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6. AMENDMENT C375 - BARWON HEADS STRUCTURE PLAN -
CONSIDERATION OF SUBMISSIONS

Source: Planning and Development - Strategic Implementation 
Acting Director: Joanne Van Slageren 
Index Reference: Application: Amendment C375 
Portfolio Sustainable Development 

Purpose 

To consider submissions to Planning Scheme Amendment C375 and recommend all the 
submissions be referred to an Independent Planning Panel.   

Background 

In 2016/17 Council officers extensively engaged with the Barwon Heads community and 
stakeholders to prepare an update of the 2010 Barwon Heads Structure Plan. This 
culminated in Council resolving to adopt the Barwon Heads Structure Plan (BHSP) at its 
meeting of 22 August 2017. It was also resolved to exhibit a planning scheme 
amendment to implement the necessary elements of the Structure Plan into the Greater 
Geelong Planning Scheme.  

Key Issues 

• Exhibition of Amendment C375 commenced on 1 February and closed on 16 March
2018. Notice of the amendment appeared in local newspapers, the Geelong
Australia website and letters were sent to over 3,900 landowners and occupiers.

• 940 submissions were received. The overwhelming majority of submissions support
the BHSPs retention of the current urban settlement boundary location.

• Objecting submissions question the existence of the Increased Housing Diversity
Area (IHDA) policy in a town such as Barwon Heads. Traffic, character and
Warrenbeen Court are some of the other issues raised by residents (152 in total).

• In accordance with the Planning and Environment Act Council must now either:
change the Amendment in the manner requested by the submitters; refer the
submissions to an Independent Panel; or abandon the Amendment.

• Council officers have considered the submissions and recommend some drafting
changes to the planning controls. Shifting the settlement boundary is not supported
nor is removing the IHDA, except from properties west of Golf Links Road. The new
zones and overlays are proposed to remain as exhibited.

• It is recommended that all submissions be referred to an Independent Panel
appointed by the Minister for Planning.
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Recommendation 

That Council having considered all submissions to Amendment C375 to the 
Greater Geelong Planning Scheme resolves to: 

3) Request the Minister for Planning to appoint an Independent Panel under Part
8 of the Planning and Environment Act, 1987;

4) Refer all submissions to the Panel; and

5) Submit to the Panel its response to the submissions generally as outlined in
this report.



Greater Geelong City Council 26 June 2018 
Agenda for Ordinary Meeting  
SECTION B - REPORTS Page 46 

Attachment 1 

Discussion 

Preparation of the Barwon Heads Structure Plan 2017 

Review of the 2010 Barwon Heads Structure Plan by Council’s Planning Strategy Unit 
commenced in April 2016. The update considered a range of factors around the changing 
needs of the town and recent changes to state and local policy. This included changing 
demographics, development pressures across the township, housing diversity, 
residential character, climate change, flooding, the natural environment, transport and 
infrastructure. 

Preparation of the Structure Plan was accompanied by comprehensive community 
engagement. The Help Shape the Place sessions in October and November 2017 had 
120 people attend workshops and drop in sessions, as well as 130 submissions being 
received. Engagement on the Draft Structure Plan in May and June 2017 resulted in 
1,050 submissions. 

The Structure Plan was informed by specialist residential character and native vegetation 
assessments that recognised the town’s unique coastal design character and pockets of 
significant vegetation. 

Carried at the 22 August 2017 Ordinary Meeting was that Council: 

1) adopts the Draft Barwon Heads Structure Plan 2017, including the Structure Plan 
map as shown in Attachment 2; 

2) resolves to prepare and exhibit a planning scheme amendment to include the 
necessary elements of the Structure Plan within the Greater Geelong Planning 
Scheme, subject to authorisation; 

3) requests the Minister for Planning to exercise powers under Section 20(4) of the 
Planning and Environment Act 1987 by applying an interim Environmental 
Significance Overlay schedule while the formal Planning Scheme Amendment is 
prepared and considered. 

The full Council Report can be found at: 
https://www.geelongaustralia.com.au/meetings/documents/item/8d4eeef6124ede8.aspx  

Part 3 of the resolution was completed on 14 December 2017 when Planning Scheme 
Amendment C374 applied an Environmental Significance Overlay Schedule 6 (ESO6) to 
properties in the Warrenbeen Court area. The ESO6 was applied on an interim basis 
while permanent controls are pursued as part of Amendment C375. 

A copy of the adopted Barwon Heads Structure Plan, August 2017, can be found at: 
https://www.geelongaustralia.com.au/common/public/documents/amendments/8d56887c2c4a9
8e-BarwonHeadsStructurePlanAugust2017(D17-188165).PDF  

Amendment C375 to the Greater Geelong Planning Scheme 

Amendment C375 was exhibited between 1 February 2018 and 13 March 2018. 
Submissions were accepted up to Friday 16 March 2018, as well as two late submissions 
received on 27 April. 

The Amendment proposes the following changes to the Planning Scheme: 

• Amend Clause 21.14 Bellarine Peninsula to add the key strategies of the Barwon 
Heads Structure Plan 2017 including an updated Barwon Heads Structure Plan Map. 

• Rezone all the land in the Residential Growth Zone Schedule 3 (except land south 
of Bridge Road) to the General Residential Zone Schedule 1. 
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• Rezone all the land in the General Residential Zone Schedule 2 (except Warrenbeen 
Court properties) and the land in the Residential Growth Zone Schedule 3 south of 
Bridge Road, to the Neighbourhood Residential Zone Schedule 6. 

• Rezone all the properties in Warrenbeen Court from the General Residential Zone 
Schedule 2 to the Neighbourhood Residential Zone Schedule 7. 

• Insert a new Schedule 6 Barwon Heads Incremental Change Area to Clause 32.09 
Neighbourhood Residential Zone. 

• Insert a new Schedule 7 Warrenbeen Court Residential Area, Barwon Heads to 
Clause 32.09 Neighbourhood Residential Zone. 

• Insert a new Schedule 41 to Clause 43.02 Design and Development Overlay that will 
apply to the majority of the land being rezoned to the Neighbourhood Residential 
Zone Schedule 6. 

• Insert a new Schedule 42 to Clause 43.02 Design and Development Overlay that will 
apply to all the land being rezoned to the General Residential Zone Schedule 1. 

• Replace Schedule 6 to Clause 42.01 Environmental Significance Overlay that applies 
to all the properties in Warrenbeen Court, nine Saratoga Avenue properties, part of 
Taits Road and fragments of farming zoned land north of Taits Road, with a new 
Schedule 6 on a permanent basis. The Environmental Significance Overlay was 
applied in the interim by Amendment C374. 

• Amend Schedule 9 to Clause 42.03 Significant Landscape Overlay (Barwon River 
Environs) to ensure consistency with the proposed new Design and Development 
Overlays. 

• Amend Schedule 25 to Clause 43.02 Design and Development Overlay (Barwon 
Heads Town Centre) to provide building form consistency within the Barwon Heads 
Increased Housing Diversity Area. 

• Amend Clause 22.36 Heritage Overlay 1649: Flinders Heritage Area to ensure 
consistency with the proposed new Design and Development Overlays. 

• Replace the Barwon Heads Increased Housing Diversity Area map in Clause 22.63 
with a new map to reflect the removal of residential land south of Bridge Road from 
the increased housing diversity area. 

Letters were sent to 3,925 property owners and occupiers in the Barwon Heads area.  
Notices were placed in the Geelong Independent, The Bellarine Times, Talking Heads 
Magazine and the Government Gazette. The documentation was available on the 
Geelong Australia website and at the Barwon Heads and Ocean Grove libraries. Those 
who were involved in the Structure Plan consultation process and requested to be 
informed about the Amendment, were also notified.   

To better explain the proposed residential zone and overlay changes, an information 
brochure was included with the exhibition documents (see Attachment 2).  

Exhibition of Amendment C375 resulted in a total of 940 submissions. Of these, 772 
were pro forma submissions, individually lodged via an on-line google App supporting 
retention of the current settlement boundary location. The App also provided an 
opportunity for further comment in addition to the pro forma submission.     

The breakdown of all submissions shows there were:  

• 168 standard submissions (letter, email, Council online portal); 136 objecting on a 
range of issues and 32 supporting; 
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• 599 google App submissions supporting the BHSP position to retain the current
settlement boundary location;

• 173 google App ‘further’ submissions; 157 supporting the BHSP position to retain the
current settlement boundary location with personal comments and 16 objecting (i.e.
support the settlement boundary issue but object on other grounds);

• Overall, 940 submissions lodged; 788 supporting and 152 objecting.

It was common for standard submissions to support many of the BHSP directions (e.g. 
retain the existing settlement boundary or introduce the NRZ) but object to other aspects 
of the plan. Such submissions are treated as objections. Many submissions refer to an 
area (e.g. ‘Area 1’ or ‘Area 4’) which are derived from the Proposed Residential Zone & 
Overlay Changes in Barwon Heads brochure. 

