.
Individual Harbourside Increase in traffic and car parking on street. Safety concerns with access location. Scale excessive. Precinct
104 Submitter Drive Rippleside setting.
Individual Harbourside Supportive of amendment subject to increase to car spaces significantly. Concerns were increase in traffic
105 Submitter Drive Rippleside and car parking on street. Safety concerns with access location. Scale excessive. Precinct setting.
Individual Overdevelopment. Scale excessive. Unsafe for pedestrians. Increase in traffic.
106 Submitter Holden Avenue | Rippleside
Scale excessive. Impact to character of area. Cost of apartments unaffordable and does not address
107 Mills Muli Muli Drive Ocean Shores affordable housing issues. Out-of-character. Negatively impact character of area.
Scale excessive. Out-of-character. Unsafe/accessible location for emergency services. No consideration for
Individual heritage context. Reduction of car parking and increased traffic would exacerbate existing issues with
108 Submitter Wattletree Rd Drumcondra congestion and parking. Resulting safety issues from access location.
Lack of car parking and increased traffic would exacerbate existing issues with congestion and parking.
109 Modica Walker Street Rippleside Resulting safety issues from access location for pedestrians and cyclists.
Reduction of car parking and increased traffic would exacerbate existing issues with congestion and parking.
Resulting safety issues from access location for pedestrians. Construction issues arising from workers parking
110 Modica Walker Street Rippleside and using streets.
Out-of-character. Scale excessive. Overshadowing of neighbouring properties and park. Reduction of car
Individual parking and increased traffic would exacerbate existing issues with congestion and parking. Resulting safety
111 Submitter Victoria Street Rippleside issues from access location.
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Out-of-character. Scale excessive. Overshadowing of neighbouring properties and park. Reduction of car
parking and increased traffic would exacerbate existing issues with congestion and parking. Resulting safety
112 Neilson Walker Street Rippleside issues from access location.
Out-of-character. Scale excessive. Overshadowing of neighbouring properties and park. Reduction of car
parking and increased traffic would exacerbate existing issues with congestion and parking. Resulting safety
113 Neilson Walker Street Rippleside issues from access location.
Car park entry location safety concern for vehicles/pedestrians and queuing of vehicles on road. Increase
Individual traffic will exacerbate existing issues with congestion and parking. Emergency services access concern.
114 Submitter PO Box North Geelong Yacht approach will need to be modified. Public open space provided only for residents.
Scale excessive, our of character. Lack of services in area to cater for additional residents. Existing issues
Individual with development management. Increase traffic and access arrangements pose safety concerns. Increased
115 Submitter Liverpool St Rippleside population cause for safety concerns.
Scale excessive and out-of-character. Lack of services in area to service additional residents which will
require vehicles and vehicle movements. Waste management. Emergency services access. Concerns ith
current construction. Increased traffic will exacerbate existing congestion and parking issues. Access location
Individual for vehicles to site is unsafe. Safety concerns around increase population nearby. Non compliant with urban
116 Submitter PO Box Rippleside design.
Individual Scale excessive. Increase traffic will exacerbate existing congestion/safety/parking issues.
117 Submitter Margaret Street | Rippleside
Individual Will exacerbate existing traffic and parking issues. Access locations/arrangement unsafe.
118 Submitter Liverpool Street | Rippleside
Individual Overdevelopment of the site. Excessive scale. Out-of-character. Increase traffic will exacerbate existing
119 Submitter Lumb Place Rippleside parking/congestion/safety issues.
Individual Increased traffic will exacerbate existing parking/congestion/safety issues.
120 Submitter St David Street | Rippleside
121 Perks St David Street | Rippleside Out-of-character. Increase traffic will exacerbate existing parking/congestion/safety issues.
122 Perks St David Street | Rippleside Excessive scale. Out-of-character. Increase traffic will exacerbate existing parking/congestion/safety issues.
Individual Balmoral Overdevelopment of the site. Excessive scale. Out-of-character. Increase traffic will exacerbate existing
123 Submitter Crescent Rippleside parking/congestion/safety issues. Overshadowing and impact to Rippleside Park.
Out-of-character for both surrounding heritage area and existing Rippleside development. Visible location.
Social housing contribution should be greater than 2.2 percent. Lack of consideration for previous Panels
recommendations. Scale excessive, and highly visible. Over-development of the site. Negatively impact
character of the area. Increase traffic will exacerbate existing traffic issues around car
parking/congestion/safety and traffic management.
Masterplan referenced by Cardno Traffic and Transport Assessment not available. FIA application yet to be
received. Traffic calculations are flawed as they do not account for where there may be more than one visitor
to multiple dwellings. Traffic access location a concern. Has VicRoads/VicPolice been considered. Emergency
Individual services been contacted.
124 Submitter Walker Street Rippleside Safety concerns for pedestrians in the area with vehicle access location. Disability mobility around the site.

