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Submission 

C 90 amendment 

To whom it may concern, 
I would just like to voice my support to the council for the proposed planning scheme amendment - 
c90. As a resident of South Gippsland I value the thought that has gone into the strategy of 
restricting development to appropriate settings.  The amendment makes sense for a wide range of 
reasons including infrastructure and costs as well as environmental protection and protection of 
fertile farming land.  It also helps cement clear guidelines for future developers and ensures that 
shire residents don't end up having to pay for massive infrastructure improvements whilst 
developers make a significant income. 

Kind Regard 
Carolyn Wilde 

215 Mathers RD, fish creek vic 3959 



8 January 2018 

Fiona Mottram 

Department of Environment, 
Land, Water & Planning 

Strategic Planning Officer 
South Gippsland Shire Council 
Private Bag 4 
LEONGATHA VIC_3953 

Our ref: SP462465 
Your ref: C90 

Dear Fiona 

PLANNING SCHEME AMENDMENT C90 

71 Hotham Street 
Traralgon Victoria 3844

Australia 
Telephone: +61 3 5172 2111 

Facsimile: +61 3 5172 2100 

www.delwp.vic.gov.au 
DX 219284 

Thank you for your correspondence dated and received 29 November 2017 in respect of the 
above-described planning scheme amendment C90 (amendment), which was referred to the 
Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning (department). 

The department has considered the amendment as the land owner of various Crown land parcels 
which are affected by the proposed Restructure Plans contained within the amendment. 

The land affected by the amendment includes all settlements across the municipality, as well 
as land in old and inappropriate subdivisions, and further reference is made to the following 
government owned land managed by the department: 
• Durston Road Bennison (part of a Crown Road reserve affected);
• Buffalo (Hall Road/McPhee Road vicinity);
• · Dowds Road Tarwin (including the Tarwin Bushland Reserve);
• Port Welshpool Restructure Plan (area from Port Welsh pool Road
• through to Adams Road);
• Jacks Road Stony Creek
• Todds Road Hedley; and
• Toora Coastal Area (DELWP cleared land leased for agriculture)

The amendment proposes to implement the recommendations of the South Gippsland 

Housing and Settlement Strategy 2013 by introducing changes to the Municipal Strategic 
Statement, and Local Planning Policies at Clause 22.05, Clause 22.06 and Clause 22.07. 

The amendment also proposes to apply the Restructure Overlay to 19 old and inappropriate 
subdivisions across the municipality, make zone and overlay changes to land in Jumbunna 
and Venus Bay, and update the Schedule to Clause 81.01 by introducing the 'Restructure 
Plans for Old and Inappropriate Subdivisions in South Gippsland Shire August 2017' and 
deleting a redundant incorporated document. 

The Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning (department), on behalf of the 
Minister for Environment, Climate Change and Water, has considered the proposed Amendment. 

Privacy Statement 

Any personal information about you or a third party in your correspondence will be protected under the provisions 

of the Privacy and Data Protection Act 2014. It will only be used or disclosed to appropriate Ministerial, Statutory Authority, or 
departmental staff in regard to the purpose for which it was provided, unless required or authorised by law. Enquiries about 

access to information about you held by the Department should be directed to the Privacy Coordinator, Deportment of 

Environment, Land, Water and Planning, PO Box 500, East Melbourne, Victoria 8002 



The department supports the Amendment and advises Council to amend the name of the 

department throughout the affected planning scheme provisions. 

All written correspondence should be sent electronically to gippsland.planning@delwp.vic.gov.au 

or mailed to: 

Planning Approvals Gippsland 

Department of Environment, Land, Water & Planning 

71 Hotham Street 

TRARALGON VIC 3844 

If you have any queries regarding this matter, please contact Planning Approvals - Gippsland at 

the department's Traralgon office on (03) 5172 2111. 

Shane Lavell 

Planning Approvals Program Officer 



Ms. Fiona Mottram 
SOUTH GIPPSLAND SHIRE COUNCIL 
9 Smith ST 
LEONGATHA VIC 3953

Page 1 of 1 

16/01/2018  

Reference: 5008086 

Dear Ms. Mottram 

RE: PLANNING SCHEME AMENDMENT: C90

Thank you for your correspondence in relation to the above planning scheme 
amendment, referred to EPA on 19/12/2017.

EPA has no objection to the proposed amendment of the South Gippsland Planning 
Scheme C90 based on the information provided. 

The amendment will better organise particular settlements around the Shire in 
accordance with the Housing and Settlement Strategy, September 2013. The amendment 
will remove redundant rural subdivisions and accomodate future residential demand in 
key areas. 

It is considered the proposed rezoning of land and changes to planning provisions 
involving the nominated settlements will not affect the issues of concern to EPA, 
particularly related to contaminated land and amenity conflict.

If you need additional information or assistance, please contact our Assessing Officer, 
Roger Simpson on 1300 EPA VIC (1300 372 842). 

Yours sincerely

Stephen Lansdell  
Unit Manager 
EPA Gippsland 
EPA Victoria



South Gippsland Planning Scheme Amendment C90 
 
Submission from the Committee of Management for the Great Southern Rail 
Trail. 
 
10th January 2018. 
 
The Committee of Management for the Great Southern Rail Trail appreciates the 
opportunity to provide a submission in regards to  Amendment C90 to the South 
Gippsland Planning Scheme.  
 
The Committee also wishes to register interest in being heard at any subsequent 
Planning Panel Hearings relating to this amendment.  
 
Background to the Committee of Management. and the Rail trail.  
 
The Committee of Management is appointed by the State Government, through 
DWELP to oversee the management, maintenance, operation and future 
development of the Great Southern Rail Trail that runs a distance of 72km from 
Leongatha to Port Welshpool along the route of the former South Gippsland 
Railway. The rail trail passes through the settlements of Leongatha, Koonwarra, 
Menniyan, Stony Creek, Buffalo, Fish Creek, Foster, Toora, Welshpool and Port 
Welshpool.  As such the rail trail represents a major tourism, economic 
development, community and environmental asset of South Gippsland.  
 
In general the Committee of Management wishes to highlight and support 
initiatives that will: 

 Raise awareness of the rail trail. 
 Improve support services and facilities for people using the rail trail. 
 Improve access to the rail trail from the towns and settlements that it 

passes through.  
 Improve the commercial viability of the town centres along the rail trail, 

and hence the capacity for the centres to support the rail trail. 
 Protect future opportunities to expand and connect the rail trail to other 

areas of interest along its route.  
 
Committee of Management submission to Amendment C90: 
 
The Committee considered and endorsed this submission at its meeting on 
Monday 8th January 2018. The  would like to see specific reference made to the 
Great Southern Rail Trail as a major tourism and economic development asset of 
the Shire in Cl 21.08 (Tourism Overview). The importance of the rail trail could 
be further enhanced by specific reference in the Objectives and Strategies of this 
section, highlighting support for: 
-the provision of accommodation for rail trail users close to the rail trail. 
-the provision of public transport access for users of the rail trail (including the 
capacity for such transport to carry bicycles and luggage. 
-the provision of services and facilities for rail trail users, in the town centres 
along the trail. 



-the location of community services and facilities in locations that can most 
effectively serve the needs of both the local community and users of the rail trail.  
 
In regards to specific Framework Plans included in the Amendment the 
Committee wishes to support initiatives in the Agnes and Hedley Framework 
plans that identify future opportunities to link the rail trail to the townships of 
Agnes and Hedley.  
 
Hedley: The Committee supports the recognition in the planning scheme for the 
use of an unnamed and unopened road reservation that could connect the rail 
trail to picnic facilities next to the Hedley Hall.  
 
Agnes: The Committee supports the recognition in the planning scheme of the 
connection of the rail trail to the Agnes township via Gassons Road and the 
identification of a future connection towards Agnes Falls via a un opened road 
reservation.  
 
Thank you once again for the opportunity to contribute to this Amendment. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 





Submission 

C90 proposed changes. 

295 Mt best- Tinmine Rd 

Toora Nth. 

3962. 

21.11.2017. 

 To:  Sth Gippsland Shire Council. 

 Re:  C90 Proposed Changes for Land Development. 

        The Mt Best/ Toora Nth area is not mentioned on the proposal.  It is 

mentioned on page 122/3.  It should be part of this proposal as there are issues 

with building on some of this land.  It is mostly  zoned farming. Owners are unable 

to build on these properties because the regulation states that to build, it must 

be over 100 acres.  or under  5 acres. This is not possible for some, as In 1898 the 

properties were subdivided  for Soldier Settlement into  80 acre  packages.  Most 

of these are Natural bush, fern gullies & pasture.  They all had houses on them in 

the early 1900.  I would like to see the the regulation changed to be 80 acres as 

the people who have purchased  these properties want to live in the peace & 

quiet, grow their own produce, have some livestock, chooks & enjoy the lifestyle.  

As it stands the only way they could build would be to subdivide off 5 acres ( a 

costly exercise, & if it was allowed by the Shire)  how stupid would that be ?, as 

they would still have 80 acres.  The properties over the last 20 years have been 

cleaned of weeds.  When i first moved up here the properties were covered with 

Blackberries, Ragwort & Scotch Thistles.  If people cant enjoy their properties they 

wont bother to look after them, and they will go back to weeds. The lifestyle is 

the main reason these people wanting to come & live here. These people take 

pride in these properties now & would love to live on their piece of paradise. 