Council officers decided to engage Glossop Town Planning (GTP) to review the exhibited 
Amendment documentation and submissions and provide an opinion of the planning 
merits of Amendment C375. GTPs preliminary opinion is that the Amendment is 
strategically justified, however notes aspects for clarification. GTP have been retained 
by Council to appear as an expert witness at the pre-set Panel Hearing. 

A summary of all submissions will be made available on Council’s Amendments 
webpage prior to the Council meeting.  The webpage can be viewed via this link: 
https://geelongaustralia.com.au/amendments/item/8d56887c2c4a98e.aspx 

Key issues/themes in the submissions have been identified as follows: 

1. Settlement Boundary

2. Increased Housing Diversity Area

3. Warrenbeen Court

4. Residential land south of Bridge Road

5. The Neighbourhood Residential Zone

6. Movement and parking

7. Vegetation protection

8. Drafting (of the proposed planning controls)

9. Village character

Discussion of the above issues and Council officer’s response is set out in the following 
section of this report.  

1. Settlement Boundary

The main issue raised in submissions concerns the Barwon Heads settlement boundary, 
which, in effect, is the extent of the western urban edge of the town. Amendment C375 
updates Clause 21.14 and includes a new map that defines the settlement boundary 
location. The boundary location is proposed to remain the same as currently defined in 
the Greater Geelong Planning Scheme. 

The settlement boundary is shown as a thick red-dashed line on the BHSP map: 
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Council received 928 submissions in support of this position. This included 772 online 
google App pro-forma individually lodged submissions. The App was created by the Save 
Barwon Heads Alliance (SBHA). Supporting submissions were received from local 
residents and organisations/agencies such as the Barwon Heads Association (#13), 
Corangamite Catchment Management Authority (#31), Geelong Environment Council 
(#65), Geelong Field Naturalist Club (#66), SBHA (#128) and the Department of 
Environment, Land, Water and Planning (DELWP #167). 

Reasons given in support are varied but essentially highlight the following: 

• Barwon Heads is not a designated growth township.

• Avoids unacceptable pressure on finite infrastructure and township amenity, which
would destroy its coastal character and charm.

• Recognition of the sensitive coastal values inherent in the physical and ecological
surrounds of the township and the threat that urban development represents to these
values.

• Alignment with international, national, state and local policy that supports limits to
growth in sensitive coastal areas where knowledge is uncertain.

• Retains non-urban breaks between settlements.

Twelve submissions were received in opposition, including submissions from consultants 
on behalf of landowners outside the settlement boundary seeking the boundary be 
shifted west to include additional land. 

Submission #50 was prepared by Dominion Property Group on behalf of Barwon Heads 
Lifestyle Pty Ltd, owners of 1900 Barwon Heads Road. This 49.6 hectare site is located 
on the south side of Barwon Heads Road as shown on the map in Attachment 3 (under 
submission #50). The submission refers to site location and characteristics; being 
primarily zoned Farming Zone, with a southern segment zoned Rural Conservation Zone 
10 which is also applied with the Environmental Significance Overlay Schedule 2 (High 
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Value Wetlands and Associated Habitat Protection). The Land Subject to Inundation 
Overlay applies to a western portion of the site. 

Submission #50 refers to the site’s planning history notably the Amendment C159 Panel 
Report recommendation (p.45):  

“Council should consider the potential for limited residential development of 1900 – 1920 
Barwon Heads Road as a means of achieving a net improvement to the environmental 
values of the Murtnaghurt Lagoon and channel. This assessment should also address 
the issues raised in this report”. 

According to the submission this recommendation ‘provides a significant strategic 
position to facilitate a revision of the settlement boundary’. Other commentary on the 
BHSP argues that the site’s inclusion in the settlement boundary:  

• Is modest, logical and would have no discernible difference to the residential land
supply of the municipality or Barwon Heads.

• Includes a commitment to incorporating a retirement and aged care complex as part
of the development ($110m investment and approximately 140 permanent jobs).

• Can contribute to the establishment of the Round the Heads Trail;

• Allows efficient connection to reticulated water and sewer as well as incorporating
best practice urban stormwater techniques which would pose no threat to nearby
wetlands and coastal environs;

• Eases housing price pressures in Barwon Heads and provides market choice;

• Would consider landscape and biodiversity issues in any rezoning request; and

• Is not used for agriculture (and a change of use would have negligible impact on the
sector).

Submission #50 requests changes to Clause 21.14 to include the developable part of 
the site within the settlement boundary and designating the Neighbourhood Residential 
Zone Schedule 6 and DDO41. The submission further requests the developable part be 
applied with the DDO41 and “otherwise facilitate the use and development of the 
developable part of the land at 1900 Barwon Heads Road for residential purposes”. 

Submission #137 was prepared by St Quentin Consulting on behalf of a consortium of 
landowners at 135 Taits Road, 137 Taits Road and 1941-1949 Barwon Heads Road. 
This 39 hectare Farming Zone site is located on the north side of Barwon Heads Road 
as shown on the map in Attachment 3 (under submission #137). 

The submission identifies the shortcomings of the BHSP under the categories of: 

• Growth: the BHSP implies that Council has no obligation to plan for future growth
and is therefore inconsistent with Clause 11.05-1 which seeks to provide for a broad
range of housing types and redevelopment opportunities. The Amendment restricts
development within the town by replacing the GRZ with the more restrictive NRZ;
and replacing the RGZ with the more restrictive GRZ. A western expansion of the
settlement boundary could assist in addressing the limited housing supply and may
also provide land supply for other basic services needed by the community.

• Wetlands: the BHSP relies on assumptions regarding the ‘substantial threat’ to these
wetlands posed by development west of the settlement boundary without any
supporting evidence. The BHSP has not undertaken a detailed feasibility assessment
of individual sites. The BHSP should remove all arguments for not extending the
boundary due to potential impacts on sensitive environments because this is simply
unsubstantiated.
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• Development alternatives: the BHSP assumes that it is not possible to design an
innovative development that is hidden from view, protects the environment and does
not erode village atmosphere. An expansion to the western boundary could involve
well-planned development with large separation distances to environmental values,
plenty of parkland and vegetation, integrated water management, highly sustainable
development outcomes and great linkages to the existing town.

Submission #137 concludes by saying a western expansion of the settlement boundary 
could achieve a net community benefit. 

The other objections were #38, 39, 40, 51, 58, 59, 118, 126, 147 & 161. Grounds include: 
that Barwon Heads has a significant shortage of land for new housing; land is available 
on the western boundary; land is required for aged care, affordable housing, tourist 
accommodation, walking trails, etc; and supposed threats to wetlands can be easily 
managed. 

Submission #39 warns that if the rural land west of the settlement boundary falls into the 
hands of multi-national companies subdivisions will be approved, lot yields maximised 
and there will be no generous offers of free land for the community. Submission #161 
asks why is the Special Building Overlay in the centre of Barwon Heads being supported 
for medium density while the area outside the boundary is ignored (and does not have 
potential flood problems)? 

One submission (#94), supports retention of the current boundary but considers very low 
density development north of Taits Road combined with compulsory revegetation would 
improve the Moonah Woodland area.  

Officer Response 

Submissions seeking a westward shift of the settlement boundary are not supported. 

The supporting submissions are noted and reinforce the reasons outlined in the BHSP. 
Clearly, there is overwhelming and passionate support to retain the current settlement 
boundary location from the local community. 

The DELWP submission #167 notes that the Amendment is consistent with matters it 
raised in earlier feedback on the structure plan. This feedback was sought during the 
BHSP preparation phase and incorporated the views of Parks Victoria, manager of the 
Lake Connewarre State Game Reserve. The comments address issues relating to policy, 
servicing, ecology and Ramsar obligations, and potential conflicting uses. The DELWP 
letter is shown in Attachment 3. 

The objecting Submission #50 from Dominion Property fails to outline any planning 
policies to support shifting the settlement boundary, instead relying on a panel report 
recommendation. The C375 Explanatory Report provides a strategic assessment of the 
Amendment including how retaining the existing settlement boundary is consistent with 
the State and Local Planning Policy Framework. 

Providing a commitment to deliver aged care and retirement living is noted however 
substantial amounts of recently rezoned residential land is available in nearby Ocean 
Grove and Armstrong Creek. 1900 Barwon Heads Road is located in the Farming Zone 
and sits outside the township settlement boundary. Clause 21.06 requires retirement 
accommodation to be located within urban areas, preferably within close proximity to 
activity centres and public transport services. 

No substantive detail is provided about this commitment, nor its relationship with more 
conventional residential subdivision which is also presumably proposed. Regardless, the 
uses are urban in nature and Barwon Heads is not a designated growth location with 
limited local service provision. 
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In the Section 4 Request, Submission #50 uses the term ‘developable part of the land’. 
However the submission has not included any technical assessments to determine and 
support the limits of development. It is assumed that the submission is really seeking all 
of the land to be included in the settlement boundary and detailed assessments 
undertaken at a later time. This is assumed because a Development Plan Overlay 
requirement is proposed to address landscape, biodiversity, cultural heritage and 
stormwater constraints (on page 5). 

