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1.

Background

The Cardinia Environment Coalition Inc (CEC) represents over thirty Landcare,
Friends and Conservation groups. We operate in both peri-urban and rural areas over
a wide geographic area including Casey, Cardinia and Baw Baw shires. Our
subsidiary committee the Western Port Catchment Landcare Network comprises
thirteen Landcare Groups. We manage two businesses - an indigenous nursery and an
ecological services company, and have nine employees working across the
organization.
The CEC is the committee of management for various public lands including: the
170ha Beaconsfield Nature Conservation Reserve; and Bandicoot Corner in Bayles, a
predator proofed public land property in part of the Southern Brown Bandicoot’s
southern range for which two adjacent pieces of land we are being requested to
manage.
The CEC’s organization objective is to protect and enhance the environment; our
vision is to lead positive environmental change by engaging the community; and our
motto is Connecting Environment and Community.
The Cardinia Environment Coalition Inc (CEC) has employed a Biodiversity Project
Officer, a qualified ecologist to develop the Biolinks Strategy Action Plan
(www.cecbiolinks.net.au ) which has been adopted by the Port Phillip and Western
Port Catchment Management Authority and Melbourne Water for incorporation into
the Spirit of Bunyip Project. Local Area Pare being developed to use to assist
prioritization of revegetation works on private land to link targeted areas of public and
private land, as well as achieve broad environmental and biodiversity gains. The CEC
will also seek other funding to connect links between catchments for the Biolinks
Action Plan.
This project has the benefit of also linking other member groups’ interests such as our
Cardinia and Surrounds Trust for Nature Covenantors Group and various Friends and
Conservation Groups which work to protect core remnant habitat and existing or
potential biolinks - habitat corridors, patches, stepping stones or fragmented islands,
on both private and public land. This work is just the start to what community groups
can achieve with other organizations and the state and federal government.
The CEC Biodiversity Project Officer has also written a management plan for the
CEC managed Bandicoot Corner in Bayles, a piece of public land managed by the
CEC and which now has predator proof fencing to enable the movement in and out of
the Southern Brown Bandicoot.
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2. Comments on Process – Consultation and Information
Gathering
The CEC participates in submission processes for a wide variety of forums. We are
not, however granted funding and this process takes up a very large amount of time
and energy and personal resources. It is extraordinary how many inquiries, discussion
papers, white papers etc that the government has requested input to in the past twelve
months or so, quite a few relevant to this proposed urban expansion. The CEC’s
volunteers do a lot to keep the organisation going, and writing submissions take us
away from other things.
Given the above, we have some complaints to make:
a.
In the first instance, we oppose any expansion of the UGB. The UBG was
essentially fixed in stone and never to be moved – this was clearly promised by
Peter Watkinson, Regional Director Port Philip Region at DSE during a
community forum “Green Wedges – Perspectives and Possibilities” on 25th June
2007 in Pakenham. We feel there is nothing to stop announcements of further
UGB expansions in the future. Each time previous plans are overturned, the
hard work of those who came before is rendered futile and all the benefit we
might have gained from their foresight is lost. We advocate investigations into
other means for catering for the increase in Melbourne’s population, such as
increasing density in existing urban areas.
b.
Secondly, we requested the CD of information on the customer call line as
soon as the proposal was released. We did not get anything for weeks and in
fact were called on Tuesday 30th June by the GAA to request our post box
details again, citing difficulties with getting names and information from the call
centre. This is astounding. When we did call the information service, we were
questioned as to who we were, why we wanted to comment, and were told we
could only have one copy.
When the Cranbourne Information Session was eventually held, on the 2nd July,
we were told that multiple copies were available to people. Unfortunately the
CEC was not able to make the session until ten minutes before it closed,
therefore most copies were gone. It would have greatly assisted our group to
make copies available to members.
c.
Even had we had access to information from the initial submission
opening time, one month is not enough. Volunteer organizations consist of
working people, people with ongoing daily commitments including jobs,
children and grandchildren and their volunteer work. Two weeks of the school
holidays were included in the four week submission period. We also need to
work hard to build contacts with others of expertise to assist us with some of our
queries to better inform this process and this takes time too, for everyone. We
would not feel so much we needed to do this had the GAA been made up of the
appropriate team of people and interests, that there was good consultation in the
early planning stage, and that an open and transparent process was being used.
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Regardless, it should be of utmost interest to the government to ensure that the
public are consulted well and that opportunity to consider all matters is allowed.