I would like to  make an appointment for one of the public sessions to discuss 

these issues..  I was involved in the Settlement plan a few years ago.(2012.) 

Meryl Agars. 
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Submission to South Gippsland Shire Planning Scheme Amendment C90 

I, Sarah Murphy, am a landowner in the Walkerville North Coastal Village, my 
property address is 30 Bayside Drive, and I make the following submission to 
Amendment C90 to the South Gippsland Shire Planning Scheme: 

General 

• I support the amendment in principle, especially in regards to defining for
smaller settlements where potential changes can occur in the future and
where not; why, which ones and how environmental assets are to be
protected around smaller settlements (such as Walkerville Coastal Village)
and the clear indication that these places are tranquil in nature/character
and should remain so into the future.

• 21.01: In principle I support the attempt to set a clearer direction for where
and how growth or change should occur.

Especially regarding “smaller” settlement types that often are relatively
remote from key infrastructure (running water and sewerage) and services
(medical, public) their expansion should be restricted if not prohibited to
preserve their own character as well as protect invaluable environmental and
agricultural assets. Let alone to assist in reducing the pressure on public funds
and services.

• 21.03: The attempt to put a stronger emphasis on the significant
environmental values and how to protect and enhance them is very
welcomed, especially as in Clause 21.03-2.

Clause 21.01 

• Clause 21.01-2: The strategies under Objective 1 would greatly benefit from a
stronger nexus with the terminology used in the table in the same Clause – in
some cases it does not become apparent which strategies apply to which
type of settlement, albeit that the strategies etc. clearly attempt to set the
future direction of these. Strategies should be more direct and differentiated
to state where further development and infill is encouraged and where not.

• Strategy 1.2 of Clause 21.01.-2 generally promotes infill development within
settlement boundaries. I submit that given the assessment guidelines laid out
in Clause 21.01-1 Strategy 1.2 should either be more nuanced in its wording or
clearly exclude Walkerville North.

Its setting nested within significant environmental features and landscape
where intact and dense bushland meets the beach and its rocky outcrops is
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to my knowledge quite unique to Victoria. Infrastructure and services in 
Walkerville North are very minimal (Bayside Drive, electricity, 1 community hall, 
a public barbeque spot and a commercial campsite with associated shop). 

Being nested between the large, dense and sloping bushland area and the 
coast, Walkerville North is prone to bushfires and its shore is affected by 
coastal erosion. 

The allotments within the settlement boundaries are generally fairly large. If 
infill were allowed, the potential amount of infill, even if only minimally 
realised, poses too great of a strain on the delicate balance between 
environmental significance and its needs and the settlement amount. Not 
only would the character or feel of the settlement change, but vital bush 
connections for flora and fauna would be disrupted if further infill via 
subdivisions would occur. 

I submit that due to the cumulative effect of the above matters the 
Walkerville North Coastal Village does not lend itself to any further 
urbanisation, even at a smaller scale. 

I submit that under Policy Guidelines the following is to be included: 

o Development outside of the settlement boundary for the purpose of 
accommodation or similar and/or commercial purposes associated 
with the settlement is to be discouraged. 

o Subdivisions within the settlement boundary of the Coastal Villages of 
Walkerville North, [others within dense bush setting, very limited 
infrastructure and service?] should not occur. 

• The Application of Zone and Overlays section could be clearer if they were 
closely related to the terminology used in the table under 21.01-2. 

 

Clause 21.03 

• 21.03-2: I submit that the Clause would benefit from providing some examples 
or more nuanced wording regarding appropriate materials and colours, i.e. 
using natural materials and colours found in the adjacent natural 
environment to reduce the visual impact of any development. 

Higher buildings further away from the shore should not be allowed. They 
would still unnecessarily add to the visual impact as their visibility and 
presence is heightened, no matter the distance from the shore. Strategy 1.3 in 
Clause 21.03-2 should state support a low build form in coastal villages, 
especially in bush settings and where in sloped areas. 





14-18 Pioneer Street, PO Box 102, FOSTER Vic 3960 
Telephone: (03) 5682 0444 Facsimile: (03) 5682 1199 

Email: sgwater@sgwater.com.au 

23 January 2018 
 
Our Ref: 452/007/001 
Your Ref: EF/16/1068: C-90#05 
 
 
Ms Fiona Mottram 
Strategic Planning Officer 
South Gippsland Shire Council 
Private Bag 4 
LEONGATHA  VIC  3959 
 
Dear Fiona, 
 
Re: South Gippsland Planning Scheme Amendment C90 - Housing and Settlement 
I refer to your letter dated 4 December 2017 regarding Amendment C90 which implements 
the key recommendations of the South Gippsland Housing and Settlement Strategy 
September 2013 and applies the Restructure Overlay and Restructure Plans to old and 
inappropriate subdivisions.  I wish to make the following comments: 
Settlement Framework Plans 
 The Settlement Framework Plans appear to only include townships which are not 

currently serviced with reticulated sewer. 
 The Corporation does not have a list of priority towns that will be provided with a 

reticulated sewer supply in the foreseeable future. 
 It appears that there would be no any impact of any individual Framework Plans on 

SGW property and infrastructure such as town water and wastewater treatment plants. 
 The extension of township boundaries as set out in the Settlement Framework Plans is 

not expected to create any issues for SGW. 
Restructure Plans for Old and Inappropriate Subdivisions 
As you state, many of the areas proposed for restructure do not have any services provided 
to them by South Gippsland Water.  Therefore those restructures will have little effect on the 
Corporation’s business operation, however I would also add the following points for 
consideration: 

 The most significant effect of the proposed restructure of lots is with those that are within 
the Declared Tarwin Water Catchment area.  The reduction of the overall amount of lots 
on which development can occur will assist in a positive environmental effect on the 
catchment area. 

 Figure 13 (Area 1) 465 Lower Toora Road Port Franklin – The Corporation has 2 water 
mains located within this land.  The restructure and consolidation of this land will require 
the creation of an easement over the infrastructure. 

 A number of properties to be restructured and ultimately consolidated will result in some 
of them having multiple water meters servicing one lot.  The Corporation may require 
some of these water meters to sealed, however this would be dealt with on a case by 
case situation. 

Should you require further information regarding this matter, please contact me on 
5682 0420. 
Yours sincerely 
Janice Pell  
Planning & Subdivision Co-ordinator 



Submission 

 

Good afternoon Fiona, 

 

Thank you for Notice of Amendment C90 to the South Gippsland Planning Scheme. 

On this occasion we have no specific comments to make on the Amendment. 

Regards 

 

Josh Clydesdale (C/o Barry Hearsey)  

 

 

 

 

Barry Hearsey 
Coordinator Strategic Planning 

P: 03 5142 3083 
W: www.wellington.vic.gov.au 

 

18 Desailly St, PO Box 506, Sale, 3850 
 

http://www.wellington.vic.gov.au/
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WGCMA Ref:  WG-F-2017-0510 
Document No:  1 
Council No:  Amendment C90 
Date:   5 January, 2018  

Fiona Mottram 
Strategic Planning Officer 
South Gippsland Shire Council     C90@southgippsland.vic.gov.au  
 
Dear Fiona, 
 
Regarding: South Gippsland Planning Scheme Amendment C90 - 

Housing and Settlement 
 
Thank you for your enquiry, received at the West Gippsland Catchment Management Authority (‘the 
Authority’) on 7 December 2017 in relation to South Gippsland Planning Scheme Amendment C90 - 
Housing and Settlement.  
 
The Authority has reviewed the information provided, including the Explanatory Report, South 
Gippsland Housing and Settlement Strategy 2013 and Restructure Plans for Old and Inappropriate 
Subdivisions in South Gippsland Shire August 2017, and provides the following comments.  
 

The Authority supports any outcome that recommends limiting growth in areas subject to an 
inappropriate flood hazard and supports the general intent of the proposal to minimise flood 
risks to life, property and community infrastructure, and to protect the environmental 
significance of floodplains. However caution should be used when using the LSIO to define 
flood risk at a property scale as each property is likely to have a different level of risk.  
Before the LSIO is used to define the area where dwellings should be excluded further work 
should be done to determine which properties within the LSIO are subject to an 
inappropriate flood hazard.  
 
Further to the above point the LSIO does not identify the flood hazard to individual 
properties where the risk is driven by flooding to the access route.  As per the above point 
further work is required to identify those properties that have limited potential for new 
dwellings due to the flood hazard over the access route.  The Authority would welcome the 
opportunity to work with South Gippsland Shire to identify those properties and townships 
that are subject to a significant flood hazard either directly to the property or to the access 
route and use this information to direct the outcomes of the C90 amendment. 
 
Once the above work to refine the properties with an inappropriate flood hazard has been 
done the Authority is willing to be involved in a Planning Panel to support the final adopted 
position.  

