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6th January, 2010 
 
Mr. Martin Gill, 
Strategic Planning Coordinator, 
Bass Coast Shire Council, 
76 McBride Avenue, 
WONTHAGGI 3995 
 
Dear Martin, 

 
Re: Bass Coast Amendment C53 – Revised Comprehensive Development Zone – 
Schedule 1 (CDZ1) 

At the outset the Harmers Haven Residents & Ratepayers Group — Friends of Harmers Haven 
(HHRRG) would like to clarify that preparation of this response to the modification of the CDZ1 
does not imply compliance with or approval of the proposed Cape Paterson Ecovillage.  We 
retain our strong objection to Amendment C53, and to the proposed boundary extension of Cape 
Paterson in Amendment C93.   

We maintain that the environmental circumstances, as outlined in the HHRRG’s and Ms Perlesz’s 
submissions to the Panel, are so special that should this inappropriate coastal development 
proceed, third party transparent monitoring and consultation, and consequences of non-
compliance need to be more explicitly written into the CDZ1. 

Our concerns are as follows: 

• ”… the ecological restoration and ongoing maintenance of native vegetation and 
biodiversity of the land and the adjacent Cape Paterson Coastal Reserve”  is a 
noteworthy aim, but unlikely to be fulfilled without clearer direction on how this should 
happen, and how these changes will be monitored.  “To encourage…” is not strong 
enough.   For instance, no clear information is provided within the CDZ1 re how access 
through the Coastal Reserve to the beach will be restricted and rationalised to the two 
proposed pedestrian exit/entry points; how existing wildlife corridors will be maintained; 
how domestic cats and dogs via increased visitation will be controlled; how foxes 
attracted via increased human habitation will be controlled; how storm water runoff into 
the Coastal Reserve will be managed; and how pest plants will be identified and 
eradicated. 
 

• To this clause too, ”… the ecological restoration and ongoing maintenance of native 
vegetation and biodiversity of the land and the adjacent Cape Paterson Coastal 
Reserve”, should be added “the Kilcunda Harmers Haven Coastal Reserve” which also 
abuts the southern end of Wilsons Rd. 
 

• “…the development of sustainable buildings to achieve zero carbon emissions” should be 
mandatory rather than an aspirational goal. 
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• Ensuring that:  “…. development is compatible with the landscape character of the area … 

has regard to natural values of the land… and regard to the environmental values of the 
adjacent coastal reserve and the surrounding area…”   are all unlikely to happen without a 
significant reduction in the proposed number of dwellings. The creation of an ‘ecovillage’ 
in such an environmentally sensitive area remains a curious oxymoron.  A genuine 
interest in “natural and environmental values” of abutting coastal reserves would lead to 
alternative development proposals for the north side and eastern end of Seaward Drive.  

• We remain particularly concerned about the absence of community input and third party 
rights to monitor the proposed development and its likely deleterious coastal impacts. Any 
category of zoning that does not allow for additional community input through customary 
planning processes is inappropriate in a vulnerable coastal area where the local 
community has built up years of experience in environmental fauna & flora protection and 

enhancement.  

• As noted in Ms Perlesz’s submission to the Panel, to exempt earthworks, boardwalk 
construction, paths, fences or similar structures and associated native vegetation 
destruction from a permit requirement is completely inappropriate in an area supporting 
remnant vegetation represented by four distinct Ecological Vegetation Classes (EVCs) — 
one of which is considered ‘extinct’ in DSE modelling, two being endangered, and the 
fourth vulnerable. 

 

• Preparing an Integrated Hooded Plover Strategy to the satisfaction of the Responsible 
Authority (is it DSE?) and subject to the consent of the relevant coastal reserve 
management body (Parks Vic & the Council) is unlikely to provide adequate protection for 
threatened/vulnerable Hooded Plovers (EPBC Act 1999; Threatened Vertebrate Fauna in 
Victoria 2003; Flora and Fauna Guarantee Act 1988). Additional parties such as Birds 
Australia, the Bass Coast Friends of the Hooded Plover, and the Friends of Wonthaggi 
Heathland & Coastal Reserve should play a key role in drafting, implementing and 
monitoring the Integrated Hooded Plover Strategy. Any objectives within this Integrated 
Hooded Plover Strategy need to do more than simply ameliorate anticipated negative 
impacts of additional people, foxes, dogs etc, but actually enhance rates of survival of 
Hooded Plover fledglings. 

 

• Means of sustaining the Integrated Hooded Plover Strategy, and whether it will be 
sustained in perpetuity remain unclear and need to be explicitly stated in order to enable 
the monitoring of the Strategy. 

 

• A section 173 or some such covenant should prohibit domestic pets (eg cats and dogs) 
within both the confines of the proposed development and in access areas through the 
Coastal Reserves that abut the development. 

In conclusion, the proposed inappropriate linear coastal extension of Cape Paterson will 
introduce an unacceptable level of visitor pressure to a relatively isolated part of the coast and 
subsequently lead to an adverse impact on environmental values.   The CDZ1 as it is currently 
conceived is not appropriate to this unique coastal area, and does not offer adequate protection 
for all the reasons outlined above.  

Yours faithfully 

Ms Rosalind Eason 
President, Harmers Haven Residents & Ratepayers Group — Friends of Harmers Haven 
 
Ms Amaryll Perlesz 

Executive Member, Harmers Haven Residents & Ratepayers Group — Friends of 
Harmers Haven 