WWW.GEELONGAUSTRALIA.COM.AU

D23-491657

Page 60 of 334




Minutes for Council Meeting - 12 December 2023

Attachment 2.2.2

Postal Summary
No. Surname Address Suburb
Boundary fence height not shown.
Overshadowing to park and impact on surrounding residents.
Individual Overdevelopment of the site. Excessive scale. Out-of-character. Increase traffic will exacerbate existing
125 Submitter Walker Street Rippleside parking/congestion/safety issues. Overshadowing and impact to Rippleside Park.
Individual Overdevelopment of the site. Excessive scale. Out-of-character. Increase traffic will exacerbate existing
126 Submitter Walker Street Rippleside parking/congestion/safety issues. Overshadowing and impact to Rippleside Park.
Individual Supportive subject to conditions.
127 Submitter Locked Bag Melbourne
Out-of-character, does not consider heritage context of the site. Common elements not incorporated. Increase
Individual in traffic will exacerbate existing congestion/parking/safety issues. Access locations and increase population
128 Submitter Walker Street Rippleside cause concern for safety of pedestrians. Lack of mobility consideration.
Obscures views to bay for existing dwellings. Out-of-character, does not consider heritage context of the site.
Will negatively impact the heritage significant of the area and set an inappropriate precedent. Increase in
Individual traffic will exacerbate existing congestion/parking/safety issues. Access locations and increased population
129 Submitter Walker Street Rippleside cause concern for safety of pedestrians.
130 Quayle The Esplanade | Portarlington Out-of-character and will negatively impact the character of the area. Excessive scale. Fire risk.
Does not comply with Rippleside Urban design guidelines — nothing specific mentioned. Over development
and out-of-character. Increased traffic will exacerbate existing congestion/parking/safety issues. Traffic
management plan insufficient, further work should be done to consider existing context. Site access
arrangement unsafe. Traffic assessment last updated in July 2022, and therefor out of date. Engineering not
reflective of lived experience at site. Sharing marina spaces and visitor spaces as well as a reduction in car
parking exacerbates existing parking issues. Safety and access for those with limited mobility not considered.
Raglan Ridge Retail space use not confirmed. Unclear if Geelong Affordable Housing Trusts obligations to share the owners
131 Advisors Raglan Street South Melbourne | corporations costs and fees are not defined.
Impact to Rippleside Park amenity and overshadowing. Increased traffic exacerbate existing issues with
Individual access arrangements and car parking. Scale excessive. Out-of-character. Traffic likely to cause safety
132 Submitter Victoria Street Rippleside hazards, and risk for pedestrians and cyclists.
Increase traffic will exacerbate existing safety issues with road locations. Access location unsafe. Concern for
pedestrian safety. Exacerbate existing parking problem. Additional vehicle crease increase traffic noise. Lack
133 Rivers Victoria Street Rippleside of architectural merit. Out-of-character. Does not address housing crisis, likely used for short-term stay.
134 Rivers Victoria Street Rippleside Will exacerbate existing congestion/parking/traffic/safety issues.
Individual Increase traffic will exacerbate existing congestion/parking/safety issues. Scale excessive. Does not give
135 Submitter The Esplanade | Geelong consideration to heritage context.
136 Schultink St David Street | Rippleside Excessive scale. Out-of-character. Environmentally destructive.
Individual Scale excessive. Increase in traffic and parking issues. Foundation concerns with land.
137 Submitter The Esplanade | Geelong
Excessive scale. Out-of-character. Increase traffic will exacerbate existing congestion/parking/traffic issues.
138 Smith Walker Street Rippleside Safety concern with access arrangements.
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Individual Mowlamein Out-of-character, scale excessive.
139 Submitter Court Hamlyn Heights
Lack of appropriate road infrastructure to handle increased traffic. Increase traffic will exacerbate existing
140 Smith Liverpool Street | Rippleside congestion/safety/parking issues. Safety concern for pedestrians.
Cavendish Increased traffic will exacerbate existing safety issues. Access location unsafe. Fire risk and concern for
141 Smith Street Geelong emergency vehicles access.
142 Snook Walker Street Rippleside Out-of-character. Scale excessive. Lack of appropriate infrastructure and car parking.
Scale excessive. Out-of-character and not considerate of nearby heritage context. Increase in traffic
143 Snow Holden Avenue | Rippleside detrimental.
Scale excessive and out-of-character for suburb. Access arrangements unsafe. Overshadowing to
144 Snow Walker Street Rippleside neighbouring properties. Will obstruct exiting views to Bay from neighbouring properties.
Existing parking issues will be exacerbated with a further reduction. Unsafe vehicle access arrangements.
Individual Lady Nelson Emergency services unable to navigate existing site. Lack of pedestrian infrastructure fit for those with limited
145 Submitter Drive Rippleside mobility.
Set poor precedent in regards to scale and form. Excessive scale, exacerbate car parking and congestion
issues. Out-of-character. Not responsive to existing context. Density excessive, over-development. Visitor car
parking cannot be shared with marina use. Safety issues with access arrangements. Lack of pedestrian
infrastructure. Liverpool Street exit works not undertaken, either has work to Balmoral Cres left-only turn.
146 Speirs PO Box Geelong Shadowing to Rippleside park. Emergency vehicle access.
Scale excessive. Increased traffic will exacerbate existing congestion/parking/safety issues. Overshadowing
147 Squires Bell Parade Drumcondra to houses and park. Out-of-character. Not responsive to heritage context.
Out-of-character, not responsive to heritage context. Traffic will exacerbate existing congestion/parking/safety
148 Squires Bell Parade Drumcondra issues. Development unsympathetic for highly visible location.
Grandview Excessive scale. Out-of-character. Overshadowing to neighbouring dwellings and Rippleside Park.
149 Stagnitti Grove Drumcondra
Individual Additional traffic will negatively impact neighbourhood and surrounding street network.
150 Submitter Victoria Street Rippleside
Individual Out-of- character. Scale excessive. Increase in traffic and reduction in car parking and associated safet
151 Submitter Holden Avenue | Rippleside concerns.
Individual Scale excessive. Impact to views. Obscuring of views. Overshadowing of Rippleside Park. Traffic increase will
152 Submitter Liverpool Street | Rippleside exacerbate existing congestion and parking issues. Road network unable to cater for traffic volumes safely.
Individual Scale excessive. Increase in cars will exacerbate existing parking issues.
153 Submitter Liverpool Street | Rippleside
The Property Supportive of amendment. Compliments evolving character of Geelong and responds to housing demand and
Council Of Exhibition need for housing supply in desirable locations close to infrastructure and services.
154 Australia Street Melbourne
Excessive scale. Set inappropriate precedent for waterfront development. Out-of-character and unresponsive
155 Tilley Edward Street Rippleside to heritage context.
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Individual Overdevelopment. Excessive scale. Out-of-character. Will exacerbate existing parking issues and safety
156 Submitter St David Street | Rippleside concerns from increase in traffic.
Supportive of amendment. Identifies relevant strategic and planning policy support for the proposed
157 Urbis Pty Ltd James Street Geelong development and planning scheme amendment.
Out-of-character, excessive scale. Increase in traffic will exacerbate existing parking/congestion/safety issues,
158 Van Doornik PO Box Rippleside with concern for safety of road network with increase traffic volumes.
Over-development, out-of-character. Negatively impact environment for residents and visitors. Will obstruct
and monopolise views to the bay. Overshadowing to Rippleside Park. Increase in traffic will exacerbate
159 Walker Margaret Street | Rippleside existing congestion and safety issues, including for pedestrians and cyclists.
Individual Will exacerbate existing safety issues for pedestrians. Increase traffic will increase noise in the area. Access
160 Submitter Liverpool Street | Rippleside arrangement insufficient and unsafe.
Overdevelopment, excessive scale. Lack of adequate vehicular access to site. Lack architectural merit. Lack
of on-site recreational space for residents means they will rely on park for use. No additional expenditure to
improve Rippleside park. Overshadowing to Rippleside Park. Lack of revised traffic counts. Increased traffic
will exacerbate existing issues with congestion/safety/parking. Access arrangements unsafe. Emergency
161 White Bell Parade Drumcondra services access. Lack of parking. Visitor parking shared with Marina spaces.
Excessive scale, overshadowing to adjacent properties. Out-of-character. Overdevelopment/ excessive
Individual Balmoral density. Increase in traffic will exacerbate existing issues with congestion/parking/safety. Car parking access
162 Submitter Crescent Rippleside arrangement unsafe.
Out-of-character, unresponsive to heritage context of broader area. Increase in traffic will exacerbate existing
163 Williams Margaret Street | Rippleside safety/congestion/parking issues. Overshadowing to park.
Individual Concern for precedent set for scale in unique location. Impact to use and enjoyment of park. Reduction in car
164 Submitter Rix Street Herne Hill parking and increase in traffic wil exacerbate existing issues with parking/safety.
Individual Balmoral Increase traffic cannot be catered for in existing road network. Access arrangements unsafe. Will exacerbate
165 Submitter Crescent Rippleside existing parking issues. Scale excessive.
Individual Stradling Scale excessive. Impact to views of Corio Bay and detracting from waterfront amenity. Shadowing to
166 Submitter Avenue Geelong surrounding area and open space. Obstruction of views. Precedent setting. Lack of architectural merit.
Individual Excessive scale. Overshadowing to Rippleside Park. Increase to traffic will exacerbate existing
167 Submitter Walker Street Rippleside congest/parking/safety issues. Concern with safety of access locations.
Lady Nelson Increase in traffic will exacerbate existing issues with access arrangements and increase safety hazards in
168 Yee Drive Rippleside the area. Overshadowing to Rippleside park. Construction impacts will be extensive.
Increase in traffic will exacerbate existing safety concerns/parking issues/congestion. Height and scale
169 Yenik Liverpool Street | Rippleside excessive. Overdevelopment of site. Overcrowding, noise pollution.
Out-of-character, sale excessive. Increase traffic will exacerbate existing safety/congestion/parking issues.
Sharing of marina and visitor spaces and reduction in car parking should not be supported. Pedestrian safety
170 Yenik Liverpool Street | Rippleside with access location.
Individual Increased traffic will exacerbate existing issues with parking/safety/congestion. Concern for emergency
171 Submitter Liverpool Street | Rippleside services access.
Individual Increase in traffic will exacerbate existing congestion and safety issues. Concern with access arrangement
172 Submitter Liverpool Street | Rippleside traffic hazard. Concern for emergency services access.
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Postal Summary
No. Surname Address Suburb
Petition signed by 419 signatories.
Excessive scale, out of character. High density over-development not responsive to heritage context or highly
visible location. Will overshadowing park and neighbouring properties. Increased traffic and reduction in car
parking will exacerbate existing congest/parking issues. Safety concern for access location and traffic hazard.
173 Petition Smith Walker Street Rippleside Request expert reports for urban design.
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2.3. South-West Geelong Employment Land Review

Source: Planning & Design
Acting Executive Director: Joanne Van Slageren

Cr Aitken re-joined the meeting at 7.51pm

Cr Kontelj declared a Conflict of Interest in Iltem 2.3 — South-West Geelong Employment Land
Review in that Boral is a customer of the Company which Cr Kontelj is a Director and remained out
of the meeting room during discussion.

Purpose

1. To adopt the South-West Geelong Employment Land Review (the Review) final report and
support the preparation of an amendment to facilitate planning for the precinct.

Background

2.  The Review (see Attachment 1) is a result of recommendations in Amendment C395
Settlement Strategy Panel Report (2020) in relation to the future use and development of the
former Boral quarry at Waurn Ponds and the Western Industrial Precinct (WIP) in the
Armstrong Creek Growth Area.

3. These sites are currently nominated for future employment uses and should be planned
wholistically with regards to the broader Armstrong Creek growth corridor and regional
employment land needs.

Key Matters

4. The Review recommends the Boral and WIP sites form a single investigation area to deliver
approximately 170 hectares of employment land (net developable area), provides options on
how the employment land could be delivered and that any land surplus to the employment
needs can be considered for other strategic uses such as residential or tourism.

5. A planning scheme amendment is required to introduce the planning principles and
directions for the investigation area (Attachment 2).

6. The preparation of a precinct structure plan (or similar mechanism) will set out the detailed
land use and development requirements alongside a development contributions plan.

RESOLUTION - Item 2.3

Cr Nelson moved, Cr Harwood seconded -

That Council:
1. Adopt the South-West Employment Land Review, April 2023; and

2. Request the Minister for Planning authorise the preparation and
exhibition of a planning scheme amendment to implement the
recommendations of the South-West Geelong Employment Land
Review, April 2023 as described in this report.

Carried
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Financial Sustainability

7.

There are no significant financial implications to Council beyond that usually associated with
the planning scheme amendment process.