Given there is still much land within the existing growth areas available for
development there is in fact no need to rush this process.
We submit that the government should better inform itself, stakeholders and the
general public over a one year period.
d.
Even the timeframe allowed for developing a Strategic Impact Assessment
and other information to inform the GAA has been way too short and of course
leads to sub-optimal outcomes, as the statements made by ecologists in the
GAA’s own materials point out.
The consultation process has been sub-optimal and appears strongly skewed
toward vested, narrow self interests.
e.
Given the reasonable time frame for the Land and Biodiversity at a Time
of Climate Change green paper submissions, and the concerns raised by many,
many groups and organizations including ours, this government is being
negligent and the GAA is pushing them on that path. Rather than deciding we
need cheaper housing to allegedly make living more affordable, and then putting
the onus, the defense, on letting those in the community with no financial gains
and low resources to comment on developers’ interests, the tables should be the
reverse. The government should have developed a Green Wedge and
Conservation Areas Plan, with prior consultation to all those who are
stakeholders in this, and then let the well resourced, self-interested parties
(developers) comment. What on earth is the government doing proactively to
enable improvements in conservation? The UGB expansion proposal does the
opposite. To further set the concrete, the stance with grassland conservation and
offsetting in the north and west expansion areas is appalling, given there is
international agreement by the state to conserve much, much more than they are,
even without a development push. Why are threatened systems being so
targeted? Why aren’t agreements and responsibilities under the CARR system
being met?
f.
Lastly, a point worthy to highlight here: The Growth Areas Authority
clearly ignores all recommendations from its consultants, (who have done an
excellent job with the poor scope, direction, timelines and resources provided by
the GAA) except those where a strong political lobby group with financial and
self serving interests benefits.
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3. Cardinia Environment Coalition Inc’s Interests in the
Development Proposal
The CEC’s interests in the Western Port (Casey - Cardinia) Green Wedge Urban
Growth Boundary expansion investigation are:
1. We have member groups and their individual members who live in or
very near the Urban Growth Boundary.
2. We represent groups and individuals who have interests in the area via
Landcare, conservation of remnant vegetation, and protection of creeks
and waterways, and protection of Western Port’s fragile environment.
3. We have a core aim of protecting and enhancing the environment, a key
way of doing this is through protecting existing remnants and providing
linkages in the landscape – Biolinks (referred to above).
4. We are the delegate for the Green Wedges Coalition for the Western Port
Green Wedge. We care passionately for the protection of both the
Western Port Green Wedge and the Southern Ranges Green Wedge for
which our membership and Landcare areas largely cover. We also care
about remnant habitat in the growth corridor.
5. We want Western Port’s fragile ecosystems protected, as well as its visual
beauty - all the work we do upstream has a purpose of fulfilling this
6. We want an increase in health and diversity of ecosystems and individual
species. We do not want ANY further erosion of the numbers of ANY
species – flora and fauna, nor EVCs or ecological processes in our area
AND we do not believe precinct planning is a satisfactory way to
‘manage away’ these issues. The Strategic Impact Assessment is
extremely flawed and demonstrates only a minor fraction of the work that
should be done prior to ANY decision on a growth boundary and
mitigation attempts, and the GAA and DSE is taking an appalling
approach to what is expected with regard to managing our state and
regionally significant species. We want all species, all ecosystems
managed well in this process, whether EPBC Act or FFG Act listed or
not. Native vegetation offsets are a flawed system and will not result in
no net loss let alone a net gain. We expect our government to do more
than current poorly written legislation requires it to. There is an
obligation to all future generations. This is not being fulfilled under
current plans.
7. We want highly capable farming land protected and remain for that use,
and opportunities for sustainable farming fully explored, sustainable for
the environment, and sustainable as a business. Just because developers
and speculators or non-farming or non-conservation types currently own
that land does not mean it is not required for future sustainable farming,
food or fibre, or for conservation purposes. Inquiries into sustainable
farming and future farming should be used with safety factors built in so
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enough farmland is kept in large parcels to ensure ability for future use.
Claims that the farming practices are adding to environmental quality of
Western Port whilst true, reflect the government’s stance on agriculture,
environment and community, and its devotion to easy fixes, possible
short term gains at the expense of medium and long term benefits, and
pandering to the development industry. We cannot express enough our
deep disappointment. The fact that some properties are smaller than
desired for farming is not a reason to allow further smaller lot sizes. The
government can develop policies that overcome this issue.