In some locations this approach may be acceptable but certainly not in this sensitive 
environmental location. The BHSP sets out the reasons for not supporting urban 
development outside the settlement boundary, including that Clause 12 of the State 
Planning Policy Framework requires Council to adopt the ‘precautionary principle’. 
Submission #50 has not included any peer and Council engineer reviewed evidence to 
demonstrate net environmental benefits to the area. 

Submission #137 from St Quentin agrees that the wetlands around Barwon Heads are 
of significance but says the BHSP relies on a series of assumptions regarding the threat 
posed by development. The submission says Council has not undertaken a detailed 
feasibility assessment of individual sites to support its position. This argument is rejected. 
The BHSP makes it clear that due to a lack of ‘in-principle’ support for development, 
Council has not undertaken any such assessments but has received high level expert 
advice. This position is appropriate given the policy context and purpose of the structure 
plan.  

Other arguments raised by Submission #137 are also rejected. The Amendment is 
consistent with Clause 11.05-1 as it supports managed growth and redevelopment and 
continues to designate an area for increased housing diversity. Council welcomes 
innovative, sustainable development and the owners are free to pursue opportunities in 
the Farming Zone. 

Submissions #50 and #137 highlight the contribution their land could make to the 
establishment of the planned ‘round the heads trail’. Private land could indeed improve 
the ability to realise the trail by avoiding construction within some of the Murtnaghurt tidal 
palaeochannel. However this alone is not a sufficient reason to support the rezoning of 
over 88 hectares of sensitive coastal land. 

All the objecting submissions refer, in one way or another, to the critical shortage of 
residential land supply in Barwon Heads. They also refer to the community benefits that 
would accrue from providing more residential land. The BHSP notes there is a limited 
supply of housing (Section 7.0), though when measured against Clause 11.02-1 Supply 
of urban land, substantial land is available in nearby Ocean Grove and Armstrong Creek. 
Also, in the context of Barwon Heads, it is unlikely that providing additional land will have 
a marked impact on affordability. No submission has produced any evidence that shifting 
the settlement boundary will increase housing affordability. The BHSP does not identify 
future areas for new community or educational uses. 

The objecting Submission #161 appears to have an interest in 1900 Barwon Heads 
Road. The submission raises the issue of BHSP support for medium density housing in 
areas prone to flooding. This issue is addressed below under ‘2. Increased Housing 
Diversity Area’. Statements that the area outside the boundary has been ignored for 
development and (unlike within the town) does not have potential flood problems is 
incorrect. 1900 Barwon Heads Road is partly applied with a Land Subject to Inundation 
Overlay under the Planning Scheme and partly designated Flood Prone under the 
Building Regulations.  

The BHSP (p. 128) notes that Council’s Engineering Services does not support the 
expansion of the settlement boundary for residential development and further states: 
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“The location of the town boundary has always left a buffer of rural zoned land between 
the levee and more intensive development. Any alteration of the township boundary to 
the west would need to be informed by a detailed risk assessment, including structural 
assessment of the levee and imposition of appropriate buffers in accordance with the 
Victorian Floodplain Management Strategy 2016.” (p. 99) 

It is further noted that both the CCMA and DELWP support retaining the existing 
settlement boundary location.  

Concerns that the land will fall into the hands of multi-national companies (Submission 
#39) is not relevant to Amendment C375. In responding to Submission #94, the rezoning 
of land for low density or rural living is generally not supported by Council. Clause 21.06-
2 Urban Growth limits rural living development to existing zoned land in existing nodes 
such as nearby Wallington.   

2. Increased Housing Diversity Area

Amendment C375 proposes to rezone the Increased Housing Diversity Area (IHDA) from 
the current Residential Growth Zone Schedule 3 (with a maximum building height of 
10.5m) to the General Residential Zone Schedule 1 (with a maximum building height of 
11m and no more than 3 storeys at any point). The Amendment will also apply a Design 
and Development Overlay Schedule 42 (DDO42) Barwon Heads Increased Housing 
Diversity Area to the IHDA. 

It is noted that the IHDA south of Bridge Road is proposed to be removed – refer to the 
section below under the heading ‘Residential land south of Bridge Road’. 

The exhibited IHDA is mapped as follows: 

Council received 78 submissions that object to the existence of the IHDA policy. 
Objections seek to either remove the IHDA completely or reduce its extent. Submissions 
generally call for this area be rezoned to the NRZ. 

Submission #10 was a petition with 24 signatures from residents seeking removal of the 
IHDA from the western side of Golf Links Road. Hence the submission requests this area 
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be rezoned to the Neighbourhood Residential Zone. Reasons for the change include: 
negative impact on the neighbourhood; conflict with the nearby school traffic, parking 
and pedestrian activity; 11m is too high in the context of mainly single storey dwellings 
in this part of Barwon Heads; and the Neighbourhood Residential Zone still encourages 
development of a significant height. 

Submission #57 typifies submissions saying: “I do not support an IHDA classification for 
Barwon Heads. The principles behind the IHDA are not compatible with a non-growth 
zone small coastal village. It is out of scale with the size of the town”. Submission #123 
says the IHDA is not applicable as Barwon Heads is a coastal village and does not have 
transport hubs such as railway stations. 

Submission #82 challenges the IHDA saying: “The Housing Diversity Strategy, in Map 
area 4, was applied by Council in 2008 and was not based on a detailed review of the 
existing character of individual settlements like Barwon Heads. The outcome is that a 
large part of Barwon Heads was identified as an ‘Increased Housing Diversity Area’. 
Apparently only for the reason it was within the 400m of a shopping area.” 

Common to many of the objections is that the 11 metre building height limit (and 3 
storeys) is too high and should be reduced to 9m. It is fair to say there is confusion as to 
why the height limit is being increased to 11m yet the zone is changing from Residential 
Growth to General Residential.  

Some submissions highlight the conflict with the existing Flinders Heritage Area (see 
submission #81 and #136 for instance) and encouraging development in an area prone 
to flooding. There is also concern that the proposed DDO42 will do little to protect the 
unique coastal character of Barwon Heads. 

The Barwon Heads Association Submission #13 seeks a reduction of the IHDA to 100m 
from the current commercial zone and limit to Ozone Road. Submission #77 advocates 
two IHDA areas: Hitchcock-Ozone-Grove-Bridge Roads and Hitchcock-Colite-Margate-
Geelong Roads. Submission #84 suggests an area bound by Ozone Road, Grove Road, 
Bridge Road and Grandview Parade. 

Seven submissions support the IHDA and associated zone and overlay controls. 

Officer Response 

Submissions calling for the complete removal of the Barwon Heads IHDA are not 
supported. The IHDA policy is embedded in the Municipal Strategic Statement at 
Clauses 21.06, 21.14 and 22.63. The policy is not ‘new’ and has formed part of Council’s 
housing strategy for 10 years. It also recognises the strategic policy in the G21 Regional 
Growth Plan for Barwon Heads to receive a ‘moderate’ degree of new residential 
development while respecting existing character. 

There is continued need to encourage and support increased housing diversity close to 
the town centre. The existing Residential Growth Zone Schedule 3 Coastal Increased 
Housing Diversity Areas applies to all the Bellarine towns and sets a 10.5m building 
height limit. However, as a consequence of the State Government reformed residential 
zones (VC110) policy, RGZ schedules must be at least 13.5 metres. Heights of 13.5m 
and above (effectively 4 storeys) are not consistent with the preferred character of 
Barwon Heads.  

The BHSP has recommended that the IHDA be rezoned to the General Residential Zone 
and applied with a new DDO42. The purpose of the proposed GRZ remains consistent 
with the intent of the IHDA. The GRZ sets a maximum building height requirement of 
11m and 3 storeys (which schedules cannot lower) and is similar to the existing 10.5m. 
Therefore, while the height limit has increased by half-a-metre, the addition of the DDO42 
provides design requirements to ensure that dwellings are designed, sited and 
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landscaped in a manner to reduce the dominance that a two or three storey building 
would have on the streetscape. 

Overall, the purpose of the GRZ is to encourage housing diversity and growth that 
respects neighbourhood character, while the purpose of the NRZ is primarily to preserve 
identified character. Given the IHDA is to remain, rezoning this area to the NRZ is not 
appropriate and not supported. 

Concerns about the blanket 400m walkable catchment methodology applied under the 
2008 Housing Diversity Strategy are not without merit. This methodology was applied 
uniformly to all the coastal towns, including the larger nearby Ocean Grove (noting that 
Ocean Grove has two separate IHDAs) which is a designated growth location. 

However the 2008 Housing Diversity Strategy recognised that further work would be 
required stating on page 53: 

“Subject to…specific studies undertaken by Council, consider [of] the use of Significant 
Landscape, Design and Development or similar Overlays to protect areas of specific 
urban design…notably specific areas of…Barwon Heads (RCS Precinct 2, 4, 5 and 6).” 

This work occurred in the preparation of the 2017 BHSP where Council engaged Hansen 
Partnership and the Barwon Heads Residential & Landscape Character Assessment 
March 2017 was completed. The purpose of the Character Assessment was to determine 
if there is a need for new planning controls for residential development in Barwon Heads, 
in order to protect or enhance the existing character of the town in the face of new 
development.  