There is a separate process for Council to consider the timing, process and resource
implications to deliver the identified planning outcomes through a precinct structure plan or
similar mechanism. The City has had initial discussions with the Victorian Planning Authority
about preparing the precinct structure plan for this area following the proposed amendment.
This would be subject to a future Council decision.

In the long term, development contributions will be included as part of the planning for the
area.

Community Engagement

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

The draft review was circulated to the relevant agencies, major landholders and adjoining
neighbours in December 2022 to January 2023. Eight submissions were received.

Barwon Water and Department of Jobs, Skills, Industry and Regions provided servicing and
strategic employment land advice. Feedback has been included in the final report where
relevant.

The Wadawurrung Traditional Owners Aboriginal Corporation were notified of the project.
They will continue to be engaged in the planning scheme amendment process.

The landowners interested in developing the precinct were supportive of the key
recommendations with an additional development option provided in the final report to
address the feedback. Both submissions noted the need to progress the planning for the
area as soon as possible and recommended a memorandum of understanding be
considered to support the preliminary technical work being undertaken concurrently with the
planning scheme amendment to get the investigation area and high-level planning principles
into the planning scheme.

The policy amendment to set the strategic direction will be undertaken first then the detailed
precinct planning will commence. There is zoned employment land in the Armstrong Creek
North East Industrial Precinct to meet short term demand and progressing the detailed
planning for this precinct is not urgent relative to other priorities across the City.

A submission from a landholder on the west side of Draytons Road requested consideration
to be included in the investigation area. This request has not been included in the final
report. Draytons Road provides a logical edge to the employment precinct and incorporates
the land already identified for employment purposes. The land already identified more than
meets the land area requirements so additional land does not need to be identified at this
time. A transition between the employment land and farming zoned land west of Draytons
Road will be considered in the future planning.
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16. A submission from a landholder on McPhersons Road requested consideration be given to

17.

18.

19.

20.

how the proposed employment precinct will interface with the rural living precinct to the
north, including the protection of the rural living amenity residents currently enjoy. This is
important and a transition/buffer between the employment land and rural living land north of
McPhersons Road will be considered in the future planning.

A submission for a landholder on Whites Road wanted more information about how the
future land uses would be determined and the planning process. This information was
provided.

A query relating to potential opportunities to purchase employment land in the precinct was
also received. This was passed onto the landholder and the Business and Industry
Experience department.

As a result of submissions, an additional development option was included in the final report
and other minor text changes and corrections were made. These changes did not
substantially change the content or directions of the final report.

If Council resolves to support exhibition, nearby landowners and occupiers, prescribed
ministers and other relevant agencies will be directly notified during the exhibition period.
The broader community will be notified through notices in the local newspaper and the City
of Greater Geelong website.

Social Equity and Sustainability

21.

22.

23.

The outcome of this report will deliver employment land and ensure communities in south-
west Geelong have convenient access to employment land close to where they live.

The preparation of the PSP will need to address the culturally significant 3.6-hectare
Duneed Reserve off Ghazeepore Road site owned by the Wadawurrung Traditional Owners
Aboriginal Corporation. This site abuts the investigation area and an appropriate interface
will need to be determined in consultation with the Wadawurrung Traditional Owners.

Consultation has aimed to allow those potentially affected to have their say. There will be
another round of public notice and invitation to provide feedback as part of the planning
scheme amendment process.

Relevant Law/Policy/Legal Implications

24.

25.

The Boral and WIP land were subject to discussions at the Amendment C395 Settlement
Strategy Panel prior to Council adoption in 2020. The WIP proponents sought to have the
land designated for residential rather than employment purposes and Boral sought to have
their land rezoned to Urban Growth Zone and included within the settlement boundary.

Based on submissions the panel concluded:

25.1 Any redesignation of the WIP for residential use would be premature and without
sufficient certainty of the adjacent land use and employment land requirements in
Greater Geelong.

25.2  Any review of the WIP should not be considered in isolation of the Boral land, and the
broader ACUGA [Armstrong Creek Urban Growth Area].

25.3 There is insufficient strategic justification for the Boral land to be identified as a growth
area or rezoned to Urban Growth Zone as part of this amendment.

25.4 The Boral land could be designated in the Settlement Strategy for further investigation
to meet the municipality’s future housing needs at the end of its extractive use and
resolution of the DAL process.
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26. This report addresses the matters raised by the panel and provides a holistic planning
approach to this area with consideration of the employment land requirements.
27. The planning scheme amendment will be carried out in accordance with the Planning and
Environment Act 1987.
28. A summary of changes to the Greater Geelong Planning Scheme is provided in

Attachment 2.

Alignment to Community Plan and Vision

29.

30.

This report aligns with Our Community Plan 2021-2025 strategic priority:
Sustainable growth and environment.

This report aligns with the Community led 30-year Vision, “Greater Geelong: A Clever and
Creative Future” community aspiration:

Sustainable development that supports population growth and protects the natural
environment.

Conflict of Interest

31. No officer involved in the preparation of this report declared a general or material conflict of
interest.

Risk Assessment

32. There are no notable risks associated with implementing the recommendations contained in
this report.

33. There is arisk if the recommendations are not accepted, there could be a shortage of

employment land in the south-west of Greater Geelong.

Environmental Sustainability

34. This area is already identified for long term urban development in the Greater Geelong
Planning Scheme and G21 Regional Growth Plan.

35. The future detailed planning for the area will include environmental considerations such as
native vegetation, biodiversity, water, servicing, transport and environmentally sustainable
design consistent with precinct structure plan and other legislative requirements.

Attachments

1. South West Geelong Employment Land Review April 2023 adoption [2.3.1 - 89 pages]

2. Attachment 2 Council Report SW Geelong Employment Land Planning Scheme Changes

[2.3.2 - 3 pages]
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Context and Purpose

The City of Greater Geelong accommodates a significant amount of land zoned for
employment uses (defined here as industrial and related commercial zones). South west
Geelong - which includes the suburbs of Armstrong Creek, Waurn Ponds and Marshall - has
existing industrial zoned land at Marshall (called North East Industrial Precinct) and a future
employment precinct called Western Industrial Precinct. The area to the west of Armstrong
Creek (Boral land) accommodates an extractive industry area which has recently ceased
mining and is being considered for mixed-use employment development by the land owner.

The primary land owner of the proposed Western Industrial Precinct is seeking diversification
of land use including residential and accommodation uses and non-industrial commercial
uses.

Boral also proposes a change to land use on some of its land holdings from extractive industry
to a mix of employment, residential and tourism uses.

In this context, the City of Greater Geelong commissioned this report to provide information
on the state of the employment land sector in south west Geelong so as to inform land use
planning decisions for the area. A specific focus is to review employment land requirements
for:

= Boral quarry site (Boral land), which is 1,030 hectares (ha) of Special use Zone 7 (SUZ7)
land for Earth and Energy Resources Industry (this allows industrial uses, leisure and
recreation and place of assembly activities)

= Armstrong Creek Western Industrial Precinct (WIP), which is a proposed 140 ha industrial
area nominated for general and local industrial uses targeting 7,350 jobs.

This review considers those precincts in the context of the overall property market and seeks
to identify options for amount of land needed by type over a nominal 20+ year period having
regard to potential business type by sub-area and associated lot size guidance and urban
design guidance in terms of road hierarchy, layout and other transport connections. The
review takes into account attributes of land including topography, transport linkages and
potential buffer requirements.

1.2  Scope and Land Uses

The focus of this study is employment land in south west Geelong (urban area) and land that
is predominantly used for industrial or commercial uses but not focusing on activity centres.
The primary zones within the scope of the report are:

= Industrial 1, 2 and 3 zones (generally for manufacturing, logistics, service industry and
associated commercial uses)

B M22030 South West Employment Land Review 1 of 89
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= Commercial 2 zone (generally for office, industry and large format retail)
= Special use zones that have an employment role.

Figure 1: Employment Land Focus Area - Boral And WIP Sites
J
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1.3 Report Structure
This report is structured as follows.

= Section 2: Study area in context

= Section 3: Transport context

= Section 4: Policy and research context

= Section 5: Economic context

= Section 6: Market research

= Section 7: Employment land supply and demand
= Section 8: Views of stakeholders

= Section 9: Study area precincts

= Section 10: Options for consideration.

B M22030 South West Employment Land Review 2 of 89
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2.1 Major Employment Precincts in Geelong

Geelong has a number of diverse employment precincts (existing and planned). The following
figure and table provide an overview of employment land in Geelong.