 
Further detailed comments are provided regarding particular settlements where the Authority has 
identified a specific area of interest. 
 

mailto:C90@southgippsland.vic.gov.au
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Port Welshpool 

 
The Authority notes that the Housing and Settlement Strategy classifies Port Welshpool as a 
‘Village’ and seeks to contain growth within the settlement boundary, and the Restructure Plan 
seeks to consolidate a number of lots within the settlement. However, the proposed amendment 
does not recognise that the only access road to the settlement is subject to flood hazard and 
therefore all land within the settlement fails to meet the Authority’s flood hazard criteria. This means 
that opportunities to subdivide or place more than one dwelling on a lot will be limited in Port 
Welshpool. 
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Sandy Point 

 
The Authority notes that the Housing and Settlement Strategy classifies Sandy Point as a ‘Coastal 
village’ and seeks to contain growth in accordance with the Victorian Coastal Strategy. However, 
the proposed amendment does not recognise that the only access road to the settlement is subject 
to flood hazard and therefore all land within the settlement fails to meet the Authority’s flood hazard 
criteria. This means that opportunities to subdivide or place more than one dwelling on a lot will be 
limited in Sandy Point. 
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Tarwin Lower 

 
The Authority notes that the Housing and Settlement Strategy classifies Tarwin Lower as a ‘Coastal 
village’ and seeks to contain growth in accordance with the Victorian Coastal Strategy. The 
Authority will only support development on the land within the settlement boundary that is subject to 
flooding where the Authority’s flood hazard criteria can be met.  
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Venus Bay 

 
The Authority notes that the Housing and Settlement Strategy classifies Venus Bay as a ‘Coastal 
village’ and seeks to contain growth in accordance with the Victorian Coastal Strategy, and the 
Restructure Plan seeks to consolidate a number of lots within the settlement. However, the 
proposed amendment does not recognise that the only access road to the settlement is subject to 
flood hazard and therefore all land within the settlement fails to meet the Authority’s flood hazard 
criteria. This means that opportunities to subdivide or place more than one dwelling on a lot will be 
limited in Venus Bay. 
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Waratah Bay 

 
The Authority notes that the Housing and Settlement Strategy classifies Waratah Bay as a ‘Coastal 
village’ and seeks to contain growth in accordance with the Victorian Coastal Strategy. However, 
the proposed amendment does not recognise that the only access road to the settlement is subject 
to flood hazard and therefore all land within the settlement fails to meet the Authority’s flood hazard 
criteria. This means that opportunities to subdivide or place more than one dwelling on a lot will be 
limited in Waratah Bay. 
 
The Authority appreciates the opportunity to comment on the proposed amendment and would 
welcome the opportunity to further define the flood hazard to individual properties and townships 
within the LSIO.  Once this work has been done we would also be willing to support our position at 
any Planning Panel hearing to resolve any outstanding issues.  
 
Should you have any queries, please do not hesitate to contact Linda Tubnor on 1300 094 262. To 
assist the Authority in handling any enquiries please quote WG-F-2017-0510 in your 
correspondence with us. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 

 
Adam Dunn 
Statutory Planning Manager 
 
The information contained in this correspondence is subject to the disclaimers and definitions attached. 
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Definitions and Disclaimers 
1. The area referred to in this letter as the ‘proposed development location’ is the land parcel(s) that, 

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

 
2. While every endeavour has been made by the Authority to identify the proposed development location on 

its GIS using VicMap Parcel and Address data, the Authority accepts no responsibility for or makes no 
warranty with regard to the accuracy or naming of this proposed development location according to its 
official land title description. 

 
3. AEP as Annual Exceedance Probability – is the likelihood of occurrence of a flood of given size or larger 

occurring in any one year.  AEP is expressed as a percentage (%) risk and may be expressed as the 
reciprocal of ARI (Average Recurrence Interval). 

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

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

 
5. ARI as Average Recurrence Interval - is the likelihood of occurrence, expressed in terms of the long-term 

average number of years, between flood events as large as or larger than the design flood event. For 
example, floods with a discharge as large as or larger than the 100 year ARI flood will occur on average 
once every 100 years. 

 
6. No warranty is made as to the accuracy or liability of any studies, estimates, calculations, opinions, 

conclusions, recommendations (which may change without notice) or other information contained in this 
letter and, to the maximum extent permitted by law, the Authority disclaims all liability and responsibility 
for any direct or indirect loss or damage which may be suffered by any recipient or other person through 
relying on anything contained in or omitted from this letter. 

 
7. This letter has been prepared for the sole use by the party to whom it is addressed and no responsibility 

is accepted by the Authority with regard to any third party use of the whole or of any part of its contents. 
Neither the whole nor any part of this letter or any reference thereto may be included in any document, 
circular or statement without the Authority’s written approval of the form and context in which it would 
appear. 

 
8. The flood information provided represents the best estimates based on currently available information. 

This information is subject to change as new information becomes available and as further studies are 
carried out. 

 
 



Additional Submission 1 

 

Hi Fiona 

Here’s a summary of our assessment of the flood hazard for each of the proposed 
restructure lots.  

I can prepare more detail if you need it later, but wanted to get something brief to you as 
soon as I could.  

Regards, Linda 

 

TOORA 

 

RESTRUCTURE 
LOT 

DOES PROPERTY / 
EGRESS MEET FLOOD 
DEPTH CRITERIA? 

DOES WGCMA SUPPORT 
DWELLING? 

1 Some of the property meets 
criteria 

Dwelling and access must be outside 
LSIO 

2 Some of the property meets 
criteria 

Dwelling and access must be outside 
LSIO 

3 Some of the property meets 
criteria 

Dwelling and access must be outside 
LSIO 

4 Some of the property meets 
criteria but not accessible by 
a public road 

No unless permanent road access is 
made available and dwelling and 
access are located outside LSIO 

5 Yes Yes 

6 Some of the property meets 
criteria 

Dwelling and access must be outside 
LSIO 

7 Some of the property meets 
criteria 

Dwelling and access must be outside 
LSIO 

8 Most of the property meets 
criteria 

Dwelling and access must be outside 
LSIO 

9 No No 

10 Some of the property meets 
criteria 

Dwelling and access must be outside 
LSIO 

11 Some of the property meets 
criteria 

Dwelling and access must be outside 
LSIO 

12 Some of the property meets 
criteria 

Dwelling and access must be outside 
LSIO 



13 No No 

14 Yes Yes 

15 No No 

16 No No 

17 No No 

18 No No 

19 Some of the property meets 
criteria 

Dwelling and access must be outside 
LSIO 

20 No No 

21 No No 

22 Some of the property meets 
criteria 

Dwelling and access must be outside 
LSIO 

23 Most of the property meets 
criteria 

Dwelling and access must be on land 
with < 0.3m flood depth 

24 Some of the property meets 
criteria 

Dwelling and access must be on land 
with < 0.3m flood depth 

 

 

PORT WELSHPOOL 

 

RESTRUCTURE 
LOT 

DOES PROPERTY / 
EGRESS MEET FLOOD 
DEPTH CRITERIA? 

DOES WGCMA SUPPORT 
DWELLING? 

1 No No 

2 No No 

3 No No 

4 Some of the property meets 
criteria 

Dwelling and access must be outside 
LSIO 

5 No No 

6 No No 

7 No No 

8 No 

 

No 



9 No No 

10 No No 

11 No No 

12 No No 

13 No No 

14 No No 

15 No No 

16 Some of the property meets 
criteria 

Dwelling and access must be outside 
LSIO 

17 Yes Yes 

 

Linda Tubnor  
Statutory Planning Team Leader  

PO Box 1374 Traralgon VIC 3844  
T: 5175 7807  

www.wgcma.vic.gov.au   

 

Additional submission 2 

 

Hi Fiona 

(Note – plans attached have land subject to 0.3m or greater flood depth shaded blue. This is 
based on LiDAR and not detailed survey).  

Port Welshpool: 

1. Lot 5 - You are correct and this was an oversight on my part as the LSIO is slightly 
more extensive over the north east corner of this lot than our estimated 1% AEP 
flood extent. Based on our estimated 1% AEP flood extent, there is an area of 
approximately 1800 sqm (which may be refined if detailed survey were undertaken) 
that meets our criteria as shown in the attached map. The summary table for Port 
Welshpool has been updated (with changes to Lot 5 only) below.  

 

PORT WELSHPOOL 

RESTRUCTURE 
LOT 

DOES PROPERTY / 
EGRESS MEET FLOOD 
DEPTH CRITERIA? 

DOES WGCMA SUPPORT 
DWELLING? 

1 No No 

 

http://www.wgcma.vic.gov.au/


2 No No 

3 No No 

4 Some of the property meets 
criteria 

Dwelling and access must be outside 
LSIO 

5 Some of the property meets 
criteria 

Dwelling and access must be on land 
with < 0.3m flood depth 

6 No No 

7 No No 

8 No No 

9 No No 

10 No No 

11 No No 

12 No No 

13 No No 

14 No No 

15 No No 

16 Some of the property meets 
criteria 

Dwelling and access must be outside 
LSIO 

17 Yes Yes 

 

2. Lot 4 - The area that meets our criteria is shown in the attached plans (at different 
scales) and corresponds with the LSIO.  

3. Lot 16 - The area that meets our criteria is shown in the attached plan and 
corresponds with the LSIO. On CA 15 and 15A, development would only be 
supported where both it and its access are subject to < 0.3m flood depth (shaded 
green) and public access would need to be created for CA 15.  

 

Toora: 

4. For all of the lots other than 23 and 24, as per the summary table for Toora, we’d 
support dwellings where both the dwelling and access are outside the LSIO. As you 
have access to the LSIO, I haven’t created a plan of each of the lots. However there 
is no LSIO around Lots 23 and 24 so I have attached plans for each of those lots 
showing the area that meets our criteria. The flood modelling we’ve done does not 
cover the entire lots (which is why there is a sharp boundary to the flood depth layer 
in the maps) and we’d include the un-modelled land in the area which is appropriate 
for development. Any land shaded blue doesn’t meet our criteria, but anything else – 
whether shaded green or not modelled - does.  