The Assessment formed the view that (p. 38): “Increased diversity of housing stock is 
still encouraged but at a lower intensity commensurate with the scale of the township, 
associated availability of services and facilities, as well as the preferred character.” 

The Character Assessment, which included field work and community engagement, has 
informed the BHSP settlement and housing discussion and directions. The City will 
undertake similar assessments for the other Bellarine townships to guide housing 
change as time and budget allows. 

Other main issues raised in submissions are addressed as follows: 

• Reducing the extent of the IHDA (other than west of Golf Links Road) is not
supported. As discussed above the strategic policy basis for the designated area is
sound. Further review by the Barwon Heads Residential & Landscape Character
Assessment recommended removing only two discrete parts.

• Removal of the IHDA from the western side of Golf Links Road is supported. This
area is recommended for removal in the Barwon Heads Residential & Landscape
Character Assessment (p. 41). This will require changes to planning scheme maps
81 and 88 to remove the GRZ1 and replace with NRZ6; and remove DDO42 and
replace with DDO41.

• It is acknowledged that there is some conflict between the Flinders Heritage Area
(HO1649) and the IHDA. This conflict exists now. The HO supporting policy Clause
22.36  promotes detached, single and double storey dwellings (amongst other design
characteristics) which differs from the proposed GRZ maximum height of 11m and
the IHDA policy. Local Policy Clause 22.63 Increased Housing Diversity Areas
requires developments to respond positively to heritage matters. Permit applications
in the HO will continue to be assessed on their planning merits.

It is noted that just because the GRZ allows dwelling heights up to 11m does not
automatically mean landowners/developers will seek higher dwellings. The Hansen
assessment found no 3 storey buildings when it undertook its analysis in 2016. Since
the assessment, two 3 storey buildings have been constructed, neither in a HO.
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• It is acknowledged that parts of the IHDA are applied with a Special Building Overlay
(SBO) and therefore prone to flooding. The BHSP responds to this constraint by
proposing the GRZ and DDO42 to ensure redevelopment provides reduced building
site coverage, and increased areas for soft landscaping, front setbacks and side
setbacks. Applying these design requirements will reduce stormwater flow
restrictions and increase infiltration.

The introduction of the NRZ, DDO41 and removal of the IHDA from land south of
Bridge Road and west of Golf Links Road are further measures to lessen the extent
of stormwater flooding impacts in Barwon Heads.

The interrelated hazard of climate change/sea level rise was raised in seven
submissions. Climate change is discussed in the BHSP on pages 101-102 and
includes a map showing the flood risk (1% Annual Exceedance Probability) and the
climate change risk to 2070 and 2100 (for events that occur under a 1% AEP storm
surge event on top of sea level rise scenarios). The mapping shows potential
inundation to fragments of the IHDA under 0.8m sea level rise (by 2100).

The recently completed Bellarine Peninsula – Corio Bay Local Coastal Hazard
Assessment Greater Geelong and Queenscliffe Planning Schemes Implementation
(Our Coast, Final Report, Dec 2017) recommends that mapped inundation affecting
urban areas be applied with a Land Subject to Inundation Overlay supported by local
policy. Given that hazard assessments apply to Breamlea, Ocean Grove, Point
Lonsdale, Queenscliff, St Leonards, Indented Head, Portarlington and Corio Bay, as
well as Barwon Heads, Council officers are currently resolving a preferred approach
to implement this information uniformly into the Planning Scheme.

3. Warrenbeen Court

The Amendment proposes to zone land in Warrenbeen Court to NRZ 7, with a minimum 
lot size of 4000 m2 that may be created in subdivision of an existing lot, and to 
permanently apply Schedule 6 to the Environmental Significance Overlay (ESO 6).  ESO 
6 currently applies on an interim basis until 30 June 2019. 

11 submissions supported the Amendment’s proposals for Warrenbeen Court; eight 
objected and one requested changes.  The eight objecting submissions were made by 
Warrenbeen Court landowners – owners of eight of 14 affected properties.  Another 
submission from a Warrenbeen Court landowner did not object to the Amendment but 
requested changes to the wording of  ESO 6.  One supporting submission was from the 
Barwon Heads Association; the other 10 from individuals.   

Issues raised by the objecting submissions included: 

• Subdivision restriction

Seven of the eight objecting submissions specifically opposed the proposed subdivision 
restriction (4000 m2 minimum lot size for any subdivision) and/or indicated the submitters 
had intended to subdivide their properties after the expiry of a restrictive covenant at the 
end of 2020.  Three submissions indicated that subdivision of Warrenbeen Court lots 
could still maintain the existing street character and style.  Two submissions contended 
that subdivision of lots into two (allowing one new dwelling) could retain significant 
Moonah or would not have significant environmental impact. 
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• Retrospective and detriment to owners

Five submissions indicated that the Amendment is a retrospective action that 
discriminates against owners.  One argued that Warrenbeen Court has long been zoned 
and developed for residential use, which should be the primary policy consideration. 
Another stated that the effected properties are private residences, not State Parks.  Two 
submissions queried why properties were given two street numbers if Council’s original 
intention was not to allow subdivision.  Another contended that the original Council 
subdivision approval being time limited indicates further subdivision after 2020 was 
originally intended.   

• Environmental Significance Overlay Schedule 6

Submissions objecting to ESO 6 argued it is: an unnecessary burden and restriction; too 
onerous; inappropriate in a residential area;  restrictive and unreasonable in not allowing 
works such as carport, driveways, gardens or chook pens; best applied to land yet to be 
developed; and offensive to submitters who have developed sympathetically and cared 
for the Moonah environment. 

Submissions argued that a Vegetation Protection Overlay (VPO) should be used instead 
of an ESO; one submission argued the purposes of a VPO are more closely aligned with 
the findings and recommendations of the tree assessment.  One submission stated ESO 
6 results in significant fire danger, arguing it would create dense, fire-fuelling vegetation 
in the form of trees and widespread undergrowth. 

• Vegetation

Several submissions raised issues specific to the vegetation the Amendment seeks to 
protect. Two submissions argued there are Moonah trees in several other locations in 
Barwon Heads; one argued that Warrenbeen Court has been unfairly singled out.  One 
submission argued that the Warrenbeen Court Moonah is not the healthiest condition; 
another stated that much of the subdivision area is degraded and is no longer Moonah 
woodland.  Another submitter indicated that they have planted many Moonah and 
Bellarine Yellow-gums in the area and managed trees on their property, but this appears 
to stand for nothing.  A submission argued it is not feasible or viable to expect landowners 
in an established residential area to begin land management. 

• Other matters

Two submissions indicated a lack of consultation on the proposals.  Frustration was 
expressed that alternatives suggested in submissions to the Structure Plan were not 
reflected in the adopted Structure Plan.  One submission stated Council has not 
mentioned that restrictive covenants that expire at the end of 2020.  Two submissions 
argued that Council should maintain the ability for infill development because extension 
of the town’s Settlement Boundary is not proposed.  One submission contended  Council 
is trying to placate residents elsewhere in Barwon Heads to the detriment of Warrenbeen 
Court landowners.  

Officer Response 

Clause 21.14-3 of the Scheme includes a further work action to undertake a landscape 
assessment study for Warrenbeen Court with the intention to apply an overlay to protect 
the existing character and vegetation.  This action has been in the Scheme since 2010 
and was proposed in the 2007 Barwon Heads Structure Plan. 
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Council commissioned Ecology & Heritage Partners to conduct a significant tree 
assessment within private land in Warrenbeen Court (it also assessed some adjacent 
land in Saratoga Court).  The assessment, completed in October 2016, found remnant 
indigenous vegetation representative of the Ecological Vegetation Class: Coastal 
Alkaline Scrub (EVC 858).  This EVC corresponds with the Coastal Moonah woodland 
community, listed as threatened under the Flora and Fauna Guarantee Act 1988.  The 
report identified Coastal Moonah woodland on all privately owned lots proposed to be 
zoned NRZ 7 by this Amendment.  The vegetation in that area ranged from good 
condition to poor to moderate condition.  The report concluded that all areas supporting 
remnant vegetation in the study area should be retained and maintained and 
recommended planning controls to protect the vegetation. 

The Amendment is justified to protect the very low density residential character and the 
Coastal Moonah woodland community vegetation identified by Ecology & Heritage 
Partners in Warrenbeen Court.  The location of vegetation is such that further subdivision 
of the area and subsequent development of new dwellings would require substantial 
vegetation removal. The minimum lot size has been set at 4000 m2 in order to prevent 
subdivision of lots containing the vegetation the Amendment seeks to protect.  

An aerial map of Warrenbeen Court is shown below: 

ESO 6 requires a permit to remove, destroy or lop vegetation indigenous to Victoria in 
most circumstances, as well as a permit for buildings and works affecting or within 2 
metres of the outer edge of three canopy of vegetation identified in the Ecology & 
Heritage Partners report.  Prior to the interim ESO 6, a permit was only required to 
remove vegetation on lots above 4000 m2; the majority of lots in Warrenbeen Court are 
below 4000 m2. 