Figure 2: Strategic Context

[ Industrial 1 zone
[ Industrial 2 zone
[ 1 Special use zone 7
[ Commercial 2 zone

() Existing employment areas
[1 South-west employment areas
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Table 1: List of Major Employment Precincts in Geelong

ID |Precinct name

Overview (additional information on land available for future

development is provided in Section 7)

Geelong Ring Road Employment
Precinct (GREP) (Corio / Lara)

2 Geelong North/Geelong Port

Pivot City Innovation Precinct
(North Geelong)

4  Central Geelong

5 Moolap Industrial Area

6 South Geelong/Breakwater

A large proportion of the GREP is for heavier industry uses
(Industrial 2 Zone) that require substantial amenity buffers for safe
operations. The remaining area provides for manufacturing,
storage and goods distribution land uses (Industrial 1 Zone).

491 ha of gross land area (approx.) for industrial and related
business uses.

Logistics, manufacturing, storage and distribution of goods
requiring access to key export markets. Also includes population/
servicing industrial activities in Geelong North.

According to data on geelongport.com.au, GeelongPort is a major
driver of Victoria’s economy, managing over $7 billion of trade and
supporting more than 1,800 jobs across the state. As Victoria’s
second largest port, GeelongPort handles close to 12 million tonnes
of cargo and more than 600 vessel visits each year.

778 ha of gross land area (approx.) for industrial and related
business uses. Total site is 1,755 ha gross.

Technology precinct of approximately 30 hectares within which an
11 hectare site is called Pivot City, which accommodates 50,000
sqm of workspaces for over 50 organisations with more than 1,000
on-site employees (pivotcity.com.au).

30 ha of gross land area (approx.) for industrial and related
commercial uses.

The primary activity centre for the region. Primary retail,
hospitality, commercial, civic, community services and cultural
centre. Includes a key education and study precinct (Deakin
University Waterfront Campus, the Gordon TAFE City Campus and
Geelong Tech School) and the region’s major University Hospital
and St John of God Hospital.

354 ha of gross land area (approx.) for CBD uses.

Population-servicing industrial uses with saltworks and
decommissioned refinery along the bay. Also includes the
Alcoa/Point Henry land which is identified for rezoning and
redevelopment as outlined under the Moolap Coastal Strategic
Framework Plan.

399 ha of gross land area (approx.) for industrial and related
commercial uses.
Mixed employment precinct with a focus on population-servicing

industrial uses.

246 ha of gross land area (approx.) for industrial and related
commercial uses.

M22030 South West Employment Land Review 4 of 89
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Overview (additional information on land available for future

development is provided in Section 7)

10

11

12

13

Avalon Employment Precinct

North East Industrial Precinct
(Armstrong Creek)

Armstrong Creek Town Centre

Western Industrial Precinct (WIP)

Waurn Ponds Train Station Precinct

Boral site

Geelong Future Economy Precinct
(Waurn Ponds)

Planned to be developed into a freight hub and business park.
Designed to support Geelong and western Melbourne logistics
functions as part of the draft Avalon Corridor Strategy. The draft
strategy establishes a high-level framework plan to guide land use
decision making in the Avalon Corridor, such as the location and
extent of future development.

780 ha of gross land area (approx.) for proposed industrial and
related commercial uses.

One of the two designated employment precincts within the
Armstrong Creek Growth Area. Designated as a local precinct
serving primarily future residents in southern Geelong and
Armstrong Creek. The Precinct Structure Plan was approved in
2010 although development yet to commence.

95 ha of gross land area (approx.) for industrial and related
commercial uses.

Major Activity Centre of Armstrong Creek Growth Area, likely to
accommodate a sub-regional retail centre and associated office
and community uses.

93 ha of gross land area (approx.) for planned major activity
centre.

Land subject to review in this report. Designated as an
employment precinct within Armstrong Creek. The precinct
structure planning process has not commenced.

158 ha of gross land area (approx.) for planned industrial and
related commercial uses. Note: in some documents this is quoted
as 140 ha of gross land area (approx.).

Planned for transit oriented development with a small
retail/commercial node and a variety of residential uses. The
precinct structure planning process has commenced but is not
complete.

Proposed small-scale activity centre within residential
development.

Land subject to review in this report. Former quarry site is being
remediated and owner has proposed a mixed use employment
precinct within parts of the land.

1,040 ha of gross land area (approx.) with concept for an
industrial and related commercial precinct on part of the site.

The Geelong Future Economy Precinct is an innovation precinct
aimed at commercialising research through public and private
partnerships.

Part of 543 ha university campus.

M22030 South West Employment Land Review 5 of 89
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3.0 TRANSPORT CONTEXT

3.1 Transport

The City of Greater Geelong has strong links with Victoria’s wider transport networks and it is
a major Victorian transport hub (see figure below). The Integrated Comprehensive Transport
Plan (2015) provided a high level summary of the City of Greater Geelong transport network.

3.2 Roads

Geelong’s main road link to the wider region is the Princes Freeway (M1), which links the
Geelong road network to Melbourne and western Victoria. Many of the region’s highways
converge in Geelong, including:

= Princes Highway

= Geelong-Bacchus Marsh Road
= Midland Highway

= Hamilton Highway

= Surf Coast Highway

= Bellarine Highway.

All these regional level highways link with the M1 (Geelong Ring Road), providing through
access to Melbourne. Geelong is also the gateway to the Great Ocean Road.

The G21 Regional Growth Plan identifies a number of matters for review:

= Increasing congestion on the M1 corridor arising from continued urban growth is a
constraint on travel between Geelong and Melbourne, especially during peak periods.

= Growth to the south of Geelong and on the Bellarine Peninsula will increase pressure on
the existing road network in these areas.

= East-west routes containing freight traffic within the Geelong CBD are in conflict with
high pedestrian volumes.

= The rural road network plays an important role in the region’s economy, providing links
between the farm gate and market.

3.3 Rail
Geelong is linked by passenger rail to Melbourne and Warrnambool.

Passenger services are provided by V/Line trains through the municipality’s eight stations.

Geelong also lies on the standard gauge network providing the main rail link between
Melbourne and South Australia, Western Australia and the Northern Territory, with additional
links to the Mallee grain lines. This rail link is used mostly by freight services, although it also
carries some passenger services linking from Melbourne to Adelaide.

B M22030 South West Employment Land Review 6 of 89
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Figure 3: Transport Network
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The G21 Regional Growth Plan states that there are gaps in the broad and standard gauge
freight network, limited peak passenger rail services to Melbourne, capacity issues within the
Geelong-Armstrong creek corridor (with a single line tunnel and stabling yard location) and
issues with the extent of bus network coverage and its frequency.

The rail line to Waurn Ponds Station is currently being duplicated, which will increase service
capacity. The state government states that South Geelong to Waurn Ponds Duplication
project is underway to enable more services and improved reliability on the Geelong Line. The
project will deliver the critical upgrades needed between South Geelong and Waurn Ponds to
enable five train services per hour during the peaks and three per hour between the peaks for
Marshall and Waurn Ponds stations?.

The Regional Rail Link project, along with the investigation of a rail connection to Avalon
Airport, will enable significant network improvements, support growth and drive economic
activity. Further opportunities could be explored for the rail revival of passenger services to
Ballarat and stabling yard relocation to support growth.

34 Bus

Timetabled local bus services provide 1,198 services each weekday across 30 routes operating
throughout the City of Greater Geelong metropolitan region and the Bellarine Peninsula.

The majority of bus routes provide access to the central area of Geelong, with some providing
links between towns within the region. The Moorabool Street bus interchange operates as a
CBD terminus for Geelong bus routes and also provides for transfer opportunities between
these bus routes.

The bus interchange at Geelong Railway Station provides a transfer opportunity between
Geelong town bus routes and regional V/Line coach and train services.

The 2022/23 Victorian State Budget provided funding for service uplifts for bus routes in the
growth areas of Torquay and Armstrong Creek. The state government is looking to upgrade
the local bus network to connect growth areas in Torquay and Armstrong Creek to key
destinations including to rail services and to Geelong?.

3.5 Ports

The City of Greater Geelong is home to Victoria’s second largest port, after the Port of
Melbourne. The Geelong Port mainly exports raw materials including petroleum products,
bulk grain and woodchips. The Port handles around 12 million tonnes of cargo and more than
600 vessel visits each year. The Port operates over 90 hectares of land and comprising of 15
berths over two primary precincts, Corio Quay and Lascelles.

! bigbuild.vic.gov.au/projects/geelong-line-upgrade/projects/geelong-line-duplication
2 engage.vic.gov.au/ArmstrongCreekandTorquay
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Geelong became the Victorian port for the Spirit of Tasmania ferry service in 2022, at Spirit of
Tasmania Quay.

3.6 Airports

Avalon Airport is a commercial aviation aerodrome situated on 1,753 hectares, 15 kilometres
north east of Geelong. The airport provides domestic passenger and freight services.