4.

Assumption Flaws

This planning policy proposal is seriously flawed. The government assumes that
cheap housing is the top priority for the city and state and will solve the problems of
those in outer areas. We would like the government to have included in its
background papers studies on existing newer areas such as Pakenham and surrounds the success of continuing the urban sprawl and enabling these people to benefit from
their cheaper housing away from work, decent public transport, and with more
expensive petrol, food and other items. Denser living if made available in existing
areas, both in already developed closer to the city areas, and in the existing growth
area, can be as cheap if not cheaper than new homes. The CEC backs the Green
Wedge Coalition submission that decent calculations on housing densities and current
housing needs by the GAA are needed.
This government assumes population growth and suburban sprawl can go on forever
and that the environment can always be expended with no impact. We are already
past the point that our government should have used strategic planning, not ad-hoc
planning, to look at all factors in how to manage ourselves in our entirety in a
sustainable way. Business as usual approaches displays the government’s lack of
ability, lack of foresight to do anything other than follow those before it. This policy
and proposal does not follow Ecologically Sustainable Development. There was a
hint of this approach in the Practical Ecology Report for the South East Urban Growth
Boundary Expansion when it suggested that the precautionary approach as defined in
the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 would mean
considering no development at all. In this case, given all the information the GAA
has provided to this point, no development at all would be the only approach possible.
Until the GAA can prove that it can write a scope of works adequately to cover risk
and impacts, and engage the community effectively on that, then it should be highly
distrusted to be able to give anything other than substandard outcomes. Until the
government can take a holistic look at the problems at hand and provide options with
community consultation at the early stage and throughout, then it will not be able to
provide anything other than substandard outcomes for us all.
Intergenerational equity is the government’s responsibility. Continuing to provide
green field land for urban sprawl will not provide intergenerational equity. At some
point the sprawl needs to stop, and that is now. We need to ensure future generations
have as healthy or even healthier ecosystems, open space, agricultural products,
lifestyle, opportunities etc. This proposal does not deliver this and its ignorance
means the benchmark keeps sliding down.
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5.

Positive Points
a.
The technical report consultants in so far as the south east investigation
area is concerned (particularly those focused on – biodiversity and land
capability) have done an excellent job in providing a clear explanation of what
their roles were, what the opportunities and constraints in their field of expertise
are, and the limitations they faced. What is unclear is the GAA’s jump to
conclusions supposedly justifying their position to expand the Urban Growth
Boundary.
b.
We welcome that some kind of stringency on Precinct Planning is to
happen out of this development proposal should it proceed. The government
and the GAA have failed miserably in environment protection and opportunity,
or sustainable outcomes at this point. We encourage auditing but know that
auditing of processes are useless if not done in a transparent, open way with
ability for community input into audit expectations, monitoring, review and
outcomes. Many other audited environmental ‘systems’ under tight standards
do not benefit the environment; they are simply a way to demonstrate some kind
of management, as agreed to by those with other interests.
c.
We welcome that the government is finally, finally, recognizing the value
of biolinks after the decades of good work by its own people and other
institutions. The GAA is allowing for some biolinks in this proposal, but it is by
far not enough and not as recommended.
d.
We welcome the proposal’s smallish wetland external to the south western
growth area boundary, as an attempt to restore some of the Koo Wee Rup
Swamp. This should be done by other government organizations anyway, given
the GAA reports’ comments of the damage done to Western Port by runoff. So
we do not believe that this is an added benefit from urban development and
dispute the GAA’s claim regarding this. However, it is of concern that table 4.
on page 205 of the Strategic Impact Assessment Report states that Melbourne
Water will

