Latrobe City Council Report
Ordinary Council Meeting - 30 June 2014

PLANNING PERMIT APPLICATION 2013/214 - NATIVE VEGETATION
REMOVAL, JUMBUK ROAD
GENERAL MANAGER Planning and Governance

For Decision

PURPOSE

The purpose of this report is to determine Planning Permit Application
2013/214 for the Removal of Native Vegetation on Jumbuk Road,
Jeeralang Junction.

The application was previously heard at the Ordinary Council meeting on
24 March 2014, where the following motion was adopted:

ALTERNATE MOTION
1. That Council defer the decision to grant a decision on Planning Permit
Application 2013/214 — Native Vegetation Removal, Jumbuk Road
until the following documentation has been considered and adopted by
Council:
a) A 10 Year Offset Management Plan and the Compliant Offset
Plan.

As a result of the motion, Council’s Environmental Planning Team has
included an example of the type of offset plan which will be sought if a
planning permit is issued; see Attachment 5. This Offset Management
Plan is indicative as plans of this nature are funded for and obtained once
a planning permit is issued; as such an offset plan specific to this project
cannot be acquired at this time.

However it is noted that third party offsets currently cost approximately
$120,000 - $180,000 per Biodiversity Equivalence Units. As identified in
the example Offset Management Plan, 0.460 hectares is required at a
contributed gain of 0.212 general Biodiversity Equivalence Units.

Therefore the cost of offsetting as per the permit conditions for this
removal will be approximately $25,440 - $38,160. As mentioned the
attached offset plan is an example, and not specific to this project. Offsets
have been accounted for in the current program.

Given that the requisite information has been provided, the application is
now before Council for a decision to be made.

DECLARATION OF INTERESTS

No officer declared an interest under the Local Government Act 1989 in
the preparation of this report.
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STRATEGIC FRAMEWORK

This report is consistent with Latrobe 2026: The Community Vision for
Latrobe Valley and the Latrobe City Council Plan 2013-2017.

Latrobe 2026: The Community Vision for Latrobe Valley

Strategic Objectives — Built Environment

In 2026, Latrobe Valley benefits from a well-planned built environment that
iIs complimentary to its surroundings and which provides for connected
and inclusive community.

Latrobe City Council Plan 2013 - 2017

Strategic Direction — Planning for the future

Provide efficient and effective planning services and decision making to
encourage development and new investment opportunities.

Legal

The discussions and recommendations of this report are consistent with
the provisions of the Planning and Environment Act 1987 (the Act) and the
Latrobe Planning Scheme (the Scheme), which apply to this application.

This report is consistent with Latrobe 2026: The Community Vision for
Latrobe Valley and the Latrobe City Council Plan 2013-2017.

BACKGROUND

SUMMARY

Land: Jumbuk Road, Jeeralang Junction

Proponent: Latrobe City Council

Zoning: Rural Living Zone — Schedule 3
Farming Zone

Overlay Environmental Significance Overlay

— Schedule 2
Bushfire Management Overlay

A Planning Permit is required for the removal of native vegetation in
accordance with Clause 42.01-2 of the Scheme.

A Planning Permit is required for the removal of native vegetation in
accordance with Clause 52.17-2 of the Scheme.

Council is the Responsible Authority for the land; therefore this application
is before this Ordinary Council Meeting for decision.

Page 2



Latrobe City Council Report
Ordinary Council Meeting - 30 June 2014

SUBJECT LAND:

The subject sites are located within the road reserves of Jumbuk Road
and include up to six (6) corners which are primarily located between the
intersections of Jumbuk Road and Junction Road, and ‘Richardson’s
Corner’ (chainage: 220 — 3560).

The corners are located approximately 5 kilometres south of the Churchill
Township, within Jeeralang Junction. Uses surrounding corners 1 and 2
are of a rural residential nature, whilst the remaining corners are
surrounded by large farming zoned lots with minimal agricultural activities
and significant native vegetation.

PROPOSAL

The application involves the removal of native vegetation up to six (6)
corners within the Jumbuk Road reserve to allow the widening of the
subject corners, in accordance with the road safety improvements
contained within the Jumbuk Road, Middle Creek Road, Upper Middle
Creek Road Road Safety Audit Report — Final Report April 2009 (the Road
Safety Report). More specifically, the vegetation removals required are
part of the works within Stage 2 of the Jumbuk Road project.

The native vegetation to be removed is 0.460 hectares of vegetation
classed in a low risk-based pathway.