The Avalon Airport Master Plan (2015) provides direction for the future development of the
airport and sets out the development objectives for the airport, together with concepts for
individual precincts. The timing and form of development will be influenced by a multitude of
factors. The masterplan includes the following:

= The expansion of the existing domestic terminal to accommodate international
operations (up to 10,000 square metres)

= The provision to construct a new international terminal

= The establishment of airfreight terminals

= The provision to lengthen the existing runway to up to 4,000 metres

= The development of residential hotels

= The development of the site to accommodate retail, commercial and industrial uses

= The continuation of the Australian International Airshow until at least 2025

= The reservation of the rail reservation

= The provision for recreational and sporting facilities.

A dedicated airfreight facility is planned near the Eastern Apron to facilitate the transfer of
freight to and from the road and any future rail network.

Victoria - The Freight State: The Victorian Freight and Logistics Plan acknowledges Avalon
Airport as having the potential to become the preferred gateway for freight into Victoria due
to its “excellent land transport connections, land availability and accessibility for high value
regional produce exports to the Asian markets.”

3.7  Study Area Linkages

Boral land is adjacent to and traversed by three major regional transport linkages: Geelong
Ring Road, Princes Highway and the rail line (see Figure 3 above).

The Western Industrial Precinct is accessed by the secondary road network and has no direct
interface with major regional transport linkages.
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4.0 POLICY AND RESEARCH CONTEXT

4.1 Overview

This section provides a summary of policy and research documents that are of relevance to
employment land in the south west Geelong.

4.2  G21 Regional Growth Plan (2013)

The G21 Regional Growth Plan provides a strategic planning framework for the Greater
Geelong region. The G21 Regional Growth Plan covers the municipalities of City of Greater
Geelong, Colac Otway Shire, Surf Coast Shire, Borough of Queenscliffe and the southern
portion of Golden Plains Shire.

The vision for the G21 region is as Australia’s most desirable destination for living, visiting,
working and investing and being renowned for its vibrant cohesive community, exceptional
physical environment and vigorous economy. Principles to achieve the vision are:

= Optimise infrastructure and consolidate strengths

= Diversity, knowledge and innovation

= Unique and connected communities

= Protect, restore and enhance our unique environment
= Food, water and energy security

= Live, work and participate locally

= Build our economy

= Accessible transport choices

= Balanced, consistent and collaborative approach.

To build the G21 region’s economy, a broad range of employment options will support the
development of a resilient and robust economy.

Economic and employment growth in the region is expected to focus on existing core
infrastructure strengths and vocational opportunities, including the following sectors:

= Education, research and health with a focus on Deakin University and primary health
providers

= Services, freight and logistics based around Geelong Port, Avalon Airport and the
Geelong Ring Road Employment Precinct

= Agriculture and food processing
= Advanced manufacturing
= Tourism

= The emerging low carbon/sustainability sector.
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Future directions and initiatives include:

= Strengthen and protect existing and planned employment areas including tourism
precincts and district town activity centres

= ldentify new employment nodes, including a new Education, Health and Research Hub
at Deakin University, a long term potential employment hub at Waurn Ponds South
(subject to further investigation). The Blue Circle, Waurn Ponds employment node
(Boral) is identified as a long-term investigation area.

= Industrial land supply information indicates that the majority of the G21 region’s
industrial land stocks are located in Geelong.

= There are a variety of existing zoned industrial precincts and a significant future
(unzoned) industrial supply identified to meet future needs. Within urban Geelong,
existing and planned supply levels are healthy for the medium to longer term.

= Across the G21 region, the majority of vacant industrial land has historically been
consumed in the City of Greater Geelong.

= Asignificant proportion of Greater Geelong’s vacant land supply lies in fringe developing
precincts.

= Thereis a need to avoid oversupply of active growth fronts so as not to adversely impact
economies of scale.

= Land supply should be regularly monitored to respond to changes in population and
housing growth.

= An Education, Health and Research Hub is being developed at Deakin University.

= There is long-term potential for an employment hub at the Boral site subject to further
investigation.
4.3 Greater Geelong Planning Scheme

The Greater Geelong Planning Scheme and incorporated documents include the following
directions of relevance to this report.

Armstrong Creek:

= The economic plan is to create an economic and employment structure that
complements the broader Geelong region while providing employment areas, business
opportunities and local jobs.

= The overall concept is for an economic plan that strives to deliver one job for every
household in a range of activity centres, employment areas and within residential areas.
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= The indicative job mix was envisaged as follows:

Major Activity Centre*

North Eastern Neighbourhood Activity Centre*
South Eastern Neighbourhood Activity Centre*
Local Shops (Residential)*

North Eastern Industrial Precinct

Western Industrial Precinct

Home Based Business

Specialised Local Centres in Industrial Zones
Other

Total Jobs

Western Industrial Precinct (WIP):

3,540
248
213
214
8,000
7,350
2,200
190
1,000
22,955

Attachment 2.3.1
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= The plan identifies the WIP as a key future employment area for Geelong. It is expected

to be developed across 140 hectares and host approximately 7,350 jobs. The job mix is
anticipated to primarily comprise managerial, professional, technical, trades, transport

and labouring jobs.

North East Industrial Precinct (NEIP):

= The primary role of the NEIP is to be the home of businesses that serve the regional

population and business base with light industry and trade supplies. This area can expect
to hold approximately 8,000 jobs. The proposed job mix will be focused on technical,

trades, transport and labouring jobs.

Boral land:

= The Boralsite is zoned Special Use Zone Schedule 7 ‘earth and energy resources industry’.

The objectives of the zone are:

— To recognise or provide for the use and development of land for earth and energy

resources industry.

— To encourage interim use of the land compatible with the use and development of

nearby land.

— To encourage land management practice and rehabilitation that minimises adverse

impact on the use and development of nearby land.

= The range of uses permitted on the Boral site includes some employment uses, however

some intensive uses may require an amendment to the planning scheme.
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4.4 Research Reports
Geelong Economic Profile (Informed Decisions for City of Greater Geelong, 2021)

This is an economic development advisory report that provides a high-level statement that
employment floorspace in Geelong should increase as population growth continues.

The report found that over last decade, Greater Geelong experienced a significant increase in
service sector jobs, especially in Geelong CBD. This trend is potentially likely to continue into
the future and will require more commercial floorspace that meets modern amenity demands
to accommodate the increasing service jobs.

Industrial Land Supply Report (City of Greater Geelong, 2018)

This report provides an update to 2015 land supply estimates. The report used the land
consumption method to identify future demand. The report states:

= In total, there is approximately 21 years industrial zoned land across Greater Geelong
based on the average annual rate of land consumption in the period 2015 to 2018
excluding Avalon SUZ and the Western Employment Precinct. In terms of future
(unzoned) industrial land stocks it is estimated that there is 7 years of additional supply.
However, state and local government investment facilitation units report that businesses
have had difficulty in finding appropriate industrial land for investment.

= Thereis a current shortfall of industrial land to meet local servicing requirements in Lara
and Ocean Grove. There are planned employment precincts in both of these areas but
they are currently not available to the market, leading to a shortage of immediate supply.

= In order to meet ongoing demand, additional land supply is proposed for northern
Geelong and south west Geelong.

= Aconfirmed plan for employment generating uses is required for the south west Geelong
region having regard to Deakin University, Armstrong Creek precincts and Boral land.

Armstrong Creek Growth Area — Employment Forecast Review Final Report (SGS Economics
and Planning for City of Greater Geelong, July 2018)

The purpose of the report was to undertake an employment forecast review for the Armstrong
Creek Growth Area and to articulate the assumptions that underpinned the employment
forecasts for the plan in 2008, and to update these assumptions and recommendations.

The report found that the amount of land allocated for long term employment in the WIP is
‘about right” with an estimated 180 ha required to accommodate 9,100 jobs over time.

The SGS report utilises a metropolitan Melbourne-based set of ratios to inform employment
area jobs and projections. The types of employment uses are nominated as local, district-level
activities and strategic economic activities. The report provides a recommendation that a
further review of the employment land should be conducted in 10 years’ time.
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5.0 ECONOMIC CONTEXT

5.1 Economic Context Themes

This section provides a summary of the key factors influencing the development of
employment land in Victoria and Greater Geelong. These trends are incrementally shifting
the type and amount of zoned employment land required and changing how existing
employment land is used.

Within this context, the City of Greater Geelong seeks to expand the services, knowledge,
innovation and advanced manufacturing sectors of the economy. This aligns with a long term
structural shift in the economy away from traditional heavy industry to a more diversified
services and knowledge based economy.