There is no certainty that there will be an outcome. Additionally, these types of
urban development mitigation works should be within the proposed
development area. This again relates to the idea of using a holistic approach –
balancing both conservation and development needs within the one area, not
segregating them and relegating conservation to the margins.
e.
We welcome the Federal government’s interest in the cumulative impacts
that urban development is having on Melbourne’s fringe environments, and
initiating a Strategic Impact Assessment under the EPBC Act. However, as we
will discuss, this has been a rushed, flawed process, and given that there will be
no opportunity for any further input by anyone at a later date, even if no new
information should arise, then it is a fairly useless exercise. It is a greenwash by
the federal and state governments. We would prefer to work with both
governments in the wonderful things that can be achieved working together for
environmental outcomes, with the community.
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6. Reference to Background Reports – Comments on
Delivering Melbourne’s Newest Sustainable Communities –
Land Capability
The following conclusions on constraints due to extractive industry, agricultural
activity, and building capability were extracted from the Land Capability Report:

The following table demonstrates the current contribution of crops to Victoria’s
economy:
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The map of the area of high value agricultural land in the south east urban expansion
area, not all of which is used for agriculture, is:
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The report alludes to other areas – Koo Wee Rup and Mornington Peninsula as
providing a range of agricultural products. The Parsons Brinkerhoff report discusses
Koo Wee Rup only, not Mornington Peninsula, so it is questionable what data is
actually being analysed.
Also:

The DPCD’s Delivering Melbourne’s Newest Sustainable Communities report
Agriculture section on p76 discusses the high value of agriculture but then states:

There seems to be some information missing as to how this leap in decision making is
actually done.
The only possible drawback from the consultant’s report came from the below:
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The loss of much agricultural land already from urbanization in this area contributes
toward the DPCD/GAA’s claim on viability of farming. They are the cause of this
lower viability, their lack of foresight and strategic planning for Melbourne and
Victoria. More can be done to make farming viable, as the consultant alludes.
Furthermore, the following map of the Eastern Irrigation Scheme would seem to point
to the potential capability for further secure water supply for agriculture, which uses
more recycled water than any third pipe scheme would.

It is amazing that the DPCD/GAA makes the conclusion it does, but then it has vested
interests. The look at this land by independent consultants, would seemingly clearly
state that the land is better used for other purposes than urban development. Major
policy decision making is needed. The DPCD/GAA is the tail wagging the dog.
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Additionally, it is amazing that Werribee South can be protected for agriculture but
the agricultural lands of Cranbourne and Clyde not. This begs the question of the
short term political lobbying that goes on, which delivers outcomes which are not for
the whole of the communities involved, for Melbourne and Victoria.
The south east urban growth boundary expansion area must have all Moderate to High
value agricultural land protected to ensure its ongoing viability and that of the
agriculture surrounding it.
One final note or rather question. Why was extractive industry individually consulted
regarding their aspirations for their business and land, and farmers and others not?

7. Reference to Background Reports – Comments on
Delivering Melbourne’s Newest Sustainable Communities –
Landscape
The CEC supports the technical consultant’s recommendations but believes that more
should be done by way of incorporating ecological connectivity or biolinks, and
indigenous cultural heritage into any urban expansion.
The CEC believes it is very important for people to be able to experience nature in
their local environment, hopefully as part of their day-to-day lives. This allows people
to develop a connection with nature and adds tremendous quality of life. Nature is
something that should be integrated into any UGB expansion. Failing to take this into
account will continue to perpetuate the mindset that nature is separate from us –
something to be relegated to the margins – not something that we are intrinsically
dependent on for our wellbeing.
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8. Reference to Background Reports – Comments on
Delivering Melbourne’s Newest Sustainable Communities –
Biodiversity
a. CEC General Biodiversity Comments for the Investigation
Area in Melbourne’s Southeast
The CEC is opposed to UGB expansion as detailed already. Nevertheless, if UGB
expansion is to go ahead, then we propose that the DPCD and DSE take the
opportunity to showcase truly “sustainable development”, which (despite the over-use
of the term) is still an emerging area and is rarely achieved in practice. There are
exciting new developments in this field which have yet to be applied in our local
setting. Any attempts to apply these concepts in local areas will provide invaluable
insights and learning opportunities which could be applied elsewhere, particularly if
Melbourne does indeed continue to sprawl out in future.
For example:
o Implement the latest scientific understandings of the need for habitat
connectivity by creating biolinks – these must be designed to sufficiently cater
for the needs of locally occurring species over the long term. These can also
provide opportunities for recreation and shared open space.
o Decrease proportion of land allocated to housing through increased housing
density, and increase the proportion of land designated as open space for
recreation and conservation purposes.
o Best efforts at avoidance should occur.
o Large biodiversity reserves should be created.
o Any offsetting should occur within the boundary of the expansion area so that
the proposed development is part of a complete package. This is a very
important point. If we continue to intensively develop certain areas and
compensate by offsetting in other spatially removed areas, we will end up with
an overall landscape that has isolated patches of natural habitat with little
overall habitat connectivity across the region. Furthermore, it continues to
perpetuate the mindset that nature is separate from us – something to be
relegated to the margins – not something that we encounter frequently as an
intrinsic part of our day-to-day lives.
The CEC recognizes that there is much land within the proposed area that is
considered to be of little ecological/habitat value. However:
o Although not providing optimal habitat, it is still able to facilitate movement
of species between different habitat patches. Development of this area without
appropriate corridors and natural areas will prevent such movements and
isolate remaining habitat patches, leaving populations prone to genetic
inbreeding and greater risk of extinction through local disturbances.
o The CEC has only just started tapping into this area of the landscape for
environmental restoration efforts. There are four properties with Landcare
revegetation projects within or immediately adjacent the proposed area. If
development is allowed, this POTENTIAL for future restoration is lost.
The basic elements of what we propose should some development proceed is:
13