 

Regards, Linda 























Patron: The Honourable Linda Dessau AM, Governor of Victoria 

Fire Safety Referrals 
Fire & Emergency Management 
Email: firesafetyreferrals@cfa.vic.gov.au 
Telephone: 03 9262 8578 

Protecting lives and property cfa.vic.gov.au 

Our Ref: 9000-61546-76689 
Telephone: 9767 1811 
Council Ref: EF/16/1068 
TRAX Ref: slup_psa_submission 

16 February 2018 

Fiona Mottram 
South Gippsland Shire Council 
Private Bag 4 
LEONGATHA VIC 3953 

Dear Fiona 

SUBMISSION TO PLANNING SCHEME AMENDMENT 

Proposal: Amendment C90 
Location: South Gippsland Planning Scheme 

Thank you for providing CFA with the opportunity to comment on Planning Scheme 
Amendment C90 to the South Gippsland Planning Scheme.  

CFA has reviewed the proposed amendment and can provide the following preliminary 
comments for your consideration: 

Bushfire Policy and the Amendment 

The Explanatory Report for the Amendment briefly addresses bushfire risk, however, it does 
not appear to specifically identify what the bushfire risks are (in the areas of the restructure 
plan), what areas/policy need consideration in light of the bushfire risk or how bushfire 
considerations have been incorporated into the Amendment.  

The bushfire policy landscape has undergone substantial changes in recent months via the 
adoption of Amendment VC132, Amendment GC13 and Amendment VC140. These policy 
changes, particularly those that occurred under Clause 13.05 (Amendment VC140 – 
December 2017) directly impact the proposed Amendment. At this stage, as the impact of 
current bushfire planning policy has not been considered, CFA strongly recommends that this 
issue is addressed before any further consideration of or decision on the Amendment 
proceeds. 

It should also be noted that CFA’s previous comments on the underpinning documents for the 
Amendment should be taken in context of the relevant policy that was applicable at the time 
that they were provided.  

The current state bushfire policy sets clear strategies and objectives that should be met where 
bushfire is a relevant issue. CFA encourages Council to reconsider the Amendment in light of 
the bushfire context and provide additional information that supports the proposed policy in 
light of current bushfire controls. This may require a number of changes to the Amendment, 

mailto:firesafetyreferrals@cfa.vic.gov.au
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particularly in relation to the proposed incorporated document Restructure Plans for Old and 
Inappropriate Subdivisions in South Gippsland Shire, August 
2017.  

CFA recommends engaging a qualified bushfire consultant to assist you with this work. CFA 
would welcome the opportunity to work with Council any consultants to move forward with 
addressing the bushfire risks associated with this Amendment.  

Further incorporation of bushfire considerations in local planning policy 

There are a number of opportunities to further incorporate bushfire policy relevant to your 
municipality and specifically in relation to housing, diversity, accommodation and changing 
populations. However, CFA acknowledges that the changes sought to local policy in context 
of this amendment are largely associated with the incorporation of the report  ‘Restructure 
Plans for Old and Inappropriate Subdivisions in South Gippsland Shire, August 2017’ and 
therefore, it may not be appropriate to make additional changes to bushfire policy as part of 
this amendment. 

CFA understands that you may be reviewing your MSS in the near future and recommends 
that you engage with CFA as early as possible in any such review.  

Comments on the Restructure Plans for Old and Inappropriate Subdivisions in South 
Gippsland Shire, August 2017 (the plan) 

In principle, the use of Restructure Plan to manage old and inappropriate lots is supported. 
However further work is required before further comment can be provided on each plan and 
the consolidation and lot layout.  

The plan does not specifically address bushfire policy, bushfire hazard or bushfire risk or how 
these factors may influence each of the relevant restructure plans. CFA strongly 
recommends that Council engage a qualified bushfire consultant to assist you in addressing 
these factors before proceeding with the Amendment. 

The proposed consolidation of lots and eventual lot layout has not considered the impact of 
bushfire or whether these lots would adequately allow appropriate bushfire protection 
measures to be undertaken on the land. Each restructure plan should be assessed in relation 
to the surrounding bushfire hazard, bushfire risk and whether the consolidated lot layout 
would be appropriate in a bushfire policy context.  

In general, larger lots should be able to better incorporate bushfire safety measures as would 
be required under any future development. The approach to restructuring lots should be 
accompanied by an analysis of whether the lots are capable of implementing bushfire safety 
measures. It is of little utility to proceed with an approach to restructuring without assurance 
that a restructured lot can actually be developed under the Bushfire Management Overlay.  

If you wish to discuss this matter in more detail, please do not hesitate to contact the 
Manager Community Safety on 9767 1811 

Yours sincerely 

Trevor Owen 
Assistant Chief Officer 
Country Fire Authority 



Arawata Framework Plan 

1 submission 

Lorraine Kirk 



Submission 

ATTENTION PAUL STAMPTON 

I have been a resident in Arawata since 1999 

I have been involved in the community for most of that time.......in particular with tne 

maintenence  of the lawns around the Hall and Church and the roadside area on  both sides of 

Fairbank Road in   the  main  thoroughfare .........I take great pride in this task which I perform on a 

voluntry basis and I wish to register my request that in the future the character of the main road 

through Arawata be retained as it gives Arawata its  charm 

The lovely mix of Australian and English  trees is unique 

Sincerely 

Lorraine Kirk 

405 Fairbank road 

Arawata  3951 



Bennison Restructure Plan 

1 submission 

Tom Durston 

See also C90 general – DELWP submission 



SOUTH GIPPSLI 
SHIRE i i  ANCIL U f l L  

21 DEC 2017 
15 December 2017 1 1 Tom Durston 

- 20 Mc Millan st 

Clayton South 3169 

South Gippsland 

Shire Council 

Private bag 4 Leongatha Vic 3953 

Dear Sir/Madam 

I would like to make a submission re. the amendment C90 housing and settlement scheme. 

I would just like to say that in my own circumstance I agree with your planning. 

Yours Sincerely 

Tom Durston. 
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SOUTH 
I Tom Durston 

17 JAN 2013 1 20 McMillan St. 

Clayton south 

3169 

Dear Fiona 

Enclosed are a couple of photos, I could only find one of Bennison station, so 
have also enclosed one of Hoddle which was the same as Bennison. It is also 
well to note that Bennison also had a siding and goods shed. I hope you can 
find some use for this. If I find any more, I will send them on. 

Yours 

Sincerely 

/ 

Tom Durston 



Tom Durston 

20 McMillan St 

Clayton sth 

Victoria 

3169 

Fiona Mottram 

Strategic planning officer 

South Gippsland 

Shire 

Dear Fiona 

Re. Amendment C90 

Thank you for your letter of 3rd January 2018 pointing out my error in not mentioning the address of 
my property at 16 Durston road Bennison.l do accept the C90 amendment at that address. 

Yours Sincerely. 

Tom Durston. 



Buffalo Restructure Plan 

1 submission 

Peter and Jenny Linley 

See also C90 general – DELWP submission 



Submission 

 

To whom it may concern  
My name is Peter Linley. My wife Jenny and I own the property at 51 Hall rd Buffalo adjacent to the 
land affected by amendment C90. We were wondering if it’s possible to re consolidate the unused 
portion of Hall rd ,that runs down beside our block to the creek, back into our title. Apparently it was 
part of our block originally and we would be interested in reaquiring it if that is possible.  
Regards  
Peter and Jenny Linley 
 



Darlimurla – Cornell Road Restructure Plan 

1 submission 

Mary and Harvey Beruldsen 



Submission 

Dear Fiona, 

We wish to consolidate our three blocks and the paddock behind our house.  We would like if 

possible to have the road reserve to be closed and included to the consolidated restructure. 

Thanking you for all your help. 

Yours faithfully, 

Mary & Harvey  BERULDSEN. 

MARY & HARVEY BERULDSEN 

2 CORNELL ROAD 

DARLIMURLA VIC 3871 



Fish Creek Framework Plan 

10 submissions 

David and Dorothy Christie 

Tony Walker and Susan Quinn 

Alison Newman 

Andrew and Karen Dorling 

Arthur Dorling 

Doug Knez on behalf of Fish Creek Roman Catholic Church 

parishioners Frank Smolders and Michaela Lein 

Kelly Pruyn 

Paul and Karena Kerr 

Roger and Marie Naylor 



South Gippsland Shire Council 
Attention Amendment C90 
Private Bag 4 
Leongatha Vic 3953 

7th January 2018

Dear South Gippsland Shire Council, 

RE: Amendment C90 - Fish Creek 

Please accept our submission for consideration. 

We received correspondence regarding proposed amendment C90 - Housing and Settlement 
Strategy relating to our property located at 2 Sheedy Road, Fish Creek Vic 3959. 

Due to the size, use and location we request our property be included within the Settlement 
Boundary of Fish Creek. 

We would further request that our property be rezoned from farming zone to township zone. It is 
our belief that the zoning of our land as farm zone is no longer appropriate as we do not reside on a 
farm or have acreage. Clearly this land is no longer �seable for farming due to the size therefore we 
believe would be more appropriately if changed to town zone. 

We believe the re-zoning of our property and inclusion in the settlement boundary to be in our 
personal best interests. Our house is located on a large block which we may wish to subdivide in the 
future if the block becomes too large for us to comfortably maintain as we grow older. Inclusion in 
the settlement boundary and being town zone will ensure this option remains available to us if 
required. 