The proposed native vegetation removal will facilitate the completion of the
Jumbuk Road project, included in the Better Roads Victoria: Rural Local
Timber Roads Program; Vicroads has contributed $860,200 for the
completion of the works on Jumbuk Road.

Detailed plans for each corner can be viewed in Attachment 1.

HISTORY OF APPLICATION
A history of assessment of this application is set out in Attachment 2.

The provisions of the Scheme that are relevant to the subject application
are included in Attachment 3.

The zoning of the subject land and surrounds is included in Attachment 4.

LATROBE PLANNING SCHEME

State Planning Policy Framework
The proposal has been considered against the relevant clauses under the
SPPF.

The SPPF Clause 20.01-2 ‘Native Vegetation Management’ requires that
‘permitted clearing of native vegetation results in no net loss in the
contribution made by native vegetation to Victoria’s biodiversity’.
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In order to achieve this policy objective, the assessment guidelines set out
in Permitted clearing of native vegetation — Biodiversity assessment
guidelines (Department of Environment and Primary Industries,
September 2013) have been applied, which are:

e Avoid the removal of native vegetation that makes a significant
contribution to Victoria’s biodiversity.

° Minimise impacts on Victoria’s biodiversity.

e  Where native vegetation is permitted to be removed, ensure that an
offset is provided in a manner that makes a contribution to Victoria’s
biodiversity that is equivalent to the contribution made by the native
vegetation to be removed.

The SPPF Clause 11.05-4 ‘Regional planning strategies and principles’
seeks to ‘develop regions and settlements which have a strong identity,
are prosperous and are environmental sustainable’.

In order to achieve this policy objective, the following principles have been
applied to the assessment of the application:

e A network of integrated and prosperous regional settlements
° Environmental health and productivity

° Regional Victoria’s competitive advantages

° Distinct and diverse regional settlements

The assessment of the application against these guidelines and principles
is included in the Particular Provisions Section of this report. The proposal
has been considered against the relevant clauses under the State
Planning Policy Framework and deemed to comply.

Local Planning Policy Framework (LPPF)

Within the LPPF Clause 21.02 outlines Latrobe City Council’s strategic
objectives which include ‘To promote the responsible and sustainable care
of our built and natural environment for the use and enjoyment of the
people who make up the vibrant community of Latrobe Valley’ and ‘To
promote and support social, recreational, cultural and community life by
providing both essential and innovative amenities, services and facilities
within the municipality’. Both of these strategic directions promote the care
for the environment and the people who reside in it. It also shows the
commitment to providing the best services available which includes the
safety of people who live in and visit the municipality.

Clause 21.03-3 ‘Native Vegetation and Biodiversity’ has objectives to
‘protect native flora and fauna species and their habitat across the
municipality’, and ‘increase the extent and quality of native vegetation and
biodiversity across the municipality, and to ‘support the maintenance of
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bushland reserves’. The proposal has been considered against the
relevant clauses under the Local Planning Policy Framework and deemed
to comply.

Zoning

Rural Living Zone — Schedule 3

The purpose and decision guidelines of the Rural Living Zone have been
taken into account as part of the assessment of this application and it is
considered that the application complies with the zoning provisions.
Farming Zone

The purpose and decision guidelines of the Faming Zone have been taken
into account as part of the assessment of this application and it is
considered that the application complies with the zoning provisions.

Overlay

Environmental Significance Overlay — Schedule 2

The proposal is considered to be consistent with the purpose of the
overlay as the vegetation removal is ‘compatible with identified
environmental values’ and will not result in a significant disturbance to the
biodiversity of the region.

The environmental significance of the area is identified as being as an
‘important and reliable source of high quality water providing a potable
water supply for a number of urban settlements’. The permit requirements
in the overlay stipulate that a ‘permit may only be granted to remove trees
from not more than 10% of the land and to clear understorey from not
more than 30% of the land’. It is considered in this instance, as the
vegetation is located within a road reserve, the vegetation removal will not
impact on the environmental attributes which serve to ensure a high
quality water supply to the region.

Based on the nature of the controls contained within the overlay, and the
references made in relation to land sizes, it is considered that the intent of
the overlay would seek to limit or restrict significant vegetation removal on
properties which may result in a significant alteration to the nature of the
property; not specifically to restrict vegetation removal for the provision of
works to provide a safe road network.