" [ |
" " | |
Globalisation and the free The introduction of automated Sectors involved in logistics
movement of people, goods technology is reducing job such as transport, storage and
and services has increased density of employment land wholesale trade have become
competition and has resulted and creating the need for significant drivers of industrial
in a decline in the proportion upskilling of the workforce. land demand. These sectors
of jobs within manufacturing in tend to have low employment
Australia. densities.
nRnEng
H LIE )
T
Manufacturing growth has Many high tech modern The proximity of employment
been focused in advanced industrial sectors are low- precincts to key transport
manufacturing, where use of impact and compatible with routes has emerged as a key
new technologies support other employment generating priority for industrial
competitive production. uses, including large-format occupiers. This stems from
Growth sectors may include retailing and standalone office. transport costs typically
those that draw on local Some required dedicated and comprising a large share of
advantages in agriculture, specialises buildings and operational cost, compared to
mineral goods and precincts. rental cost.
environment (e.g. advanced
fibres and battery technology).
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Health care and social
assistance are among
Geelong’s biggest and fastest
growing sectors. The Central
Geelong Medical Health
Cluster is the spatial focus for
this sector.

As an example, Epworth
Geelong has grown from 350
employees to 1,100 to meet

growing demand.

\e

Population-servicing industrial
uses - such as automotive,
construction and trade
supplies - are important to
support the local economy.
These firms tend to occupy
small-scale factoryettes and
main road based commercial
precincts.

According to the City of
Greater Geelong, there are
more than 19,000 small
businesses in Greater Geelong
that account for 97% of all
businesses. They generates

around S7 billion or 30% of the

total annual revenue in
Greater Geelong.

Education is Geelong’s fifth
largest industry and has grown
strongly in recent years.
Deakin University is a key
anchor for high tech
businesses as part of the
Geelong Future Economy
Precinct.

Activity centres accommodate
a mix of commercial, civic and
retail uses and higher density
housing. High amenity
employment precincts (such as
PivotCity) are emerging as new
types of employment precinct.
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The economic development
strategy seeks to expand the
services, knowledge,
innovation and advanced
manufacturing sectors. This
aligns with a long term
structural shift in the economy
away from traditional heavy
industry to a more diversified
services and knowledge based
economy.

S

Major port and airport assets
linked to major road and rail
networks support regional-
scale logistics and related
industries in the north,
including in Lara and Corio.

The Avalon Airport precinct is
planned to accommodate a
major industrial, commercial
and business park for long
term employment growth in
the north.
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5.2 Population and Dwellings

The City of Greater Geelong had an estimated population of 271,057 as at 2021 (Australian
Bureau of Statistics). The population has grown by approximately 87,500 over the past 20
years at a rate of 1.97% per annum.

The latest available forecast data suggests the population may continue to grow at a similar
rate and increase by 124,300 over the next 20 years to reach 393,300 by 2041. Dwelling
growth rates are similar to population on an annual average change basis (i.e. around 2% per
annum). Greater Geelong had 81,100 dwellings in 2001, 119,700 dwellings in 2021 and is
expected to have 176,700 dwellings in 2041.

Figure 4: Population Trends and Projections, Greater Geelong, 2001-2041
450,000
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350,000 330,428
298,716

300,000 268,984
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Source: Derived from forecast.id online for City of Greater Geelong, May 2019

Note: These population forecasts were undertaken in 2019 prior to the COVID-19 pandemic. Future updates may change the data.

The City of Greater Geelong has developed a range of population growth scenarios in the
Geelong Settlement Strategy, which provides alternative scenarios for growth. The figures are
given in annual average change terms for 2016 and 2036. This provides a rate of up to 3.2%
per annum for the purposes of sensitivity testing in planning projects.

Table 2: Population Growth Scenarios

Scenario A Scenario B Scenario C Scenario D Scenario F
Long term historic Current/official Strong growth G21 aspirational Growth surge
1.5% 1.7% 2.2% 2.7% 3.2%

Source: Spatial Economics, November 2017 in Geelong Settlement Strategy
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A breakdown of the forecast.id population projections by small areas is provided in the map
below, which highlights the south west Geelong area (around Armstrong Creek) as a growth
node.

Figure 5: Dwelling Forecast by VIFSA Small Area, 2016-2041
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Source: forecast.id, dated 2019
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5.3 Industry Structure Trends

The following table and figure show the ABS Census count of jobs within the City of Greater
Geelong by industry sector between 2001 and 2021 at five year intervals. Total population is
also shown.

Overall, the industry of employment data provides a very positive picture of the Greater
Geelong economy. Highlights of the data are:

= The overall growth in jobs has consistently outpaced population growth, particularly in
the five years to 2021 (4.4% p.a. versus 2.5% p.a.).

= The structural shift in the economy that led to job losses in manufacturing over 20 years
has now stabilised (i.e. no net growth or decline in the five years to 20201). The decline
in the early part of the data period relates primarily to closure of heavy industries such
as Ford manufacturing® and Point Henry aluminium smelter and rolling mill. Ford still
conducts Research and Development in Geelong employing a significant cohort of staff.

= Theindustrial land using wholesale trade sector boomed in the five years to 2021 at 9.3%
p.a. growth. Transport, postal and warehousing has consistently grown over the past
two decades.

= Strong economic and population growth is reflected in significant growth in the
construction sector (9.8% p.a.) and to a lesser extent utilities.

= The structural economic shift towards service sectors is reflected in the data. Overall,
service sectors have grown above population growth rates over 20 years and at a high
4.2% p.a. over the five years to 2021.

= The highest growth service sectors in the five years to 2021 have been population-driven
sectors like health care and social assistance and public administration and safety, and
business services like professional, scientific and technical services and financial and
insurance services.

= The retail trade sector has been relatively sluggish for an extended period of time due
to historic high rates of retail provision and industry-wide pressures from online and e-
commerce formats. Jobs growth in the sector remains below population growth.

For this employment land review, the implications include:

= Growth in logistics activity, which is strategically planned to be primarily located in the
northern Geelong region and the Avalon Airport precinct

= Growth in service sectors, which support commercial office developments of various
formats in activity centres and business parks

= Growth in businesses that serve and support population catchments, like light industry,
trade supplied and related commercial uses.

3 The Ford engine plant was purchased by a developer, who is developing an Advanced Manufacturing Hub at the site.

B M22030 South West Employment Land Review 18 of 89

Page 90 of 334



Minutes for Council Meeting - 12 December 2023 Attachment 2.3.1

Hill

Table 3: Jobs by Industry Sector and Population, Greater Geelong, 2001-2021

Sector / Year

change | change

Primary Industry

Agriculture, Forestry and Fishing 887 738 670 954 1,086 2.6% 4.9% 1.0%
Mining 73 94 106 142 176 4.4% 52% 4.5%
Sub-Total 960 832 776 1,096 1,262 29% 5.0% 1.4%

Core Industrial Land Sectors

Manufacturing 12,235 11,924 10,155 7,558 7,542 0.0% -29% -2.4%
Wholesale Trade 2,804 2,562 2,357 2,002 3,124 93% 29% 0.5%
Transport, Postal and Warehousing 2,117 2,822 2,765 3,305 3,850 3.1% 3.4% 3.0%
Sub-Total 17,156 17,308 15,277 12,865 14,516 2.4% -0.5% -0.8%

Utilities and Construction

Electricity, Gas, Water and Waste Services 481 702 911 1,210 1,443 3.6% 4.7% 5.6%
Construction 3,670 4,777 5,327 7,101 11,329 9.8% 7.8% 5.8%
Sub-Total 4,151 5,479 6,238 8,311 12,772 9.0% 7.4% 5.8%

Service Sectors

Retail Trade 12,686 11,384 11,354 12,851 13,730 1.3% 1.9% 0.4%
Accommodation and Food Services 3,211 5,005 5,440 7,303 8,636 3.4% 4.7% 5.1%
Information Media and Telecommunications 802 980 830 853 803 -1.2%  -0.3%  0.0%
Financial and Insurance Services 1,399 1,584 2,358 2,580 3,158 4.1% 3.0% 4.2%
Rental, Hiring and Real Estate Services 829 1,008 1,090 1,264 1,382 1.8% 2.4% 2.6%

Professional, Scientific and Technical Services 2,877 3,496 3,954 4,973 6,619 5.9% 5.3% 4.3%

Administrative and Support Services 1,759 2,138 1,868 2,357 2,760 3.2% 4.0% 2.3%
Public Administration and Safety 1,860 3,692 4,093 5,248 6,960 5.8% 5.5% 6.8%
Education and Training 6,284 7,331 8,481 10,302 12,404 38% 39% 3.5%
Health Care and Social Assistance 8,454 10,005 12,587 16,428 22,818 6.8% 6.1% 5.1%
Arts and Recreation Services 1,418 1,006 1,187 1,511 1,638 1.6% 3.3% 0.7%
Other Services 2,462 2,931 3,040 3,556 4,208 34% 33% 2.7%
Sub-Total 44,041 50,560 56,282 69,226 85,116 4.2% 4.2% 3.3%
Other
Inadequately described/Not stated 459 465 586 3,569 4,226 34% 21.8% 11.7%
Total Jobs 66,767 74,644 79,159 95,057 117,909 4.4% 4.1% 2.9%
Population 186,889 201,495 215,837 239,529 270,776 2.5% 2.3% 1.9%
Source:

Jobs data: ABS Census 2001 - 2021, Working Population Profile, Place of Work; 2001 modified to fit categories on a best fit basis
Population data: Estimated Residents Population for 2006 to 2021; Usual Resident Population for 2001
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Figure 6: Jobs by Industry Sector and Population, Greater Geelong, 2001-2021
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5.4 Unemployment

The unemployment rate in Geelong is at an historic low, which indicates a strong level of
employment and business activity.