An ESO is preferred to a VPO.  While a VPO would protect specific trees, the ESO 
protects the entire vegetation community, including the understorey.  The ESO protects 
the vegetation community from building or construction works by requiring a permit for 
these and through decision guidelines specifying the need to avoid removal, lopping, 
destruction or disturbance of the Coastal Moonah Woodland community.   
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An ESO has been applied to protect environmental values in vegetated existing 
residential areas elsewhere in the City of Greater Geelong (e.g. Breamlea) and other 
Victorian local governments. While Warrenbeen Court vegetation was assessed, an 
approximately 1000 ha study area to the west of the Barwon Heads township was also 
assessed by Ecology & Heritage. ESO 6 is also being applied to portions of several 
Taits Road properties as well as some Saratoga Court properties. 

Council acknowledges that landowners have managed the Coastal Moonah woodland, 
with the Ecology & Heritage assessment identifying vegetation on many lots as being in 
good or moderate condition.  However, the Amendment’s proposals are warranted to 
ensure ongoing protection of the Coastal Moonah Woodland community. 

With respect to bushfire hazard, Clauses 41.01-3 and 52.48 provide exemptions from 
the requirement for a permit to remove, destroy or lop vegetation in certain 
circumstances for bushfire protection.  It is understood that the operation of Clause 52.48 
is under review by the State Government. 

There are restrictions created on the Plan of Subdivision for Lots 1 to 14 Warrenbeen 
Court, stipulating: 

• The owners ... shall not allow the erection of more than one dwelling on any single
lot or further subdivision of any lot.

• The owners ... shall not develop the land other than in accordance with an approved
Neighbourhood Design Plan pursuant to Planning Permit No. 1057/97.

The second dot point means that no building can be located outside the building 
envelopes shown on that Neighbourhood Design Plan. 

A separate private covenant on all but one lot, among various other matters relating to 
land use, stipulates an owner shall not build more than one dwelling on a lot or cause or 
permit the lot to be subdivided.  This covenant expires on 31 December 2020. 

While the second covenant expires at the end of 2020, the restrictions on the Plan of 
Subdivision will remain.  The implications of these restrictions is that, regardless of 
Scheme controls, subdivision would not be possible without removing or varying these 
restrictions.  The process for such removal or variation is set out in the Transfer of Land 
Act 1958 and the Planning and Environment Act 1987.  Removing or varying the 
restrictions in order to allow subdivision would be highly unlikely without the consent of 
all landowners who are beneficiaries to the covenant, given Section 60(2) of the Planning 
and Environment Act 1987 and the impacts of substantial vegetation removal that 
subdivision and development of new lots would entail. 

The restrictive covenants are separate from the Scheme and are not the reason or 
justification for the Amendment.  However, the ongoing restrictions on the Plan of 
Subdivision provide context for judging the fairness of the Amendment’s controls on 
subdivision and development.  

Range street numbering merely reflects the lengths of a property’s street frontage and is 
completely independent of whether there is current or anticipated subdivision potential. 

Submissions on the Barwon Head Structure Plan regarding Warrenbeen Court were 
considered and are referred to in the adopted 2017 Structure Plan. 

A few of the requested changes to ESO 6 (Submission #99) supporting the Amendment 
are supported as they provide clarity around Permit requirements.  However, most of the 
requested changes are not supported as they are superfluous, inconsistent with the ESO 
parent clause 42.01-2 or contrary to the Ministerial Direction on the Form and Content of 
Planning Schemes. 
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4. Residential land south of Bridge Road 

21 submissions specifically addressed Area 5, south of Bridge Road.  The Amendment 
proposes to rezone ‘Area 5’ from Residential Growth Zone Schedule 3 (RGZ 3) to 
Neighbourhood Residential Zone Schedule 6 (NRZ 6), and to apply a new Design and 
Development Overlay Schedule 41 (DDO 41).  Of the 21 submissions, eight supported 
and 13 opposed the Amendment’s proposals for the area.  Of the eight supporting 
submissions, three were from affected owners.  Of the 13 objecting submissions, 12 
were from or on behalf of affected owners. 

Objecting submissions raised a wide range of issues.  Comments on the Amendment’s 
proposals in general included: 

• The Amendment affects Area 5 much more than other parts of Barwon Heads. 

• The Amendment significantly restricts opportunity to meet increased housing 
demand.  

• Higher density must be allowed if town’s settlement boundary is not expanded.  

• The proposals contradict the Housing Diversity Strategy and the 2017 Barwon Heads 
Structure Plan, which identify an ageing population and the need for greater housing 
diversity and indicate urban consolidation and infill is the most appropriate way to 
accommodate projected population growth. 

• Area 5 has no unifying neighbourhood character or unique landscape character.  

• It is arguably too late to preserve the character of the area, as many existing 
dwellings in the area are not consistent with the Amendment’s 
requirements/guidelines. 

• Height limit and site coverage are impractical for building a house. 

• Adverse impacts on land values. 

Comments specifically on the proposed rezoning from RGZ to NRZ included: 

• Stifles development opportunities and inadequately supports projected population 
growth. 

• Good design outcomes can be achieved by retaining the RGZ and relying on tools 
such as Clause 55 and a DDO.   

• Despite the height limit change from 10.5 m to 9.0 m, allowing three storey buildings 
will dramatically change appearance of area. 

• Some land south of Bridge Road should be included in GRZ, near the supermarket 
(approximately 400m area between Hitchcock Avenue and Ewing Blyth Drive).    

A wide range of comments were made regarding proposed DDO 41.  Most objecting 
submissions commented on the proposed 40% site coverage, arguing that it: 

• is overly restrictive and disadvantages affected owners.  One submitter indicated it 
would prevent them extending their home.  Another indicated it would cause them to 
build higher than they would prefer.  It was argued that the site coverage reduction 
is unfair on owners yet to build or redevelop; 

• is too restrictive on smaller lots (a 300 m2 lot and a 540 m2 lot were cited in separate 
submissions); one submission argued the Amendment should acknowledge that a 
permit for site coverage above 40% is supported on smaller lots created at an earlier 
time; 

• is unrealistic given most properties in the area already exceed this; 
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• being reduced from 70% to 40% is a substantial rather than incremental change.  A
submission contended this was insufficiently highlighted during exhibition and many
landowners were unaware of this change;

• will result in more two or three storey dwellings, with overshadowing and adverse
impact on character and streetscape, particularly on smaller lots;

• makes little sense given trend towards larger dwellings; and

• should be changed: one submission suggested 50 to 55%, two indicated 60%, and
another indicated it should be removed or replaced with a more incremental change
that also considers different limits for different lot sizes.

Submissions made comment on other specific aspects of DDO 41 include: 

• A design objective in Point 1 is “to protect the unique low scale coastal design
character of Barwon Heads”, but this character was lost many years ago.

• Several submissions objected to this point in 2.0 (Buildings and works): “Buildings
are designed with lightweight, natural and timber materials and unobtrusive building
colours”.  Comments included the requirement is too restrictive; few existing
structures use these materials; these materials require frequent upkeep in a seaside
environment; and colour control could result in a bland built environment.

• The requirement in 2.0 (Buildings and works) for a landscaping plan to be prepared
for the site by a qualified landscape architect was questioned, contending that
requiring a landscape architect is excessive and a cost burden.

• Setbacks (Table 1) should be based on lot orientation.

• The required min 2 m setback to at least one boundary (Table 1) will severely limit
development; many properties currently do not comply with this setback.

• Not clear that requiring garages to be set behind building frontages (Table 1) results
in a more appealing outcome.

• A 1 m high fence (Table 1) provides insufficient security.

• Reducing the dominant scale of the upper level can be achieved in a number of ways,
not necessarily recessing or articulating (5.0, Decision guidelines).

Officer Response 

The proposed rezoning of Area 5 from RGZ 3 to NRZ 6 and the application of DDO 41 
reflect recommendations of the Residential and Landscape Character Assessment 2017 
(Character Assessment) undertaken by Hansen Consultants to inform future infill 
development in Barwon Heads.  This assessment informed the 2017 Structure Plan. 

The RGZ zoning of Area 5 has resulted from the City’s Housing Diversity Strategy.  The 
Character Assessment noted that the Housing Diversity Strategy was undertaken at a 
municipal level and consequently was not based on a detailed review of the existing 
character of individual settlements.  The Character Assessment also noted that the RGZ, 
which encourages higher density residential development, without regard to the existing 
character of the area, may be inappropriate for this area. 
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The Character Assessment identified the area south of Bridge Road as having a 
particularly strong character through the unformed nature of roadside and vegetation, 
which would be significantly compromised by more intensive development.  It noted that 
the area is influenced by both the  public and private realms, with the topography and 
road treatments particularly influential and vegetation across both the public and the 
private realms also notable.  The Character Assessment recommended that the area be 
deleted from the Increased Housing Diversity Area (IHDA).   