o The development area itself should offer a complete and balanced package of
development and natural conservation areas (i.e., not a solid development area
with the compensatory wetland outside this area).
o Division of space such that per capita private land area is reduced but public
open space is increased (i.e., pockets of dense residential interspersed with
carefully designed and well-planned public open space.)
o SIGNIFICANT biodiversity corridors – i.e., wide enough and managed to
provide quality habitat. We make some suggestions of specific corridors
below.
o In particular, waterways require significant protection not only to provide
habitat corridors for local biodiversity, but also to reduce flow of sediment and
pollution downstream into Western Port and the RAMSAR-listed wetlands.
o Active ongoing management to reduce threats to threatened and significant
species – e.g. weed control, pest control (foxes, cats), cat curfews or even the
requirement for cats to stay inside at all times or be allowed outside only in
special cat enclosures (which are becoming increasingly popular and
commercially available).
o Three corridors and two sites of significance described by Practical Ecology
must be protected and enhanced to allow biodiversity movements and
ecological functions within the landscape. These are:
o Railway Corridor (we agree with Practical Ecology that this
corridor should be retained as a habitat corridor managed for
conservation purposes and that any re-commissioning of the
railway line - which is likely to occur with increased development seeks an alternate alignment, perhaps to the north.)
o Clyde Creek Corridor (200m buffer)
o Unnamed Drainage Line (200m buffer)
o Quarry Site (north-west sector)
o Quarry Site (south-west sector)
o It is not adequate to have some areas excluded subject to biodiversity
outcomes. The detail of what is there and to be protected must be sought and
the outcomes determined before any approvals. Nevertheless the broad values
of these areas must be protected. The future of those areas needs to be set.
Future quarrying rights need to be considered versus long term biodiversity
protections.
o Tenure of land needs to be confirmed to ensure habitat corridors
o A buffer of 250m either side of Cardinia Creek. The GAA has adopted 200m
either side with no explanation. Even though much of Cardinia Creek has
been excluded due to LSI Overlays, the GAA buffer has been put in the
program. The 250m must be used.
o In addition to the three corridors and two habitat areas proposed by Practical
Ecology, the UGB planning must have regard to existing plans and strategies
regarding the local area. These include:
o City of Casey’s Draft Revegetation Strategy which maps
“habitat corridors”. There are a number of these within the
proposed UGB expansion zone (see Figure 3 on pg 10 of that
14