The 12-month average unemployment rate to December 2021 was 2.4% in Geelong, a
decrease of 0.1 percentage points from the previous month and 2.1 points lower than the
same time a year earlier.

The 12-month average unemployment rate to December 2021 for Geelong was 2.7 points
lower than the Victorian unemployment rate (5.1%) and 2.9 points lower than the Australian
unemployment rate (5.3%).
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Figure 7: Geelong Unemployment Trend
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6.0 MARKET RESEARCH

6.1 Overview

This section provides market research information for the industrial and related commercial
property market in Geelong. The focus of the information is:

= Overview of the industrial market in Victoria
= Investment activity trends in Geelong
= Sales transaction trends.

6.2 Market Context

The industrial market in Victoria has gone through a period of high demand leading to rapidly
increasing prices for industrial land over the past three years.

Drivers have included rapid growth in logistics in part driven by a boom in online retail and
eCommerce (boosted by COVID-19 restrictions on in-person shopping during 2020 and 2021)
and the ongoing consolidation of Victoria as the nation’s leading logistics hub.

Long term population growth (albeit with a pause during the pandemic) and high levels of
residential and non-residential construction have supported the industrial sector. The sector
has also been supported by ongoing investment from institutional investors.

Zoned land supply is being taken-up at a record pace, for both development and land banking.

A shift of people out of parts of Melbourne to lifestyle locations and regional areas during the
pandemic has facilitated increased demand in the Geelong region, which is benefitting from
population driven growth and due to its proximity to the nation’s biggest industrial hub.

The following graphic by CBRE summarises trends in industrial land take-up and floorspace
absorption to 2021 in metropolitan Melbourne. This provides evidence of strong demand for
industrial land in recent years. The data shows an upward trend over the past decade in terms
of land and floorspace take up by businesses, particularly in the state’s most significant
industrial precincts (called SSIP).
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Figure 8: Industrial Land Take-up and Floorspace Absorption in Metropolitan Melbourne
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6.3 Investment Activity
Investment data indicates significant industrial investment activity in the Geelong region.

There were approximately 350 projects identified across Greater Geelong from the past 5-10
years according to the Cordell Connect data base. This includes refurbishment/additions.

A summary of the projects by their year of first reporting is shown below. The table below
indicates a boom in construction activity from 2016-2019. There are still some projects from
the late 2010s with development approval.
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Figure 9: Project Status as of May-22 by Year First Reported
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Below is the number and total value of projects by their project status in more detail. Key
findings are as follows:

= On average there were 44 industrial projects submitted per year between 2015-2020,
including 76% new developments, 20% additions and 4% renovations.

= Around 40% of projects submitted have commenced/completed construction — over
2015-2020 this represents around 19 projects per year valued on average $37m per
year.

= There are around 143 projects that are possible or highly likely to go ahead.

= There are a small number of projects that were first reported in 2015 that are in the
planning stages.

= The South Geelong Breakwater areas had the greatest number of projects submitted
over the data period however the estimated value of the projects were comparatively
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low — indicating they were mostly smaller scale factoryette developments and
additions.

The Geelong Port/North Geelong industrial area had a large volume of warehouse and
factoryette development activity.

Some high monetary value projects are occurring in the outer north of Geelong, such
as the defence manufacturing hub, a waste to energy plant and ongoing development
expansion of the Barwon Prison Precinct..

An application to develop a 56 ha site homemaker’s centre in Armstrong Creek has
received development approval but the site has been listed for sale.

The Armstrong Creek North East Industrial Precinct is yet to activate industrial and
related investment.

Table 4: Projects by Project Status

Project status Number of projects Total estimated value
Building application 2 $2,800,000
Building approval 23 $34,765,000
Completed 152 $262,315,000
Construction 9 $19,790,000
Contract let 1 $200,000
Development application 43 $437,150,000
Development approval 93 $144,005,000
Development/town planning application refused 2 $800,000
Early planning 3 $350,000,000
More than half way through but not yet completed 1 $9,000,000
No tender accepted tenders to be recalled 2 $695,000
Site acquisition 2 $1,002,000,000
Site Preparation in Progress 2 $10,300,000
Sketch plans 2 $190,000,000
Subdivision application 1 $1,000,000
Tenders called/regns advertised 8 $138,450,000
Tenders/submn of props for design construct 1 $1,000,000
Tenders/submn of props for development 1 $500,000
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Total

Source: Corelogic Cordell Connect, 2022

Number of projects

348

Attachment 2.3.1

HillPD/

Total estimated value

$2,604,770,000

A breakdown of all the projects by employment precinct is provided below.

Table 5: Projects by Location

Precinct

Geelong Ring Road Employment Precinct (GREP) (Corio /
Lara)

Geelong Port/ North Geelong Industrial Area
Central Geelong

Moolap Industrial Area

South Geelong Breakwater Industrial Area
Avalon Employment Precinct

North East Industrial Precinct (Armstrong Creek)
Other precincts

Total

Source: CorelLogic Cordell Connect, 2022

M22030 South West Employment Land Review

Number of

projects

62

70

17

28

76

87

348

Total estimated value of

projects

$664,640,000

$217,570,000
$154,475,000
$27,305,000
$88,265,000
$1,060,600,000
$60,750,000
$331,165,000

$2,273,605,000
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CONBLATING -

The following figure and case studies provides a guide to the type of investment occurring and
the location of investment.

Figure 10: Recent Industrial Projects
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Map ID| Industrial Investment Examples

Employment Project description Estimated value Estimated Project status
area Single-storey warehouse $9,000,000 commence Complete
GREP with 454sgm ancillary 30/07/2021

office

Employment Project description Estimated value Estimated Project status
area 6 warehouses with car $300,000 commence Commenced -
Geelong North parking and landscaping 22/09/2021 construction in
progress
28 of 89
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Map ID| Industrial Investment Examples

Employment Project description Estimated value Estimated Project status

area 4 warehouses with car $1,000,000 commence Commenced -

Geelong Port parking and landscaping 21/10/2021 construction in
progress builder
& building

surveyor named

4
Employment Project description Estimated value Estimated Project status
area 10 warehouses with car $1,500,000 commence Abandoned -
Moolap parking and landscaping 9/02/2022 town planning

application
withdrawn
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Map ID| Industrial Investment Examples

Employment Project description Estimated value Estimated Project status
area Construction of a truck $800,000 commence Abandoned - site
Geelong Port depot including ancillary 22/02/2022 for sale with
offices. Associated car town planning
parking and landscaping. approval
marketing agent
named

6
Employment Project description Estimated value Estimated Project status
area 2 warehouses with car $400,000 commence Deferred -
South Geelong parking and landscaping 23/12/2021 working
Breakwater drawings
completed
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Map ID| Industrial Investment Examples

Employment Project description Estimated value Estimated
area FORTEK project: $20,000,000 ~ commence
Geelong Port subdivision & retrofit of 18/05/2020

former Ford manufacturing
site to accommodate new
manufacturing &
innovative tech tenants.

Employment Project description Estimated value Estimated
area 14 warehouses with car $1,500,000 commence
South Geelong parking and landscaping 12/08/2021
Breakwater

B M22030 South West Employment Land Review
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Project status

Possible - pre
lease
commitment
marketing in
progress,
marketing agent
named

Project status

Completed
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Map ID| Industrial Investment Examples

Employment Project description Estimated value Estimated Project status
area 4 warehouses with car $1,000,000 commence Abandoned -
South Geelong parking and landscaping 28/04/2021 project
Breakwater abandoned

WY E

10
Employment Project description Estimated value Estimated Project status
area Construction of a $800,000 commence Commenced -
Moolap warehouse & office. 1/08/2020 construction in
Associated car parking & progress by
landscaping. undisclosed
builder
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Map ID| Industrial Investment Examples
- . - o \ Aa! B T o

Employment Project description

area

7 warehouses with car $1,500,000

South Geelong parking and landscaping

Breakwater

12

Employment Project description
area Construction of a new $4,500,000
GREP storage facility.

B M22030 South West Employment Land Review

Estimated value Estimated
commence

21/10/2019

Estimated value Estimated

Project status

Completed

Project status

commence

16/03/2021

Completed
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Map ID| Industrial Investment Examples

Employment Project description
area Construction of the
Avalon Hanwha Armoured Vehicle

Centre of Excellence
(32,000sq m) for

manufacture of vehicles for

the Australian Army

14

Employment Project description

area . .
Construction of a single

GREP storey reclaimed asphalt

plant to include 2 storey
office/workshop building,
production plant, storage
and parking.