The particular character of the area south of Bridge Road has also been previously 
recognised.  Clause 21.14 of the Scheme includes a further work item to undertake a 
landscape assessment study of the Ewing Blyth/Golf Links/Bridge Road area with the 
intention to apply an overlay to protect the existing character and vegetation.  The area 
was also identified as having a distinct character by the 2001 Geelong Neighbourhood 
Character Study. 

Consistent with other non-IHDA residential areas in Barwon Heads, the Amendment 
proposes the NRZ for Area 5.  Given the findings and recommendations of the Character 
Assessment, reflected in the 2017 Structure Plan, this zoning is considered well justified. 
The IHDA, with its greater opportunities for infill development, will remain to the north of 
Bridge Road and east of Golf Links Road.  

Only a small proportion of properties in Area 5 currently exceed 40% site coverage. 
There are very few vacant lots smaller than 500 m2 in Area 5.  For the few smaller lots 
in the area, a permit application proposing greater than 40% site coverage could be 
considered, although a very strong case would be required given 40% maximum site 
coverage is both a permit trigger and a design requirement on Table 1.  In addition to 
protecting the character of the area, the proposed 40% maximum site coverage will also 
help to lessen stormwater drainage problems in Barwon Heads by retaining more 
permeable area as development proceeds.   

The proposed reduction in maximum site coverage in Area 5 from 70% to 40% was 
clearly stated in information mailed to all landowners. 

It is acknowledged that the NRZ and DDO 41 may result in more multi-storey dwellings; 
this is not considered an undesirable outcome.  The Character Assessment has already 
identified the area south of Bridge Road as having a higher presence of two storey 
buildings than most of the town.  The reduced site coverage will provide greater 
opportunities to retain existing and plant new trees, so that multi storey dwellings will sit 
in a more vegetated landscape.  Under the NRZ, a 9 m maximum height will apply. 

The various comments in submissions on specific aspects of proposed DDO 41 have 
been considered and some changes to DDO 41 are recommended in response to these. 
Recommended changes to Point 2.0 include removing the requirement for a landscape 
plan to be prepared by a qualified landscape architect and removing reference to 
unobtrusive building colours.  However, the majority of the content of proposed DDO 41 
is considered appropriate and well justified, being based on recommendations of the 
Character Assessment. 

5. Neighbourhood Residential Zone

The majority of the township is proposed to be rezoned from General Residential Zone 
Schedule 2 (GRZ2) to Neighbourhood Residential Zone Schedule 6 (NRZ6) 
accompanied by a Design and Development Overlay Schedule 41 (DDO41) Barwon 
Heads Incremental Change Residential Area. 

The Barwon Heads Association Submission #13 and other submitters support the NRZ6 
however believe a minimum lot size of no less than 400 square metres should be applied. 
There is widespread support for the 9m building height limit and reduced building site 
coverage of 40%. Submission #84 suggests the DDO41 should be applied to ‘Area 2’. 
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Submission #6 is strongly opposed to the 9m height limit and seeks 11 metres. 
Submission #94 also favours 11m in ‘Area 1’. On the other hand, Submission #87 says 
the height limit should be reduced to 7.5m.  

Submission #111 by Novo Planning on behalf of a Barwon Heads landowner says the 
rezoning from GRZ1 to NRZ6 blanket application should be modified to apply to targeted 
areas in the township (Precincts 8 and 10 in the Barwon Heads Residential & Landscape 
Character Assessment March 2017 should be excluded from NRZ6 and DDO41). The 
submission states: 

• Newer development areas should remain in the General Residential Zone Schedule
2 to allow for varied development outcomes.

• The DDO41 should be applied to areas that have high visual amenity such as main
roads and more established areas, not nearly all of Barwon Heads residential areas.
The 40% maximum site coverage and 30% soft landscaping requirements are not
supported.

• The default site coverage of 60% should remain, particularly given the inconsistency
in the Barwon Heads Residential & Landscape Character Assessment.

• The combination of the garden area, landscaping and site coverage requirements
are onerous and limit infill development and good design outcomes.

Officer Response 

The request to introduce a minimum lot size of no less than 400 square metres is not 
supported. Such a control would place serious restrictions on lots of less than 800 square 
metres and cause material detriment to landowners. Changing the exhibited NRZ6 to 
include a minimum subdivision area would be a transformation of the Amendment and, 
in accordance with the rules of natural justice, require reengagement and notification. 

The Barwon Heads Residential & Landscape Character Assessment has recommended 
zone and overlay controls to better protect and enhance the town’s character as infill 
redevelopment occurs. The assessment identified the special vegetation character of 
Warrenbeen Court properties that warrant a minimum subdivision control. However the 
assessment recommended the broader township be applied with design and 
development overlays – which are performance based tools. No submission has 
provided expert landscape character evidence to support the introduction of a 400 sqm 
minimum lot size. 

Applying the DDO41 to ‘Area 2’ is not supported as these are new residential 
subdivisions with notable character differences. The built form is unlikely to change and 
applying the DDO41 would have little to no benefit. 

Submissions that oppose the height limit of 9 metres – and seek either higher or lower 
limits, are not supported. The NRZ is a Victorian Planning Provision that cannot be 
altered by Council. The NRZ at Clause 32.09-9 sets the building height at 9m and no 
more than 2 storeys at any point.  

Submission #111 fails to identify the address of properties owned – which may give a 
clearer indication of why Precincts 8 and 10 are specifically requested to be excluded 
from the proposed NRZ and DDO41. The arguments raised in the submission are 
rejected.  

The BHSP directs that the General Residential Zone only be applied to the IHDA. The 
IHDA is where infill development and diversity is encouraged. Precincts 8 and 10 in the 
Character Assessment are areas where most of the housing stock dates back to the 
1980s or earlier.  Application of the NRZ6 and DDO 41 to these areas is well justified 
and consistent with nearly all of Barwon Heads’ residential areas outside of the IHDA. 

DDO 41 proposes maximum 40% site coverage, as a permit trigger and development 
requirement.  This reflects the existing character of the town, with the great majority of 
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properties having less than 40% site coverage.  The Character Assessment notes that 
this lower site coverage will also reinforce the unique context of Barwon Heads and its 
associated ‘coastal’ character.  In addition to protecting the character of the area, the 
proposed 40% site coverage will also help to lessen stormwater drainage problems in 
Barwon Heads by retaining more permeable area as development proceeds.  The 40% 
site coverage is appropriate for all of the proposed DDO 41 area. 

The garden area requirement is separate from, though complementary to, the site 
coverage and landscaping requirements in DDO 41, although it achieves similar 
outcomes. All of these requirements would apply, noting that the garden area 
requirement is mandatory whereas the other requirements may be varied.  

6. Movement and parking

51 submissions specifically raised traffic and/or parking issues.  Car parking was a clear 
matter of concern to submitters, with 47 submissions specifically referring to parking 
issues.  Submissions outlined existing traffic and/or parking problems in Barwon Heads. 
Many indicated that these problems are worst in summer, peak holiday periods and 
weekends, but are extending throughout the year.  Concern was expressed that 
problems would worsen with population growth in surrounding areas, increasing visitor 
numbers and new development in Barwon Heads. 

Previous parking and traffic studies were criticised for being out of date and taking place 
outside the summer peak holiday season.  Many submissions called for a new traffic and 
parking study and for traffic and parking improvements to be identified, rather than just 
ongoing monitoring. 

Specific traffic issues raised included: 

• congestion on the bridge between Barwon Heads and Ocean Grove;

• safety risks from arterial road traffic, including trucks, to pedestrians and cyclists,
particularly Barwon Heads Primary School students;

• impact of Bridge Road pedestrian crossings on traffic flow;

• traffic congestion and management on Hitchcock Avenue and Ozone Road;

• emergency vehicle access;

• speed limits (two submissions suggested a 40 km/h limit, one for the whole town, one
for all of Hitchcock Avenue).

Several submissions addressed pedestrian and cyclist networks and safety.  Reduced 
safety for pedestrians and cyclists due to increased traffic volumes and congestion was 
cited.  Submissions called for an expanded network of pedestrian and cycle paths.  Two 
submissions recommended enhancing or preserving laneway links.  Two submissions 
specifically indicated that improved roads, footpaths and cycle paths should not be 
funded through Special Rates and Charges, but through current rates/consolidated 
revenue. 

A submission from the Department of Economic Development, Jobs, Transport and 
Resources (DEDJTR) indicated that Transport for Victoria and VicRoads are aware of 
community concerns regarding traffic congestion and that VicRoads is monitoring the 
issue, but has not developed any proposals at this stage.  The DEDJTR submission 
indicated that the Structure Plan should identify shared path connections to the broader 
path network including the Thirteenth Beach coastal path extension to the path between 
Blackgate Road and Breamlea Road. 

Many submissions referred to limited availability of car parking in Barwon Heads, 
particularly in and around the town centre.  Concern was expressed at the impact of on-
street parking in streets surrounding the town centre.  25 submissions raised the need 
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for each development to provide adequate car parking.  Most of these specifically 
expressed concern with the waiving of parking requirements for individual developments, 
with the impact of waived parking requirements on parking availability in and around the 
town centre cited in several submissions.  Concern was also raised with the standard 
parking requirements for dwellings.  Nine submissions expressed concerns with 
underground parking, including impact of the water table, flooding of car parks and 
neighbouring properties and impact on building foundations. 