document). Unfortunately they are not individually named or
described in the document.
o The Southern Brown Bandicoot Strategic Management Plan
for the former Koo Wee Rup Swamp Area, Ecology Australia,
2009. This maps “potential habitat corridors” for the Southern
Brown Bandicoot. Two of these have been mapped within the
proposed UGB expansion zone:
 The disused South Gippsland Railway line - pg 71: “The
disused South Gippsland Railway line, as stated in Sections
5 and 7, is not secured for conservation, and there are
proposals for a ‘Rail Trail’ along the corridor from
Cranbourne to Nyora. However, this corridor presents an
excellent opportunity to link bandicoot populations in the
Dalmore-Koo Wee Rup (and Cardinia) areas to RBGC, by
making use of an existing, partially vegetated, landscape
corridor leading directly north-east to Cranbourne.
Vegetation along the railway line, consisting mainly of
patches of degraded Swamp Scrub, already forms a
discontinuous link to Cranbourne, and is of a suitable
vegetation type and structure for bandicoots. If this link
were to be protected and enhanced, there is good reason to
expect that the link will be utilized by bandicoots as
vegetation along the railway line is already known to
support bandicoots at Clyde, and Cranbourne. Conserving
this corridor for use as a habitat link also provides a good
opportunity to conserve and enhance substantial remnants
of vegetation in a depleted landscape, including BioSites of
National and Regional significance, at Manks Road, Clyde
and between Dalmore and Koo Wee Rup. Biosis has
assessed this corridor and also regards it to be a critical
link for the Southern Brown Bandicoot (Biosis 2008c).
Although this option makes use of an existing corridor, this
link may require the inclusion of some roadside vegetation
along Ballarto Road, to create the most direct link to
Cranbourne. Despite this, we consider that this is probably
one of the best and most important options.”
 Ballarto Road – pg 71: “The most direct link west to the
RBGC from Cardinia Creek follows Ballarto Road. This
alignment is the biolink which has been proposed by the
CEC, and DSE has requested its consideration by the
Growth Areas Authority (GAA) when preparing the
Cranbourne East Precinct Structure Plan. However, this
corridor is constrained by adjoining private land, the new
growth area of Cranbourne East, as well developments
such as the desalination pipeline (which is proposed along
the northern side of Ballarto Road) and the Port of
Hastings Transport Strategy. There is currently little
support for this link from private landholders along
Ballarto Road (Sarah McClagan pers. comm.) and from the
GAA (GAA 2008). The 70 m wide corridor has implications
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for adjoining private land, and also for growth area
planning and open space allocations. Other issues have
also been identified including a disparity between the
former vegetation type along Ballarto Road, and the habitat
requirements of the Southern Brown Bandicoot (Biosis
2008c). This link would require further research and design
to be effective.”
o Cardinia Environment Coalition’s Biolinks Project – the CEC is
in the process of mapping biolinks across the Western Port
Catchment. Although fine-scale mapping has not yet occurred
within the proposed UGB expansion zone, initial liaison with
landholders and other stakeholders has suggested that suitable
corridors might be:
 Ballarto Road
 The disused Railway Corridor
 The Unnamed waterway
 Clyde Creek/Western Contour Drain (the CEC is
currently working with Melbourne Water to find ways to
increase habitat values of modified drains)
 The South Gippsland Hwy