If any further information is required, please contact me 

Your sincerely, 

David & Dorothy Christie 
2 Sheedy Road 
Fish Creek Vic 3959 



Susan Quinn and Tony Walker 

PO Box 90 

Fish Creek, VIC. 3959 

South Gippsland Shire Council 

9 Smith Street 

Leongatha, VIC. 3953 

Email: C90@southgippsland.vic.gov.au 

03/01/2018 

Attention: Fiona Mottram 

SUBMISSION TO SOUTH GIPPSLAND SHIRE COUNCIL 

RE SOUTH GIPPSLAND PLANNING SCHEME AMENDMENT C90 – HOUSING AND 

SETTLEMENT STRATEGY 

RE: Request to rezone 40 Falls Road Fish Creek 3959 as Township Zone TZ 

We thank Council for this opportunity to respond to its South Gippsland Planning Scheme 

Amendment C90 – Housing and Settlement Strategy. 

We request Council to consider our submission to have the Fish Creek Settlement boundary 
moved to include our land situated at 40 Falls Road, Fish Creek, having it rezoned from Rural 
Zone to Township Zone, so that the land would exist inside the Township Zone. 

The property is 4.5 acres. The house and shed structures, gardens, wooded areas and a dam 
cover more than half the land area, making the property too small for commercial farming. 

Our property at 40 Falls Road is opposite the Terrill Memorial Reserve and Fish Creek Scout 
and Guides Hall, and extends south towards Synan Rd and the Great Southern Rail Trail. Our 
immediate three neighbours - adjacent at 38 Falls Rd, directly across the road at 45 Falls Rd, 
and at our rear at 6 Synan Rd - are all designated to the existing Township Zone. Many 
houses that are significantly more distant from the Fish Creek town centre than our property 
(for example north along Falls Rd, south on Old Waratah Rd and along Meeniyan-
Promontory Rd) are also included in the Township Zone TZ.  

We seek the entitlements of the zone designation Township Zone, consistent with our 
geographic location within the Fish Creek neighborhood and our close proximity to the town 
centre. In particular we seek Township Zone inclusion for our property to enable TZ access 
to any future sewerage system for Fish Creek. 

Our property is located less than 100 metres from the Fish Creek Post Office (29 Falls Road), 
within easy walking distance of all shops and services, including the V/Line bus stop, Fish 
Creek service station, Tennis courts, Lawn Bowls club, Netball courts, Uniting Church, 
Memorial Hall, and the Fish Creek Primary School. Numerous properties located further 
from all these facilities are all within the Township Zone. Effectively, there is little or no 



difference in the uses and characteristics of our property and those around us that are 
zoned Township. 
 
Please advise if any further information is required for our submission to rezone property 40 
Falls Rd Fish Creek to TZ.  
 
We look forward to a further opportunity to outline our case to Council. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
Susan Quinn and Tony Walker. 



Submission 

 

C90 

Just a short note to let you know I am quite happy with the framework plan of Fish Creek; especially 

the community garden at the old train station and the community farm at Buckley Park. Thank you 

A Newman. 

 









Our ref EF/16/1068; 201026 

440 NUIM,41* 
8 November 2Ol7 

S o u t h  Gippsland 
Shire Council 

Roman Catholic Trust Corporation Immaculate Conception Fish Creek f o r  the 
" " " Y f o r  the lifest9le 

PD BOX 166 
Leongatha VIC 3953 

Dear Roman Catholic Trust Corporation, 

You may be affected by South Gippsland Planning Scheme Amendment C90 - Housing and 
Settlerneit Strategy 

Planning Scheme Amendment C90 is on formal exhibition until 500pm on Monday 8 January 2018. 
Land that you own or occupy at 18 Foster Road Fish Creek is potentially affected. 

The Planning Scheme is proposed to be changed to include some policies about Fish Creek as a 
settlement with a growth boundary. The attached Fish Creek Framework Plan map gives a basic idea 
of the policy changes. The full exhibition information is available online at 
www.southqippsland.vic.gov.au/C90 Policies specific to Agnes are contained in Clause 21.15. Hard 
copies are available at Council's reception foyer at 9 Smith Street, Leongatha and at local libraries. 

If you disagree with the changes in part or full, it is very important that you send Council a written 
submission giving the reasons for your views. If you agree with the Amendment, you are encouraged 
to send a submission but it is not required. Submissions can be about any part of Amendment C90. 

You are invited to book an appointment at one of the public sessions (see attached flyer) to ask 
questions, discuss any issues or gets tips on making a submission. A 'Frequently Asked Questions' 
flyer is also attached. 

Submissions are public documents and must include your name and address. Email addresses and 
phone numbers provided will be removed from public copies to protect privacy. To guarantee 
consideration by Council, your submission must be received by the exhibition close date. 

Submissions can be emailed to C90southqippsland.vic.qov.au or posted to South Gippsland Shire 
Council, Attention Amendment C90, Private Bag 4, Leongatha VIC 3953. 

If you have any questions, please send them to the email above or call Council on 5662 9200 and ask 
to speak to the Strategic Planning team. 

Yours sincerely 

/7 
Attached: 
Fish Framework Plan map 

Paul Stampton Public sessions flyer 

Planning Manager FAQ flyer 

9 Smith Street (Private Bag 4) Leongatha 3953 - DX 94026 Leongatha 
Telephone: (03) 5662 9200 Facsimile: (03) 5662 3754 

Email: councilsouthgippsland.vic.gov.au Website: www.southgippsland.vic.gov.au 
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5 January 2017 
 
 
 
Fiona Mottram - Senior Strategic Planner  
South Gippsland Shire Council 
Via email: C90@southgippsland.vic.gov.au 

 
 
Dear Fiona, 

 
 
RE: Objection to Amendment C90 
 

We are the owners of the land at 1055 Falls Road, Fish Creek. We wish to advocate for 
the consideration of part of our parcel of land being included in the current rezoning for a 
residential zone as well as Rural Living Zone. Alternatively, we seek that this site be 
identified for future investigation for a residential type use.  

 
The Land 
 

The subject land is located at 1055 Falls Road in Fish Creek, adjacent existing residential 
areas and less than 1 kilometre north east of the Fish Creek town centre. It is known as 
Lot 2 on Plan of Subdivision 416713. The lot is in two parcels which are intersected by a 
creek; the entire northern portion has the total area of 27 hectares. We are requesting that 
part (approximately 10 hectares) of the northern parcel be considered within Amendment 
C90 (Figure 1). 

 

There are no covenants or section 173 agreements registered on title. There are two 
easements that run along the western boundary of the lot, reserved for transmission of 
electricity.  

 

Existing on the subject site is one dwelling, a farm shed and a redundant dairy on the land. 
The site located in the north-east corner of the site and accessed from a separate 
crossover from Falls Road. The section of the site that we seek be considered for 
residential uses are south of the redundant dairy on the northern parcel.  



 
Figure 1: Outline of area requested to be considered for Rural living and increased Residential areas 

 

The land is zoned Farming Zone and the Environmental Significance Overlay Schedule 5 
(Erosion) also affects the entire parcel. The Land Subject to Inundation Overlay affects a 
sliver of land along the southern portion of the site along the creek area.  

 
 
Zoning of the land and surrounding land. 



 
 

 
Extent of ESO affecting the land.  
 

 
Extent of LSIO affect the land 

 
 
A waterways traverses the site from the north-east and it forms a natural boundary line. 
The land is devoid of vegetation apart from some scattered vegetation that follows the 
waterway alignment. The land has some undulations but slopes generally from north to 
south. 

 
The land has frontage to Falls Road along the north eastern boundary of the land, it is 
constructed for the full length of the site. The land is also served by sealed road access 
and reticulated services and electricity. 

 

Surrounding Land 

 
The land is surrounded on two sides by Farming land to the north and the east. The site 
is adjacent township zone on two frontages to the south and west. The township land 
has been subdivided and has a ribbon type pattern.  



Given the zoning and uses of adjoining land it is considered that the subject site is an 
ideal candidate for rural residential or low density residential type uses. Anecdotally 
there appears to be a market for smaller hobby farm lots closer to the Fish Creek 
township. This has not been considered by the Housing and Settlement Plan and so it 
is considered to not have adequately considered the implications for Fish Creek.  

 
Key Themes from Work Undertaken So Far 
 
We note that the following principles have been applied to both the Rural Living Zone 
and Restructure Overlay Investigations; 
• avoid the loss of quality agricultural land;  
• avoid the potential for land use conflicts; 
• discourage residential development in locations without access to an appropriate 

range of services and employment opportunities;  
• recognise that infrastructure and community services cannot be provided to rural 

living areas to the same standards as settlements;  
• ensure that opportunities for population growth are not compromised by the 

fragmentation of larger parcels of land adjacent to settlement boundaries;  
• protect environmental values and natural resources; and  
• avoid exposure to natural and human induced hazards, such as bushfire, landslip, 

flooding, and land contamination from past mining and agricultural practices. 

We believe that the subject site is an ideal opportunity for rezoning to support the future of 
Fish Creek and to provide for a residential product that is currently not provided for in the 
area. The township itself has grown in recent years which has resulted in pressures in the 
district for high amenity rural residential lots. This has placed pressure on traditional farming 
lots and has resulted in hobby farms that have had in adverse impact on agricultural 
enterprises.  
 
This parcel of land could be developed in a manner that provides for larger residential lots 
and give the look and feel of rural amenity which is highly sought. It is currently adjacent 
residential land and as such the dairy farm that previously operated has been 
decommissioned for 15 years. Importantly it is adjacent to the settlement boundary and 
township extents of Fish Creek and do not constitute a remote or isolated development.  
 