Bushfire Management Overlay

The purpose and decision guidelines of the Bushfire Management Overlay
have been taken into account as part of the assessment of this application
and it is considered that the application complies with the overlay
provisions.

Particular Provisions
Clause 52.17 Native Vegetation:

The proposal has been assessed having regard to the purpose of the
particular provision and has considered in detail the following approach:

e Avoid the removal of native vegetation that makes a significant
contribution to Victoria’s biodiversity.
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° Minimise impacts on Victoria’s biodiversity from the removal of native
vegetation.

e  Where native vegetation is permitted to be removed, ensure that an
offset is provided in a manner that makes a contribution to Victoria’s
biodiversity that is equivalent to the contribution made by the native
vegetation to be removed.

) To manage native vegetation to minimise land and water
degradation.

As noted above, the proposed native vegetation removal is required in
order to facilitate the works identified in the Road Safety Audit report for
Jumbuk Road — Stage 2. The works are considered necessary to allow for
the safe manoeuvring of cars and trucks around the subject corners as
sight distances are currently impacted by the vegetation located on the
inside curves.

It should be noted that the vegetation removal will also reduce the amount
of road widening necessary to provide appropriately dimensioned road
widths for safe manoeuvrers to occur, allowing both cars and trucks to
pass simultaneously.

The proposal has been assessed against the decision guidelines of
Clause 52.17. In assessing the application, the following elements have
been considered in detail:

1. Biodiversity considerations for all applications:

e  The contribution that native vegetation to be removed makes to
Victoria’s biodiversity. This is determined by:

o  The extent and condition of the native vegetation.

o  The biodiversity value of the native vegetation, including
whether the native vegetation is important habitat for rare or
threatened species.

e  Whether the removal of native vegetation is defined as being in the
low, moderate or high risk-based pathway, as defined in the
Permitted clearing of native vegetation — Biodiversity assessment
guidelines (Department of Environment and Primary Industries,
September 2013) and apply the decision guidelines accordingly.

It is considered that the proposed vegetation removal is appropriate
having regard to the extent of vegetation to be cleared, the biodiversity
value which the vegetation serves to the habitat and the risk-based
pathway which the vegetation is defined. The vegetation to be removed is
within the low risk-based category as defined by the Department of
Environment and Primary Industries; this category is the lowest risk-based
pathway assessment guideline. The specific vegetation elements relevant
for this application will be discussed below in the report.

2. Other Matters
e  The role of native vegetation in:
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o Protecting water quality and waterway and riparian ecosystems,
particularly within 30 metres of a wetland or waterway and in
special water supply catchment areas listed in the Catchment
and Land Protection Act 1994.

o Preventing land degradation, including soil erosion, salination,
acidity, instability, and water logging, particularly:

m  Where ground slopes are more than 20 per cent.
m  On land which is subject to soil erosion or slippage.
] In harsh environments, such as coastal or alpine area.
° Managing native vegetation to preserve identified landscape values.

The proposed works located on corners 2-6 are located within the
Environmental Significance Overlay Schedule 2 which relates to water
catchments; more specifically the controls seek to limit the amount of
vegetation removal in order to protect and sustain the environmental
attributes which ensure high quality water availability. It is considered that
the vegetation removal is appropriate as the works involved maintain a
minimum distance of 150 metres from the closest marked waterways.

Furthermore it is not considered that vegetation contained within a road
reserve is likely to have an adverse impact in relation to water catchment
water quality. No concerns in relation to soil erosion or instability have
been highlighted in the report supplied with the application. It is considered
that appropriate guidelines in relation to road surfacing will mitigate any
potential concerns in relation to landslip.

Offset requirements have been assessed by Council's Environmental
Planning Team and the Department of Environment and Primary
Industries. The offsets proposed in the report supplied with the application
address not only the vegetation to be removed as part of this application,
but also provide offsets for the vegetation to be removed in other stages of
the project which are exempt from requiring planning approval. It is
considered that the vegetation offsets proposed go beyond the mandatory
requirements contained within the Scheme, and reflect Council’s proactive
approach to protecting and enhancing the biodiversity and native
vegetation in the Latrobe Valley.

Decision Guidelines (Clause 65):

The Decision Guidelines contained within Clause 65 of the Scheme have
been considered as part of the assessment of the application.

SUBMISSIONS

The application received three (3) submissions in the form of written
objections. The objections are included in Attachment 5 of this report.