Among a wide range of specific solutions recommended in submissions to address 
parking issues were: 

• developing off-street car parking on Council or private property in or near the town
centre;

• improved enforcement of existing parking restrictions;

• increasing timed parking bays on Flinders Parade;

• analysing cumulative parking impacts of new development in Hitchcock Avenue;

• requiring parking assessments to be carried out over summer and weekends; and

• phasing out residential use in the town centre so that land is only used for commercial
use or parking.

Officer Response 

Community concerns with traffic volumes and flows and car parking supply in Barwon 
Heads are acknowledged and addressed in the 2017 Structure Plan.   

An arterial road passes through Barwon Heads (Barwon Heads Road, Golf Links Road, 
Bridge Road and the Barwon Heads Bridge) and is managed by VicRoads.  Council has 
to work within the limitations this arterial road alignment presents with respect to traffic 
movements in Barwon Heads.  The Structure Plan recognises slower traffic flows and 
parking availability problems in peak holiday periods. 

Council has previously commissioned traffic and parking studies for Barwon Heads, 
undertaken in 2003 and 2010. Council has implemented a wide range of traffic and 
parking improvements since the 2010 Barwon Heads Traffic and Parking study and 
continues to undertake monitoring of traffic and parking.  Council’s Engineering Services 
does not support requests for a new traffic and parking study for Barwon Heads. 

Council’s Engineering Services advises that further speed reductions on certain roads in 
the town would inevitably transfer problems to other roads, and that a blanket speed limit 
reduction across Barwon Heads would likely have a detrimental impact on the overall 
traffic flows in the town. 

With respect to pedestrian and cycling infrastructure, the Structure Plan notes proposed 
improvements and states that Council will continue to undertake improvements to the 
road and pedestrian network and facilities when funding is available and in line with 
Council strategies and priorities. 
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DEDJTR’s submission that the Structure Plan should identify shared path connections 
to the broader path network including the Thirteenth Beach coastal path extension to the 
path between Blackgate Road and Breamlea Road is supported.  The Structure Plan 
Map proposed to be included in Clause 21.14 already contains the notation “Support the 
development of a coastal path along Thirteenth Beach Road” and no change to the 
Amendment is required.  However, the text of the Structure Plan can be revised to refer 
to that path connecting to the off-road path between Blackgate Road and Breamlea 
Road. 

With respect to parking, the Structure Plan (Part C, point 6.4.4) identifies options that 
may be considered by Council in future, subject to funding and community support.  A 
Special Rates and Charges Scheme is included as an option for funding car parking or 
footpaths, however the Structure Plan notes that community consultation would be 
required due to the financial implications this would have on affected ratepayers. 

The Scheme provisions setting car parking requirements for various uses and 
addressing reductions to car parking requirements are Victoria Planning Provisions, 
applying throughout Greater Geelong and elsewhere in the State.  Council has permitted 
reduced parking provision for a small number of mixed use (commercial and residential) 
developments in the town centre in recent years.  These have been considered in 
accordance with Scheme provisions, a parking demand assessment and the advice of 
Council’s Traffic Unit.   

Basement car parking is able to be approved subject to Engineering assessment and 
support and appropriate conditions.  Where a Special Building Overlay applies, flooding 
risk must be considered when assessing proposed developments. The BHSP is a land 
use plan rather than a detailed traffic and parking plan.  The issue has been adequately 
addressed in the Structure Plan and potential improvements can continue to be 
considered by Council on an ongoing basis. 

7. Vegetation protection

24 submissions highlight the important contribution that vegetation provides within the 
Barwon Heads township. There is a concern that the Amendment fails to adequately 
protect the town’s vegetation, notably when redevelopment occurs. Submissions request 
controls be applied to private land similar to that proposed for Warrenbeen Court and in 
Ocean Grove. 

The BHA request that Council urgently undertake further assessment of significant trees 
on private land (as well as public land) to support planning or other legal controls on the 
removal of vegetation to preserve landscape character. 

Officer Response 

Introducing vegetation protection controls in residential areas is problematic, especially 
where blanket controls are applied. As was the case with Warrenbeen Court and the 
Ocean Grove Significant Tree Project, previous studies and structure plans had identified 
the need for technical assessments to determine the merits of new vegetation controls 
in specific areas. 

Planning Practice Note 07 Vegetation Protection in Urban Areas provides guidance on 
how to assess the significance of vegetation and how to protect significant vegetation. 
The Note states if the planning scheme is to be used to protect vegetation, a vegetation 
survey or study must be undertaken. 

It would be a flawed approach for a Council to propose onerous vegetation controls on 
private land without supporting evidence. Statements such as that from Submission 
#122: “Significant vegetation and trees should be protected with tighter controls and a 
permit needed to remove any of the above”, while well meaning, would need to be 
supported by such evidence. The 2017 BHSP does not include any studies of private 
land vegetation nor recommend additional controls to the ESO6. 
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However this does not mean that the BHSP is silent or dismissive of the important value 
that vegetation – both indigenous to the area and non-indigenous – makes to Barwon 
Heads. 

Amendment C375 proposes Design and Development Overlays to virtually the entire 
township. These overlays will, where a permit is triggered, require those seeking to 
redevelop to place greater emphasis on clever siting and design that gives proper 
consideration to protecting existing vegetation and incorporating new vegetation.  

This is considered to be a practical and immediate approach to address the incremental 
loss of vegetation on private land.  

The Amendment also includes the following proposed “Further work” to Clause 21.14: 

Undertake a study to identify significant vegetation and biodiversity values of public areas 
and roadsides within Barwon Heads. 

No further work or studies have been identified for private land in Barwon Heads. If the 
Barwon Heads Association is aware of particular vegetation areas of significance it had 
ample opportunity to highlight such areas during the BHSP consultation phase. 

8. Drafting

This section addresses submissions that request general and specific drafting changes 
to the exhibited Amendment documents that have not been mentioned in previous 
sections of the report.  

Common to many submissions is that the DDO41 and DDO42 single dwelling exemption 
from notice and review provision should be removed. Submission #13 states: 

“I do not support the total exemption of planning permit applications for single dwellings 
from advertising and third party appeal rights.  It is critical that residents be made aware 
of the proposed planning permits for all dwellings, be they single or multi-dwelling 
developments, so they can use their third party appeal rights when appropriate.  By 
removing this right of appeal the community cannot express its views on inappropriate 
constructions.  We need to retain this right to appeal against inappropriate constructions. 
Council must not remove this right.” 

Submission #41 supports exemption provisions. 

Further in relation to the DDOs, Submission #24 (and others) state: 

“If DDO’s are to be of any use and to have any impact there need to be rigorous 
mechanisms for ensuring that design character requirements are clearly identified and 
incorporated into the design process of the development. A mechanism then needs to 
exist which sees that they are strictly adhered to and permits are not issued unless all 
requirements have been met. Requirements need to be much tighter. If the CoGG is 
serious about retaining the ‘coastal character’ of Barwon Heads this needs to be 
addressed urgently.” 

And from Submission #81: 

“The Design and Development Overlay 42 that is also proposed for Area 4 is manifestly 
inadequate. Although the reduction in coverage from 70% to 60 % is welcomed, the 
Decision Guidelines do not guarantee that dwellings will not dominate the streetscape or 
have a dominant built form or sufficient front setbacks or significant landscaping. The 
problem with these type of design overlays is that some or all of the key points can be 
waivered by well-meaning strategic planners. Or the” Buildings and works” requirements 
are open to a wide variety of interpretation by town planners and builders and 
developers.” 

Requests for specific drafting changes are addressed in the ‘Officer Response’ section. 
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Officer Response 

Having considered the submissions Attachment 4 highlights (in yellow) changes which 
will replace the exhibited Amendment clauses as Council’s position at the Panel Hearing. 
It is noted that some of the Attachment 4 drafting changes have been instigated by 
Council officers to improve clarity and purpose.  

Removing the DDO41 & 42 notice and review exemption is not supported. The 
exemption only applies to single dwellings that do not meet measurable permit triggers 
in Table 1. Where a permit is required Council statutory planning staff are suitably 
equipped to assess the application. This is considered reasonable and appropriately 
limits applicant and Council time and cost. It is important for the community to understand 
that non-compliance with ResCode provisions (such as overlooking or overshadowing) 
are not assessed under the DDOs.  

Submissions calling for the DDO requirements to be ‘tighter’ and ‘strictly adhered to’ 
need to appreciate the subjective nature of the requirements. Unlike the design 
requirements in Table 1 (of both DDO41 & 42), which are measurable, the buildings and 
works requirements pose a more sophisticated assessment of how individual design 
elements work together. The DDOs are drafted so that the permit triggers (i.e. Table 1) 
serve as the benchmark for all development, and variations will need to demonstrate 
how a specific design response to site context achieves the character objectives. 