The area is not subject to bushfire and the more elevated areas are free from hazards of 
flooding and landslip.  
 
Rezoning 
We submit that the subject land is a logical inclusion for rezoning to Rural Living Zone or to 
be identified for future investigation area for residential/rural residential/low density 
investigation. 
 



Although clause 11.02-1 calls for land supply to be assessed and reviewed on a municipal-
wide basis, we suggest that rural living land should be considered differently, given it is not 
one of the primary zones that accommodates future residential growth. 
 
South Gippsland Shire is effectively broken into a number of separate communities; with 
Fish Creek being one of the townships.  
 
If the rezoning of rural living zoned land was undertaken on a municipal-wide basis, this 
could give rise to a lack of choice, lack of competition and therefore lesser affordability. 
Furthermore, it would also potentially give rise to some parts of South Gippsland Shire 
having no newly rezoned rural living zoned land. Furthermore, each town has its own 
residential land market, supply and, as stated above, their own communities. All of these 
aspects support a more precinct/town based approach for rural living zone land supply 
consideration. 
 
The context of and controls on the land give rise to what we consider as the key factors in 
considering a rezoning of the subject land: 
 

• Current zoning and impact on agricultural land. 
• Context of adjoining land zoning and uses. 
• Lack of existing vegetation. 
• Ideal location adjacent to township areas.  

 
The land is currently used for light grazing for beef and young dairy stock. The attributes of 
the subject site and its context make it difficult to enable any more intensive use of the land 
for agricultural purposes. This then dovetails into the context and use of adjoining land. 
 
As set out above, the land adjoining to the south is used for township purposes. The current 
use of that land, coupled with its topography make it highly unlikely to be used for more 
traditional agricultural purposes that could be amalgamated with the subject site into the 
future. In addition, land to the south and west is currently zoned Township Zone, subdivided 
accordingly and with dwellings existing on most of the subdivided lots. This establishes 
permanent inhibitors to agricultural uses on the subject land being intensified on the subject 
site and/or expanded onto adjoining land. It also provides an opportunity for this general 
location to have the ‘puzzle completed’, by the rezoning of the subject land. 
 
 
 
 
Conclusion 
 









Hedley 

Salmon Road Restructure Plan 

2 submissions 

Michelle and Ian Conn 

Stephen and Kerri Green 

Hedley Framework Plan 

 See also C90 general - Great Southern Rail Trail Committee of Management 

submission 

Todds Road Restructure Plan 

See also C90 general – DELWP submission 







Hoddle – Lowrys Road Restructure Plan 

3 submissions 

David De Coite 

Gillian and Graeme Nicoll 

Lyn and Neil Loader 











GD & GA Nicoll  
‘Montrose’ 
1030 Fish Creek – Foster 
Rd 
Fish Creek  
VIC 3959 
 

 
 
4th January 2018 
 
 
 
Fiona Mottram - Senior Strategic 
Planner South Gippsland Shire 
Council 
Via email: 
C90@southgippsland.vic.gov.au 
 
 
 
Dear Fiona, 
 
 
RE: Objection to Amendment C90 Housing and Settlement Strategy 
 
We are the owners of the land at 10 Lowry’s Road, Fish Creek which will be affected by the 
introduction of a Restructure Plan Overlay and Plan in the Hoddle locality.  

 

We wish to advocate for the consideration of part of our parcel to allow for the subdivision of 
land for up to five lots (an increase in two dwelling entitlements).  As exhibited we are not 
satisfied with the proposed restructure overlay plan, and as such our submission should be 
considered an objection to the current iteration of C90.  
 
The current proposed restructure overlay would result in our multiple titles being reconfigured 
to result in three titles.  It appears that the realignments are based on providing planning 
permits to each landowner and not necessarily good planning or housing outcomes.  
 
We believe that our parcel would be well placed to accommodate lots of approximately 7 
hectares which would be beneficial for the broader area and meet the local rural residential 
market.  
 
The Land 
The subject land is located at 10 Lowry’s Road, Fish Creek and approximately 8 km 
kilometres north-east of the Fish Creek town centre. The land is made up of 19 individual 
titles and totals approximately 36 hectares. It is by far the largest land parcel within the 
area under consideration as part of the Hoddle Restructure Plan.   
 
The land is currently zoned Farming Zone and the Environmental Significance Overlay 

mailto:C90@southgippsland.vic.gov.au


Schedule 5 (Erosion) also affects the entire parcel. The site has a number of unmade 
government roads that are currently leased by us from DELWP.  
 
The site is a working farm which complements our dairy farm business which we have run 
for over fifteen years.  There have been several new buildings erected in the adjoining area 
over recent years, this together with proposed restructure overlay changes will result in a 
further increase in dwellings in the local area which will put amenity issues on the subject 
site and will increase the difficulty of us to farm the parcel.   
 
The land is largely devoid of vegetation and is undulating. There are currently no dwellings 
on the land; however, the site has access to the Fish Creek – Foster Road and Lowry’s Road.  
The land is served by road access and reticulated electricity. Any future dwellings would 
need to be served by waste water treatment systems however; given that the lots will be in 
excess of 7ha (approximately) it is considered that the sites will be easily able to meet the 
standards set out within the Planning Scheme.  
 
 

 
Subject site. Source: www.land.vic.gov.au 
 
 
 
Surrounding Land 
The land is contained within and surrounded by Farming Zone. It is currently surrounded 
by approximately nine non primary production blocks and dwellings.  If the C90 changes 
occur, it is our understanding that an additional two dwellings could be built nearby. 

http://www.land.vic.gov.au/


 
Over the past 15 years we have watched the landscape at Hoddle move from being 
related to primary production to an increase of small lifestyle ‘hobby farm’ blocks.  In 
recent years there have been a number of residential dwelling approvals which is 
supported by the existing clause 22.05 – Rural Dwellings.  
 
The incremental development of additional dwellings in the area has already placed 
pressure on our farming business. We understand that should C90 be approved to allow 
for additional dwellings within the locality, our agriculture enterprise on this piece of land 
would be increasingly difficult into the future.    
 
The recent increase in dwellings have resulted in a range of challenges including: 

• domestic dogs roaming freely and harassing livestock;  
• lack of weed control on small blocks which impacts on our productive pasture; 

and, 
• an increase in complaints to us with respect to our agricultural techniques.  Whilst 

we follow industry best practice in all facets of farming, adjoining land owners 
with no farming knowledge often question or criticize land management 
practices. 
 

We do however understand that for a long time that there has been a commitment by 
Council to seek to resolve the small settlement blocks in the area, as such, we acknowledge 
that it is unlikely that we will continue to farm this block into the future.  
 
In considering the future of our parcel of land, we have given it serious thought and have 
had regard to the constraints onsite. We believe that with good planning there is the 
opportunity for the subject site to result in a good outcome that will benefit future land 
owners.  
 
We believe that five rural house blocks could be thoughtfully laid out on our land at Hoddle 
to provide private rural living in close proximity to both Fish Creek and Foster with easy 
access to the rail trail whilst not impacting on public amenity.  These blocks could be 
serviced by already existing school bus and garbage collection services.  
 
 
Strategic Support 
Having considered the Planning Scheme and its broader intent as well as the purpose of 
the Restructure Overlay which is; 

“To preserve and enhance the amenity of the area and reduce the environmental 
impacts of dwellings and other development.”  

 
We believe that the Restructure Overlay as a planning tool will be appropriate for resolving 
the cluster of small individual lots and will resolve a tension that has existed within the area 
for some time. However, as we have indicated we believe that the number of dwellings on 
our lots should be increased in this instance.  
 
We believe that the future development on the site can be managed in a manner that will 
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Figure 11 - Lowrys Road Restructure Plan - Hoddle 
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Jeetho – Wettenhalls Road Restructure Plan 

2 submissions 

Cliff Carson 

Vanessa Tarr 



8 January 2018 

South Gippsland Shire Council 
Attention Amendment C90 

Email: C90@southgippslandshire.vic.gov.au 

Dear Sirs, 

Re: Amendment C90 
South Gippsland Shire Council 
Planning Scheme Amendment 
Property: 19 Wettenhalls Road, Jeetho 

Cliff Carson 
P.O. Box 47 

We, being one of the two families that are registered proprietors of Titles at the 
above site, support the above C90 Amendment which will enable land use 
resolution, and enable both families to move forward with 2 separate usable land 
parcels. 

Note that: 

(i) We would prefer that the boundary between restructured Lots 1 and 2
be slightly relocated to be in a more practical position which would be
along the line of the eastern boundaries of lots 2 and 3 on
TP 959130A (copy attached).

- This would allow both restructured lots to use existing vehicle
crossings/gates to Wettenhalls Road and create parcels of more
balanced area_s:
Restructured Lot 1 - 5.06 Hectares
Restructured Lot 2 - 4.63 Hectares

(ii) There are minor technical anomalies in the C90 amendment report
relating to the subject land.
These include:
- the land is 14 Titled parcels (Lot 71 on LP 1928 appears missing)
- the description of restructured Lots 1 and 2 (on Page 21 of 106)

doesn't match the Title description/diagrams etc. and should
really be re noted.

Please find attached copy of relevant C90 report with suggested 
amendments in red together with copy of TP 959130A and copy of plan 
showing relevant lots on LP 1928 - all lots of which are separately Titled. 