b. Practical Ecology Report – 2C Biodiversity - Assessment of
the Investigation Area in Melbourne’s Southeast
The limitations in this report were as many as to make it nothing other than what the
ecologists claim – a preliminary investigation to identify knowledge gaps. Those
knowledge gaps are too extreme to inform any reasonable decision making with
respect to biodiversity risk, both at the federal level and at the state level.
The scope of study set by the GAA was inadequate – the focus was only on a select
number of federally listed fauna species. Numerous other species should have been
targeted and were not. These include Victorian FFG listed species and the numerous
other EPBC-listed plant and animal species found in the area. For example, there were
no active flora surveys to detect individual plant species, such as the nationally
endangered Maroon Leek-orchid, Prasophyllum frenchii, which has been recorded in
recent surveys.
Even when the EPBC Act listed species were targeted under the scope, they were not
in fact practically targeted as the time of year was wrong, the ability to ground-proof
was not there, private land was not surveyed in any respect, record high temperatures
and heat-wave was experienced, techniques commonly used were not available, and
huge assumptions were made in vegetation types.
To give just one example of this, the endangered Growling Grass Frog could not be
surveyed at all due to it being the wrong time of year. Male frogs only call at certain
times (mainly Sept-Dec) and at other times are extremely cryptic – thus the survey
period in the middle of a February heatwave was completely impractical.
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If the state government wants to set a new low as to how ecological studies should
proceed, then it has given a perfect example to the development industry. Although it
would probably be agreed that this standard was in fact set by those working with or
in the development industry. As already stated, the consulting ecologists did a terrific
job with what they were given.
This ecological report and the subsequent Strategic Impact Assessment Report
demonstrate why ecological reports on projects should not be wholly managed by
proponents for development. Of course they have a vested interest and only want one
outcome.
The state government must cause further, detailed investigation of the southeast
growth area and develop adequate scope for studies with ALL stakeholders. We feel
that this process has been nothing other than a waste of good community spirited
effort and demonstrates the GAA’s arrogance, ignorance and disdain for volunteers
and those individuals and businesses also affected by the proposal.
There is no idea of what amount of habitat might be lost – habitat hectares, and how
to avoid, minimize and mitigate. Until that is calculated accurately, then planning for
a sustainable community is impossible. Any offsetting must be done within the
development area. Remnants should be protected now, not later, to preserve them.
Private landholders must be engaged and their properties used for studies.
Consultation with those landholders in surrounding areas too must occur. The CEC
has members who have degraded farmland they are improving through strategically
designed revegetation areas and that does support bandicoots. This type of
information must be incorporated into decision making. The CEC is happy to assist
in whatever way it can.
Large biodiversity reserves must be set aside now for inclusion within the UGB, to
allow for a net gain for all species. Urbanisation will have direct and indirect impacts
on all habitats leading to cumulative decline of all systems. This is known.
Mitigation strategies are uncertain.
The CEC strongly supports the Practical Ecology points on page 31:
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c. Strategic Assessment Report required under the
Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999.
The Strategic Impact Assessment report required under the Environment and
Protection Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 quotes examples of avoidance such as
decisions to locate various boundaries. In fact, more regard has been given to
movement of boundaries in relation to protection of extraction industry than any other
matter. So the development industry and then the extraction industry seem to win
favour with the GAA.
Page 209. The department of Sustainability and Environment does not believe that
the Program will impact on heritage matters. Wherever possible the Program has
avoided impacts on important biodiversity matters.
The CEC disputes this claim. The Program has not looked at options other than
development of the investigation area. Other than deciding on the general area and
then reducing it by a small amount, putting in some buffers and an external wetland,
the Proposal/Program has not considered not developing this area at all and looking at
other ways to fulfill its needs. And it is disputable as to the reason for any avoidance;
generally it would appear there are other reasons than biodiversity as to why the land
is not considered developable. The State Government has not looked at all Policy
aspects relevant to this Program, only the alleged cheaper housing affordability that
such development is claimed to provide.
To repeat, from the Practical Ecology Report p31

Page 210. In arriving at a decision the Minister must act in accordance with his
obligations including giving consideration to:
Issues relevant to any matter protected by a provision of the Act; and
Social and economic matters.
In order to have consideration to both of the environmental impacts as well as the
social and economic, (the latter, which is being used to pressure the federal
government to give approval), then the state government must at least show why
urbanization into the southeast expanded growth boundary area is better than any
other practical option. It has not, as we have stated in other parts of this submission.
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For a moment just ignoring the biodiversity aspects of this development proposal
which this Program is a part of, and looking at the agricultural aspects, then the state
government should be showing what the cost of forcing farmers out of the area is – in
relation to the sustainability of local food and local markets, local jobs, the increased
costs due to higher food miles; start up costs; potential for monopolization of crop
markets or at least reduced competition; reduced use of recycled water from the
Eastern Treatment Plant etc. The government claims that it can’t address the growing
population in other ways, yet no options have been put forward. The government
claims it is driven by a strong desire to provide green field land for development
because of a prior policy decision. The government claims it wishes to make housing
more affordable for the community. However, there is no cost analysis to show how
more expensive food will be, how the lack of local transport and the increased petrol
costs from being so far away from the city and infrastructure will add to the costs not
just for those in the new areas but also partly for everyone else. The claim that this is
a proposal based on social and economic needs has not been justified and therefore
the Federal Minister must look at the environmental impacts only and make a
decision.
The CEC submits that based on environmental impacts the Minister must reject the
proposal and ask the state government to look at how it can more properly avoid
impacts. We understand that the federal government cannot stop a development.
However, in this case, based on the inadequate background information including the
ecological reporting as discussed, and the above lack of social and economic
justification, then the federal government should be requiring more of the Victorian
Government.
Mitigation and management in the Program relies heavily on Precinct Planning and
future theoretical processes without agreed targets, timelines and penalties for not
meeting any requirements. This is pie in the sky stuff. There is no guarantee that any
of the minimal actions the Program proposes will meet the minimal requirements. As
such, this is not adoption of the Precautionary Principle. Auditing can only be as good
as the scope of the audit, and the benchmark to be audited against. This program in its
current form would set a low standard and of course any audit would be expected to
pass. Proper risk management would include agreement amongst all stakeholders as
to the benchmark and the audit scope. Audit results, review and outcomes should also
be subject to the scrutiny of stakeholders and comments taken on board at several
stages.
The Strategic Impact Assessment Report relies on the Practical Ecology report to
inform it so the comments in a. above must be referred to in determining the problems
with the Strategic Impact Assessment.
Notwithstanding the above, the comments under a. Practical Ecology Report – 2C
Biodiversity - Assessment of the Investigation Area in Melbourne’s Southeast are
directly relevant to the Strategic Assessment and need to be referred to.
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d.