This approach is consistent with PPN59 The role of mandatory provisions in planning 
schemes. It notes the Victorian Planning Provision process is primarily based on the 
principle that there should be discretion for most developments, and that applications are 
to be tested against objectives and performance outcomes, rather than merely 
prescriptive mandatory requirements. Blanket mandatory controls are not appropriate for 
Barwon Heads. 

Suggested specific drafting changes are responded as follows: 

# Submission Response 
13 Clause 21.14 under ‘Barwon Heads’ add: “and 

increased height and density is contained in the 
immediate Hitchcock Ave precinct”. 

Not necessary and not 
agreed. 

13 DDO42 to include a height limit of 9m. Contrary to the GRZ 11m 
height limit and not 
agreed. 

13 DDO42 to specify site coverage of 60%. Agreed. 

13 DDO41: include more specific coastal design 
benchmarks which encourage stronger 
architectural design elements such as materials, 
form and colours. 

Not agreed. The design 
requirements stem from 
the Character 
Assessment. 

13 Clause 21.14 under ‘Barwon Heads’ remove 
reference to ‘support lifetime home living for older 
people’. 

Agreed. To be removed. 

13 DDO25 should not be amended unless further 
impacts on coastal character and township 
amenity is considered. 

Not agreed. The DDO25 is 
a consequential change to 
make the height 
consistent with the 
surrounding GRZ. 

84 Unclear why the statement “Consider the impacts 
of climate change on the future development of 
Barwon Heads in accordance with the Climate 
Change Adaptation Strategy to be developed by 
Council during 2010-2011,” is to be removed. 

The Strategy has been 
completed. Refer to the 
report discussion section 
2. IHDA

84 DDO42 to include the statement: “The 
development will deliver a variety of housing 

Agreed. 
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types, with a preference for smaller one and two 
bedroom housing types”. 

84 DDO42 reference to Decision guidelines should 
strengthen wording ‘consider’ to ‘encourage’. 

Not agreed as would be 
contrary to MD Form & 
Content of Planning 
Schemes. 

84 DDO42 terminology “The upper levels of a 
building are recessed and articulated to reduce 
the dominant scale of the upper level “ should 
include ‘to all sides’. 

Agreed. 

84 SLO9 decision guidelines be amended to strongly 
discourage heights above 7.5m. 

Not agreed. The SLO9 
was not reviewed other 
than consequential 
changes resulting from the 
Amendment. 

84 DDOs to mandate use of architects for built form. Not agreed. 

84 An overlay applicable such as the Barwon River 
Environs should be implemented, nominally 7.5m, 
to reduce height of building above the vegetation 
especially leading to the coastal dunes adjacent 
to the Golf Course. 

Not recommended in the 
Character Assessment 
and not agreed. 

9. Village character

Common to all the above themes is the overarching concept of ‘coastal character’ or 
‘village character’. Many objecting submissions make mention of this concept, often 
critical or dismissive of the BHSPs ability to protect the established character of the town. 

As stated in Submission #32: “The proposed changes will affect the residential amenity 
and liveability of Barwon Heads and the general style of this area and is contrary to the 
unique feeling the township of Barwon Heads has to offer.”   

Some of the submissions that advocate expanding the settlement boundary say 
inappropriate development in recent years has permanently damaged the character and 
appeal of Barwon Heads. Others also say the expansion would reduce intensive 
development and village atmosphere issues.  

Twelve submissions support the BHSPs approach and recommended planning controls 
to safeguard character.  

Officer Response 

Assumptions that infill development intrinsically implies detriment to village character is 
somewhat misguided. It is not possible or appropriate to stop growth and Barwon Heads 
will continue to change and renew. This is particularly so as the Barwon Heads housing 
market becomes ever more sophisticated. 

Preparation of the BHSP involved comprehensive community engagement and the 
expertise of landscape consultants; to not only arrive at an understanding of what is the 
character of Barwon Heads, but how to best manage development and change to protect 
that character. 

The resulting Barwon Heads Residential & Landscape Character Assessment has 
informed the BHSP. The Assessment says that fundamental to the concept of character 
is the distinction between ‘existing’ character and ‘preferred’ character. After analysing a 
range of development trends and design elements, the Assessment concluded that the 
residential and landscape character of Barwon Heads is very mixed.  

The Assessment also sought the community’s views on the town’s special and valued 
characteristics. 
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The Assessment then lays out the approach to manage change supported by the 
evidence acquired in preparing the report. By identifying the important key elements of 
Barwon Head’s character, the Assessment was able to make informed 
recommendations including the most appropriate planning controls.  

While the Character Assessment was concentrated on the land within the town, it is the 
coastal setting in which the town lies that most significantly defines Barwon Heads. This 
fact is evidenced in numerous policy and strategic documents, such as: 

‘Protect the unique character of Barwon heads as a coastal village located within a 
sensitive environment and significant landscape setting’ [Clause 21.14 Greater Geelong 
Planning Scheme]. 

‘A place that is defined by the natural landscape features that surround it – the Bellarine 
Peninsula’s ‘island’ community’ [Barwon Heads Urban Design Framework 2013].   

The township characteristics identified in the Barwon Heads Residential & Landscape 
Character Assessment March 2017 (p. 20). 

Submissions that support the BHSPs efforts to protect the unique coastal or ‘village’ 
character of Barwon Heads are appreciated. Those that say the structure plan is a weak 
document and will do little to addresses character concerns are rejected – as are 
arguments that request expanding the township to the west. 

The new zone and overlay controls, together with retaining the settlement boundary 
location, ensures Amendment C375 strategically responds to the challenges of 
accommodating a ‘modest’ level of growth while protecting the ‘village’ character of 
Barwon Heads. 

Financial Implications 

The planning scheme amendment process has no significant financial implications for 
Council.    

Community Engagement 

The Amendment was exhibited in accordance with the provisions of the Planning and 
Environment Act 1987. 

In accordance with Clause 4(2) of Ministerial Direction No. 15 the following panel hearing 
dates have been set for this Amendment: 

• Directions Hearing: in the week commencing 23 July 2017. 

• Panel Hearing: in the week commencing 20 August 2018. 

Planning Panels Victoria will notify all submitters of the Panel dates and invite requests 
to be heard at the hearing. 

On 8.5.2018 Council officers met with several objecting Warrenbeen Court landowners; 
where the landowners reiterated their strong objections to the Amendment’s proposals. 
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Social Equity Considerations 

The Amendment does not raise any social equity issues. 

Policy/Legal/Statutory Implications 

The 2017 BHSP has been prepared having regard to existing relevant State, regional 
and local planning policies as described in the BHSP policy context section (pp. 43-66) 
and the Explanatory Report accompanying the exhibited amendment.   

Alignment to City Plan 

The 2017 BHSP aligns with the Sustainable, Built and Natural Environment and Growing 
our Economy strategic directions in City Plan. 

Conflict of Interest 

No Council officer involved in the preparation of this report has any direct or indirect 
interest, in accordance with Section 80(c) of the Local Government Act. 

Risk Assessment 

Deferral or delay of proceeding to the pre-set panel hearing will require rescheduling of 
the hearing with Planning Panels Victoria. Given the relatively high level of building 
activity in Barwon Heads and the Amendment C375 proposed new zone and overlay 
controls, any delay will cause inconvenience and confusion for landowners, the local 
community and the development industry. 

Submission #29 stated that if the Amendment’s proposals for Warrenbeen Court proceed 
without compromise, the submitter will initiate legal proceedings against the City of 
Greater Geelong for substantial financial compensation for losses and backdated land 
rates adjustments back to the estate’s inception. 

Environmental Implications 

Maintaining the existing Barwon Heads settlement boundary location recognises the 
sensitive ecological and landscape values located west of the urban area. This includes 
the internationally recognised Ramsar wetland area of the Murtnaghurt Lagoon. The 
BHSP supports public land managers and community groups in the on-going 
management of Murtnaghurt Lagoon, the Bluff, the coastal and river environs and the 
estuary. 

Barwon Heads is susceptible to flooding and a Special Building Overlay applies to areas 
in the town designated flood prone. Future growth in Barwon Heads will be from infill 
development, which has the potential to exacerbate stormwater runoff. Increasing the 
capacity of the underground drain network is not feasible and the Amendment responds 
to stormwater hazard by proposing zone changes and new development controls to 
reduce maximum building site coverage and create more permeable land. 

The low lying nature of Barwon Heads in a coastal area also makes the Township 
susceptible to climate change. The 2017 Barwon Heads Structure Plan refers to 
Council’s Climate Change Adaption Strategy 2011 and the recent preparation of a 3rd 
Pass Local Coastal Hazard Assessment. The impacts of coastal inundation by the year 
2100 will require careful coastal planning in the future. 
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Mapped Coastal Moonah Woodland communities in the Warrenbeen Court area and 
adjacent farming zoned land are recommended for protection by applying an 
Environmental Significance Overlay and minimum lot sizes. There are also BHSP 
directions to encourage revegetation and enhance existing street trees and informal 
landscaping in the street network. 
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Attachment 2 - Information Sheet 
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    Attachment 3
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