B M22030 South West Employment Land Review

Estimated value Estimated

$170,000,000

commence

27/06/2022

Estimated value Estimated
commence

5/01/2023

$500,000

Attachment 2.3.1
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Project status

Possible - site
announced
design in
progress
construction
expected soon

Project status

Possible - town
planning
application
submitted
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6.4 Sales Transactions Overview

The table on the following page provides a snapshot of the property sales across Greater
Geelong on industrial zoned land.

There were around 100 transactions reported in the employment precincts of Greater
Geelong between January 2021 and May 2021. This indicates around 6 or 7 sales per month
during this period which reflects a robust industrial property market.

Around one quarter of the transactions were englobo land sales. A summary of these
transactions is shown in the table below. A full list of the transactions is provided in Appendix
A.

Key findings are as follows:

= Greater Geelong employment land prices have increased significantly and are in the
vicinity of $230/sqm to $350/sqm, which is similar to parts of western Melbourne.

= In the major existing employment precincts, most sales transactions are for improved
land; that is, properties that have warehouses or factories on site.

= The Geelong Ring Road Employment Precinct (GREP) provides short to medium term
large lot development opportunities on land with a lower price per square metre.

= South Geelong Breakwater is the closest industrial area to large residential catchments
in Geelong and has the highest land price. It is capturing factoryette development which
intensifies uses on site. It is nearing full development.

= The Avalon Employment Precinct has the capacity to be a regionally significant
employment area.

= The Armstrong Creek NEIP has not seen industrial development yet however there has
been some transactions with land prices reflecting future industrial uses. It is expected
that the NEIP will host medium to long term local industrial needs for Geelong’s south-
west.

= The Armstrong Creek Town Centre is under development. The 20.6 ha Coles site
transacted for $55,600,000. The activity centre could host office uses in the medium to
long term.
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Table 6: Greater Geelong Employment Land Property Transactions Summary (Jan-21 to May-22)

Property sale

Average kK Englobo land
. Number of price range .
Precinct name . property sale price average Land area (sqm)
transactions . ($/sqm of land
price ($/sqm) ($/sqm)
area)
Geelong Ring Road Employment Precinct (GREP) (Corio / Lara) 6 $176 $23-$329 $230 5,000 — 263,100
Geelong Port/ North Geelong Industrial Area 20 $990 $315 - 52,443 $336 200 - 7,700
Pivot City Innovation Precinct (North Geelong) NA NA NA NA
Central Geelong 21 $4,286 $400 - $13,356 $2,731 100 - 3,000
Moolap Industrial Area 21 $465 $73-1,925 $328 500 — 34,000
South Geelong Breakwater Industrial Area 22 $1,561 $23-$6,197 $350 100 - 30,500
Avalon Employment Precinct 2 $4 $1-9$7 $4 334,100 - 8,431,100
North East Industrial Precinct (Armstrong Creek) 2 $154 $136 - $172 $154 22,000 - 92,500
Armstrong Creek Town Centre 1 $2,699 $2,699 $2,699 20,600
Western Industrial Precinct (WIP) 7 $23 $6 - $44 $23 163,600 — 305,300

*Seven sales over the past ten years. Purchased by development firms with price reflecting long term development opportunity.
Source: Corelogic RP Data, 2022
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7.0 EMPLOYMENT LAND SUPPLY AND DEMAND

7.1 Overview

This section provides data on land supply and demand in Greater Geelong and makes an
assessment of future need for the population of south west Geelong taking a quantitative
approach.

Note that qualitative information and opinions on land supply is provided in the following
section of this report (i.e. views of stakeholders). That section provides a discussion on land
supply issues and shortages for business types.

7.2 Supply Analysis

The table overleaf provides land supply information by precinct. The data is primarily based
on Greater Geelong’s Land Supply Report.

This shows that Greater Geelong has a potential existing and future employment land supply
of 4,622 ha, noted as 3,014 ha as unavailable or occupied land and 1,608 ha as supply or
potentially developable land.

Available data trends indicate a take-up rate of approximately 23 hectares per annum.

Based on the above supply figure and assuming the take up trend continues in the future,
Greater Geelong has 70 years of employment land supply.

Current INZ1, INZ2 and INZ3 Zoned Land

If future areas are excluded - that is Avalon Airport land, North East Industrial Precinct and
Western Industrial Precinct - the municipality has 2,614 ha of zoned employment land, of
which 307 ha may be available for development.

On this basis, the municipality has approximately 13 years of zoned land supply. This is defined
as land having no improvements (buildings) and is capable of being developed for business
activity.

Future Areas with Firm Proposals

Both Avalon Airport and the North East Industrial Precinct have firm development proposals
for employment uses. When these two precincts are included in the supply analysis, Greater
Geelong has 4,464 ha of employment land of which 1,450 ha may be available for
development. On this basis, the municipality has approximately 63 years of land supply.

While the Greater Geelong municipality has a significant zoned land supply overall, further
consideration is required on the suitability for different employment land uses and sub-area
and whether sufficient supply of various sized lots is available for industry.
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Table 7: Employment Land Supply (Gross Hectares)

Industrial area

Armstrong Creek NEIP

Armstrong Creek WIP

Avalon Airport

Geelong Central

Geelong Port

Geelong South

GREP

Lara

Moolap

Ocean Grove

Point Wilson

Portarlington

Total 2022

Total 2018

Source: City of Greater Geelong Land Supply Report; HillPDA
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Unavailable

258

194

50

369

Supply

15

18

26

30

Land
area
vacancy
rate %

5%

8%

34%

0%

8%

0%

62%

Unavailable

402

31

229

660

] Q Qo
> Land 2 > Land 2 > Land 2 > Land
a area = S area = o area = - area
Ey vacancy s 5 vacancy s E vacancy s 5 vacancy
n g n g n g n
rate % =] rate % = rate % =] rate %
705 1050 60%
9 2%
86 8 9%
3 9% 4 0 0%
185 45%
12 1 8%
0 8 100%
0 0%

Unavailable

N

158

Land
area
vacancy
rate %

98%

100%

Hi

Total zoned stocks

Unavailable

705

660

86

229

279

13

369

660

3,014

2,919

158

1050

24

21

21

30

1,608

1,680
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Land
area
vacancy
rate %

98%

100%

60%

4%

9%

8%

43%

7%

8%

47%

0%

62%

35%

37%
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7.3 Substitutability and Specialisation

Whilst there is a significant amount of substitutability between many employment precincts,
there are differences between them based on location attributes, zoning and planning
controls, buffer requirements, infrastructure connections, lot size, built form character,
precinct amenity and customers serviced by the businesses.

Industrial precincts can be summarised as:

= Heavy industry zone (significant land supply and proposed future zoned land in
northern region of Geelong)

= Large lot industrial precinct (significant land supply and proposed future zoned land in
northern region of Geelong)

= General industrial area (supply across municipality)

= Small lot factoryette precinct (supply across municipality)

= Mixed use commercial and industrial precinct (supply across municipality)

= Business park (limited supply in Geelong; some emerging clusters in north on former
manufacturing land)

= Technology park (Deakin Future Economy Precinct).

The planned role of employment land in the south west Geelong sub-region is to meet local
and sub-regional needs for a growing population.

Higher order and large lot industry would continue to be focused in the north.

Deakin University has existing and potential future land stocks to accommodate technology
park uses associated with university research and development. This area is different from
general employment land because land and buildings are provided by the university and
leased to businesses that have a relationship with the university.

7.4 Need in South West Geelong

The method adopted to assess local and sub-regional employment land needs is to review
utilisation of industrial land relative to population, and apply a selected land need rate to the
projected future population of the Geelong south west sub-region.

The table below shows utilised (occupied) industrial land relative to population for Greater
Geelong and for metropolitan Melbourne. The metropolitan Melbourne data is available for
what is called here ‘higher order’ uses and ‘local / sub-regional’ uses.

Higher order is defined as State Significant Industrial Precincts (SSIPs), and local /sub-regional
is defined as all other occupied industrial land excluding SSIPs.

This approach provides a guide to current conditions and historic trends. Greater Geelong’s
rate of 86 sgm of occupied industrial land per person is in part based on its manufacturing
history. The future is likely to be different as the economy continues to change, although
significant growth is expected in the logistics sector.
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The metropolitan Melbourne rate of 41 sqm of occupied industrial land per person reflects
the structure of a diversified economy and significant additions and deletions to industrial land
supply over the past two decades.

It is the view here that the local / sub-regional metropolitan rate provides a sound guide to
potential future need in south-west Geelong, which is primarily a residential based growth
area.

Table 8: Occupied Industrial 