Growling Grass Frog

The Merri Creek Management Committee (MCMC) has made an excellent
submission on the Growling Grass Frog, and the EPBC prescriptions proposed broadly and for the particular important populations existing in that area, and we
thank them for their expert input. The CEC supports strongly the MCMC in its
comments and expects the DEWHA, DSE and DPCD to address fully all points,
including clarification and improvement to objectives, actions and outcomes. Many
of the points made are relevant to the south east population. Rather than fully repeat
the examples given by MCMC and notwithstanding their recommendations, we would
want:
o Any wetlands offsetting GGF habitat be for biodiversity purposes only, and
within the urban boundary, not the multi purpose wetland proposed external to
the proposed growth boundary in the south west corner.
o Net improvement in habitat and positive impact on species
o Avoidance - All existing wetlands, farm dams, drainage ditches etc that are
found to contain GGF retained and connectivity to these sites retained
o Full understanding of the hydrological and water quality impacts from
urbanization, climate change, and an improvement to the Best Practice
Stormwater Guidelines at the planning stage.
o 200m buffers around all habitat found. Modelling of wetland occupancy by
GGF confirms that wetlands buffers are an important determinant of
occupancy (G. Heard, La Trobe University, pers. com.). Buffers of 200 m
should be maintained around all habitat, not just off-stream wetlands.[MCMC
submission]
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9. Comparison of Recommended Exclusions and Maps
from each technical report of: Land Capability, Landscape,
Biodiversity and Drainage, Versus the GAA Growth
Boundary for the Southeast Green Wedge (Western Port
Green Wedge) Casey.
On the following pages, maps from the various technical reports show the exclusion
recommendations of each of the technical consultants for Land Capability, Landscape,
Biodiversity and Drainage, as well as where the Eastern Irrigation System is. These
maps demonstrate that the area is not suitable for urbanization. Of course the only
information the DPCD/GAA have taken on board in redefining the area available for
urbanization are those that will directly impact on any construction.
Figure 9 from the DPCD/GAA report demonstrates where the original investigation
area was and where the new proposed growth area addition is for the southeast.
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10. Conclusion
The biodiversity studies to inform the urban growth area expansion are little more
than reports identifying large knowledge gaps. Biodiversity studies must be
conducted over an appropriate timeframe and with a greater level of certainty, and
with community input in scope development at each stage of the process.
The government must develop policy on agriculture and conservation to protect the
southeast area identified for urban expansion by the DPCD/GAA, and proper strategic
planning processes with all elements included so as a repeat of this effort by the
DPCD/GAA cannot happen. The community demands more.
Intergenerational equity must be fully explored. The state and federal government
have a responsibility to ensure the future health of ecological systems and species.
The CEC’s position is that it is not doing this via the outlined ‘Program’.
The whole DPCD/GAA debacle has demonstrated an extremely narrow approach
fraught with short-term, self-serving interests. Alternatives to the re-alignment of the
UGB to explore include:
o Retaining the Green Wedge and focusing on biodiversity preservation
o Developing a Farming Zone and also focus on maintaining healthy waterways
and biodiversity conservation
o Adopting flexible approaches to re-zoning and overlays within the Planning
Scheme to enable preservation and enhancement of habitat corridors and
remnants
o Reduce housing targets in the expansion area and increase them in existing
areas where there will be no impact on natural systems.

Example of acceptable, attractive, high quality, higher density housing which has potential to facilitate
biolinks and biodiversity preservation in the existing growth corridor. Berwick.

This submission was written by Kelly Brooks-MacMillan with enormous thanks to
the significant contribution by Sarah MacLagan.
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