Appreciate if the boundary between Restructured lots 1 and 2 be amended as 
described in (i). If need be we can arrange a letter of approval to Council from 
the other family (Tarr family) to the same. 

Should there be any queries pleased contact the writer. 

Yours faithfully, 

� �-
Cliff Carson 





















Submission – part 3 

 

G’day Fiona, 

 

The land 19 Wettenhalls Road Jeetho is in 14 Certificates of Title separately owned by 2 separate 

families. 

 

Carson family own part of the land – Contact (me) Cliff Carson P.O. Box 47 Cranbourne Vic 3977 

Tarr family own part of the land and I have spoken and notified them of the Notice of the 

Amendment C90 including my submission to Council of support and minor amendment to 

plan/description.  

 

Should you have any further queries please call me. 

 

Thanks 

 

Cliff Carson 

 



11 January 2018 

Planning Department 

South Gippsland Shire Council 

9 Smith Street 

LEONGATHA VIC 3952 

Attention: Fiona Mottram 

AMENDMENT C90 -19 Wettenhalls Road Jeetho 

Dear Fiona, 

Vanessa Tarr 

58 Adrian Street 
. . . . . . 

As the registered owner of Titles on the land known as 19 Wettenhalls Road Jeetho, I would like to 

register my support for the above mentioned C90 Amendment regarding the above site. 

The approval of this submission will allow my family (Tarr) and the owners of the balance Title 

(Carson family) to move forward with each family having a useable allotment each. 

We ask that you please take into consideration the following; 

• We would like to see the boundary between the restructured lots 1 and 2 relocated

Slightly to be in a more practical position which would be along the line of the eastern

boundaries of lots 2 and 3 on TP959130A (attached). This will allow both restructured lots

to use existing crossovers and create parcels of more balanced land areas (restructured Lot 1

- 5.06 hectares and restructured Lot 2 - 4.63 hectares).

Please find attached copy of the C90 report showing the suggested amendment in red, together with 

a copy of TP959130A and a copy of plan showing relevant lots on LP1928 which are all separately 

titled. 

If you have any further queries please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Kind Regards 

V � T Cl..,t"V

-









Jumbunna 

Jumbunna Restructure Plan 

7 submissions 

Angela Child 

Arne Sorensen 

Cheryl and Reg Smith 

Jean and Eric Judd 

Kellie Dean for MJ and KA Dean Pty Ltd 

Kerry Trewin 

Shirley Cowling 

Jumbunna rezoning 

2 submissions 

Mark Burns 

Robyn Hill



Submission 

Objection to Amendment C90 - 14 Rees Rd, Jumbunna 

Good afternoon 

To provide context to this objection, I am coming from the position of wanting less development in 

the area and not more.  

Please can you confirm receipt of my email. 

The fact that Jumbunna had fields, cows, sheep and horses and very few houses with large blocks 

and lots of open land visible from my property was the very  reason I chose the Jumbunna area in 

which I live in (south of the main road) and also because the adjoining Jumbunna township was small 

with few houses and little local traffic. 

My objection points are as follows: 

1. What is the exact definition of rural in this Jumbunna area?
2. Can the government overturn the current rural definitions and rulings?
3. For example can the current single dwelling on the sites shown be a maisonette ie housing

two families or a duplex of say 4 units all attached…essentially constituting 1 dwelling. I do
not agree with that being allowed.

4. I am also concerned with the subdivisions granted to properties 13, 14 and 15 because
housing development this will directly affect my view (currently view is of fields only) and
was the very reason I purchased the property.

5. Housing development on sites 13,14 and 15 will send chemicals (washing powder, bleach
(toilets)) and septic line waste into the watercourse shown on the map.

6. Housing development on sites 13,14 and 15 will increase traffic on what is a poorly
maintained and diveted dirt road and will adversely affect the road I use to access my
property.

7. Development of commercial enterprises on 13,14 and 15 eg a Wedding venue or B&B will
exacerbate this further from a traffic increase, watercourse septic contamination and
chemical contamination point of view.

8. Contamination of watercourses will adversely affect the values of properties in the area
including mine.

9. The fact that sites 13,14 and 15 can be subdivide and developed may bring people who are
anti rural smells and sights and with them, laws that will restrict certain land use eg
piggeries, sheep, hose, poultry and cattle keeping – due to the smell of the animals and their
manure. This will affect the current purpose to which the land is being put to use ie rural use
and the reason I bought the land in the first place.

10. I object to any changes which affect the existing land use as this will prevent me from the
enjoyment of my land as I acquired it.

Kind regards 

Angela Child 



SOUTH :: 

O 9 JAN 2013 

A tt :Lorraine Brunt,Mayor. 
9 Smith St Leongatha 3953 

I have enclosed documentation that has been delivered to Planning manager, 
Paul Stampton, in the unlikely event that this correspondence should be 
misplaced. 
Yours sincerely 
Arne Sorensen 





/ 

Arne Sorensen 

30 Cruickshank Rd 

Jumbunna VIC. 3951 

Att: Victor Ng 

Response to 5th. Gippsland Housing & Settlement Strategy (Jumbunna) 

The map provided for the consultation process shows what I will describe as a 
polka dot development, any further away we will be linking up to Mornington. 
That much for protecting farmland. If there is to be a development one would 
think that access would have to have priority over a red line in the middle of a 
cow paddock or are you telling me that after the owner has taken the money it 
is left to the ratepayer to pick up the cost of servicing the area with roads. 

Let me help you, there is Mc Leans Rd east of area 2, turns west on the 
northern border, an excellent choice due to the fact it is all contained within 
the same property which is selling the land. 

The road Mc Leans formerly Kitchinmans Rd named after the abattoir's original 
owner, if it is important to build on this former site then it must be equally 
important to use the road provided for the abattoirs. 

It is important to have all the details sorted before anything is finalised or we 
will have the same underhand process as when the town centre was 
developed with one talkfest and bingo a new town plan, of course excluding 
the old Victoria Hotel site which one would think was part of the township. 

The plan supplied for the meeting in Jumbunna 15/ 11/12 excluding the polka 
dot proposal has very little information except some numbers and railway lines 
whereas the drawing/map in the booklet had some detail and this is what 
people want to know and as we all know the devil is in the detail and it would 
be good to have it sorted before any further decisions are made. Hopefully we 
are dealing with professional people not the mateship business which has 
happened previously. 

I sincerely hope that you will consider my concerns and I look forward to your 
response. 



Submission 

 

Strategic Planning Team ( Jumbunna) 

 

As per my wife’s meeting with a female Council  representative ( Possibly Fiona), at about 12.20hrs 

on Wednesday 06.12.2017 at the Kongwak Hall regarding the South Gippsland Scheme Amendment 

C90-Housing and Settlement Strategy. 

 

We, Cheryl Anne and Reginald Charles SMITH of 41 Rees Road Jumbunna would like to express our 

strong interest in purchasing from Council, ALL or Part, of the disused Roadways abutting our 

property, those roadways being  Myrtle Street and Mine Road Jumbunna. 

 

This expression of interest is being made as per the suggestion of the Council Representative my 

wife spoke with. Over the past 12 years we have made several requests to buy the two disused 

roadways and have maintained both roadways to reduce fire and vermin hazards, at NO expense to 

the Council. 

 

We will both be pleased to be kept in the loop with regard to the process and progress of the South 

Gippsland Planning Scheme Amendment C90- Housing and Settlement Planning Team. 

 

Kind regards, 

 

Cheryl Anne Smith 

Reginald Charles Smith 

 

 



Submission 

To whom it may concern, 

After speaking with Fiona in the office, who was very helpful in explaining the C90 Settlement 

Strategy. We move understand and we agree to it, having no objections to the Amendment C90. 

Kind Regards, 

Eric & Jean Judd 

51 Rees Rd, 

Jumbunna, 

VIC 3951 



Job no: 304638 

Spiire Australia Pty Ltd ABN 55 050 029 635 T 03 9993 7888 
Level 4, 469 La Trobe Street Melbourne VIC 3000 PO Box 16084 Melbourne VIC 8007 

Our Reference: 304638 

8 January 2018 

Attention: Amendment C90 
South Gippsland Shire Council 
Private Bag 4 
LEONGATHA 3953 

To whom it may concern: 

AMENDMENT C90 – SOUTH GIPPSLAND PLANNING SCHEME 
76 REES ROAD, JUMBUNNA 

We write to you representing the registered proprietors of the property known as 76 Rees Road, 
Jumbunna (subject property), being MJ and KA Dean Pty Ltd.  Enclosed is a plan which shows the 
subject property and the proposed two lot subdivision layout for which Council has recently issued a 
Notice of Decision to Grant a Planning Permit (Council Ref:2017/273). 

The subject property is affected by Amendment C90 as parcels 21 and 22 on the Jumbunna 
Restructure Plan are located within this property.  76 Rees Road, Jumbunna is almost 50 hectares in 
area, and is currently in 14 titles.  As stated above, a Notice of Decision has been granted to 
consolidate the land into two titles – one of 1.62 hectares and one totalling approximately 48 hectares 
in area. 

Generally the registered proprietors of the subject property are supportive of the proposed Planning 
Scheme Amendment C90. 

The following comments are provided: 

 The deletion of Morris Road from the Road Closure Overlay is supported as the subject property
gains its access from Morris Road.  It is expected the existing legal access to the subject property
from Morris Road remains as it currently is.

 It is respectfully requested the unmade portion of Rees Road, south of Morris Road and shown as
Unmade on the enclosed plan, be included in the Road Closure Overlay.  This request is made as
the reserve is currently within the subject property;  is not, and appears never to have been
constructed; and is not required for access to any other property.  If Council considers this
request favourably, following addition of this portion of Rees Road to the Road Closure Overlay, it
would be greatly appreciated if Council could update their Road Register to exclude this portion of
Rees Road, and provide a letter to the owners stating that Council does not consider this portion
of the road a public highway.

 As stated above, there is currently a Notice of Decision for the 2 lot subdivision of the subject
property, and the use of one of the lots for a dwelling.  The balance lot will be over 40 hectares,
and it is considered this area should negate the need to obtain a planning permit to use the lot for
a dwelling, subject to the provisions of the Environmental Significance Overlay, which also affects
the land.  We seek clarification from Council that following gazettal of Amendment C90, planning
approval will not be required for the use of the balance lot for a dwelling, if it is the only dwelling
on the lot, as the lot exceeds 40 hectares.  This is consistent with the provisions of the Farming
Zone.



Job no: 304638 
c90 letter.docx 2 

Should you wish to discuss please contact the undersigned. 

Yours Sincerely, 

Kellie Dean 
Principal 

enc 
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Submission 

C90 Planning Scheme 

To whom this may concern. 

1) I am happy with the re-structed plan like the plan shows for my property.

2) The Laneway that is joining my property if this lane closes i would like a share in that land.

Name: Kerry Trewin 

Property Address In this matter: 27 Rees Road Jumbunna 

Kind Regards Kerry Trewin 



C90 Jumbunna Restructure Plan 

18 Taverners Road, 
 Jumbunna 3951 

Paul Stampton 8th January 2018 
Planning Manager 
South Gippsland Shire Council 
Leongatha 3953 

Dear Paul, 

Further to my visit to the Council Chambers (meeting room) in Leongatha, I am now writing to you 
with my submission as suggested by you within the time frame 8th January. 

As you were aware I was disappointed to say the least that there was no provision for my 
subdivision.  I was also most surprised considering that my area was the original Jumbunna 
Township and I have negotiated and had meetings with councilors as well as Victor Ng yourself and 
also Craig Lyon, and Phil Stone. over many years now. 

Originally I had taken my wish to have one subdivision 1.5 acres before council and after five years 
and costs of $5,000 plus, I was successful in having it passed, with a minor adjustment, however as 
my new neighbour did not want any neighbours near them or wishing to share the public road which 
accesses both our properties it went before a judge at a V.C.A.T.  hearing.  He suggested it should 
wait until such time as the South Gippsland Shire was ready to establish a strategic plan for the 
township, as he did not believe in subdividing farm land, although my property was less than 12 
acres and therefore not considered of importance for farming, it adjoined my neighbour who had 
over 100 acres. ( It therefore appears from this latest plan that 100 acres can be subdivided yet 12 
acres because it is adjoining 100 acres has not being allowed in this instance.  I am hoping this is not 
the case.) 

Since then I had numerous talks to Victor Ng and he suggested two minor subdivisions in addition to 
the area where I now have my house.  He later changed his mind and came up with an additional 
plan.  Since then there has been another plan in October 2013 with three subdivision of which I was 
not happy about as I propose to use my property for Riding for the Disabled as soon as I see my way 
clear to finance it.  This subdivision would not allow that.  The recent plan has yet again changed.  
The proposed plans for subdivision, now allowing none, i.e. allowing no subdivision.   

Following our discussion the suggestion was made regarding possibilities.  However the access for 
those suggestions left me with grave concerns. 
1          One proposed possibility was for an allotment with access at the main street of Jumbunna,     
Cruickshanks road.   

 As I pointed out the drainage and seepage would cause a problem plus the fact of the fall of
the land for accessing the property would require a deep cut causing erosion problems and
also viability to traffic which does frequent this area.

2. The second option suggested was further around on Cruickshanks road.  This would have the
same problems with even worse visibility for traffic as there is a corner on this road, and the land is
far steeper.
3     My preferred option as discussed with you was for an allotment (1.5 3 3   3           Acres) coming
off McLeans road.  (This area was the site originally agreed to by the Shire when I first bought the
land at Jumbunna, however later preferring it to be from Taverners Road as this road came all the
way  to the rear of the property and electricity was available)



 If we could examine these possibilities looking at the arael photograph along with the full
plan for Jumbunna as I notice the one sent to me with your letter of the 8th November was not
complete, i.e. only one section of McLeans road was visible.

 McLeans road is a public road which the shire have been maintaining on a regular basis.
 This area does not have seepage problems the natural fall of the land has always had less

problems.
 this is improved by the fact that there have since had tree plantings which I did with the

assistance of Landcare.

 There is safe access onto the highway with suitable vision.
 There is also already an access point into the property for which I paid the appropriate permit

and meet the requirements.
 A peculation test has already revealed the land suitable.

I am therefore requesting that you consider my proposed option as the far more suitable not only for 
myself but also for the township of Jumbunna and the people living in it and there safety which must 
be of main consideration. 

Yours sincerely 

Shirley Cowling 





    Amendment C90 (continued) 

 

 

 Map 11 which shows, albeit without any Lodged Plan number descriptors, small 

scale subdivision on my property and on the Township Zone land bounded by Lynn 

Street, Cruickshank Road and Gooches Road. 

 

In the interests of consistency of documentation, is it possible that these anomalies can be 

rectified as part of the C90 proceedings? 

 

I have attached copies of the mapping supplied, marked up to indicate the alignment of 

Lynn Street, as well as a copy of the on-line Planning Scheme Map 11 (to demonstrate 

the anomalies) and a copy of the history of the title to 24 Lynn Street Jumbunna to 

demonstrate the historic existence of Lynn Street. 

 

Please note my changed address (at the top of the preceding page) for further 

correspondence. 

 

Yours faithfully 

 
 Mark Burns 
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RECORD OF HISTORICAL DEALINGS

Date Lodged for  Date Recorded    Dealing          Imaged  Dealing Type and
Registration     on Register                               Details

RECORD OF VOTS DEALINGS

Date Lodged for  Date Recorded    Dealing          Imaged
Registration     on Register

03/06/2014       03/06/2014       AL126301R        Y       

TRANSFER OF LAND BY ENDORSEMENT
    FROM:
    JOSEPHINE BERNADETTE LOMAGNO
    ROSS PAUL LOMAGNO
    TO:
    SUSAN PEPPER BURNS
    MARK ANDREW BURNS
    
    RESULTING PROPRIETORSHIP:
    Estate Fee Simple
    TENANTS IN COMMON 
    As to 1 of a total of 2 equal undivided shares
    Sole Proprietor
        SUSAN PEPPER BURNS of UNIT 12 628 ST KILDA ROAD MELBOURNE VIC 3004
    As to 1 of a total of 2 equal undivided shares
    Sole Proprietor
        MARK ANDREW BURNS of UNIT 12 628 ST KILDA ROAD MELBOURNE VIC 3004
        AL126301R 03/06/2014

28/02/2017       28/02/2017       AN602825J        Y       

TRANSFER OF LAND BY ENDORSEMENT
    FROM:
    SUSAN PEPPER BURNS
    MARK ANDREW BURNS
    TO:
    MARK ANDREW BURNS
    
    RESULTING PROPRIETORSHIP:
    Estate Fee Simple
    Sole Proprietor
        MARK ANDREW BURNS of UNIT 12 628 ST KILDA ROAD MELBOURNE VIC 3004
        AN602825J 28/02/2017

STATEMENT END

Copyright State of Victoria. This publication is copyright. No part may be reproduced by any process except in accordance with the provisions of the Copyright
Act 1968 (Cth) and for the purposes of Section 32 of the Sale of Land Act 1962 (Vic) or pursuant to a written agreement. The information is only valid at the time
and in the form obtained from the LANDATA REGD TM System. The State of Victoria accepts no responsibility for any subsequent release, publication or
reproduction of the information.
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VOTS Snapshot

                                                  VOLUME 02945 FOLIO 937
                                                  124050813637P 
                                                  Produced 03/06/2014 11:42 am

LAND DESCRIPTION

Lot 1 on Title Plan 707044B (formerly known as part of Crown Allotment 35
Parish of Jumbunna East).
PARENT TITLES : 
Volume 02548 Folio 434     Volume 02881 Folio 128
Created by instrument 475000 22/07/1903

REGISTERED PROPRIETOR

Estate Fee Simple
TENANTS IN COMMON 
As to 1 of a total of 2 equal undivided shares
Sole Proprietor
    JOSEPHINE BERNADETTE LOMAGNO of GOOCH'S RD OUTTRIM
As to 1 of a total of 2 equal undivided shares
Sole Proprietor
    ROSS PAUL LOMAGNO of GOOCH'S RD OUTTRIM
    N539669Y 27/06/1988

ENCUMBRANCES, CAVEATS AND NOTICES

    Any encumbrances created by Section 98 Transfer of Land Act 1958 or Section
    24 Subdivision Act 1988 and any other encumbrances shown or entered on the
    plan set out under DIAGRAM LOCATION below.

DIAGRAM LOCATION

SEE TP707044B FOR FURTHER DETAILS AND BOUNDARIES

Paper Title Images

2945/937 - Version 0, Date 01/04/2000
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and in the form obtained from the LANDATA REGD TM System. The State of Victoria accepts no responsibility for any subsequent release, publication or
reproduction of the information.
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