The issues raised were:
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1  The removal of the vegetation will impact on the koala populations
and other protected fauna and lyre birds.
Officer Comment:
The report provided with the planning permit application identified
one ‘possible frequent visitor’ in relation to fauna to the subject
vegetation removal sites; the ninox strenue (Powerful Owl). It is
noted that this particular fauna requires a high quality habitat area for
the species to be present; it is considered that the disturbance
presented by the existing vehicle activity on the road limits the
likelihood of the species being present.

Koala populations were not listed as a rare or threatened fauna
species within 5 km of the proposed work site; however it is noted
that the report sighted a koala species (Phascolarctos cinereus) in
the report provided with the application. A superb lyrebird (menura
novaehollandiae) was also sighted but not included in the rare or
threatened fauna species list.

2 A large strip of an objector’s property will be excavated, which is also
located within a wildlife management overlay.

Officer Comment:

The corner in question is identified as Corner 3 in Attachment 1. The
GIS information available to Council currently illustrates that the
proposed vegetation removal is wholly located within the road
reserve and does not protrude into any adjoining properties.

The Scheme in its current form does not contain a planning control
identified as a wildlife management overlay. It is noted that the
subject corner is affected by the controls contained within the
Bushfire Management Overlay.

3 The works will be detrimental to quality of life, privacy and amenity of
landowners

Officer Comment:

The principles and decisions guidelines contained within Clause
52.17 have been taking into consideration in the assessment of the
application. Clause 65 of the Scheme requires consideration to be
given to the likely impact the proposal will have on the amenity of the
area and the extent and character of native vegetation. Whilst it is
recognised that vegetation located within a road reserve does add to
the ambience in such rural landscapes, however the removal of
vegetation in the interests of maintaining road safety is considered to
be a necessary and appropriate measure.

It is noted that at Corner 3, the closest tree to be removed from the
dwelling located on the adjoining land is located a minimum of 30
metres away; as a result it is considered that the impact of the
removal of vegetation in the road reserve is highly unlikely to impact
the privacy of the land and dwelling.
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4 Works on the corners are not necessary as the whole road is not
being widened

Officer Comment:

It must be noted that the application relates to the removal of native
vegetation; the proposed road works are exempt from requiring
planning approval. The Road Safety Audit report has identified 11
corners along Jumbuk Road which require works, 6 of which also
require vegetation removal. The works are proposed to specifically
improve sight distances around such corners and to allow cars and
trucks to manoeuvre around the corners. The report does not
contain recommendations to increase the width of the whole road;
rather refers to specific corners.

5 There was no consultation with the objector

Officer Comment:

Clause 67.02 stipulates the mandatory notification requirements for
applications of this type and as a result, adjoining property owners
were notified of the application. In addition, it was requested that a
sign be placed on site to notify any other persons of the proposal.
The applicant completed all the required notification tasks necessary
under the provisions of the Scheme and the Act.

6 Jumbuk road will be unsafe as a result of log truck activity

Officer Comment:

It must be noted that the application relates to the removal of native
vegetation; the proposed road works are exempt from requiring
planning approval. The removal of native vegetation to facilitate the
road widening seeks to ensure that any subsequent increases in
traffic activity will improve safety for road users.

Councils Senior Project Engineers are anticipating that there may be
an increase of logging truck activity on the road and the works are
necessary to ensure that any vehicles of a similar size which may
utilise the road may do so, without presenting a safety risk to other
road users.

7 Public funds are being spent on a project when cheaper alternatives
are present

Officer Comment:

Based on the information contained within the submission, this
objection appears to make reference to arrangements for the
proposed routes for log truck activity to be conducted by the
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respective logging companies; when the plantations are deemed
ready for sourcing.

Alternative routes for logging truck activity would generally be outside
of the scope for assessment under the planning scheme for
applications for native vegetation removal, however as the
application has highlighted that logging truck activity is one of the
reasons the corners require certain works, it has been considered as
part of the assessment of the application.

Whilst alternative routes may present opportunities in which native
vegetation removal can be avoided, which could result in alternative
routes being utilised, such alternatives require consideration to be
given to the potential social and economic impacts such alternatives
can present to the community as per Section 38 of the Road
Management Act 2004 (Vic) requires.

Council’'s Senior Project Engineer has recommended that the
proposed works be performed in the interests of providing a safe
road network to allow large trucks and cars to utilise the road.

8 The underlying reason for the vegetation removal does not justify the
proposal

Officer Comment:

As discussed above, the removal of native vegetation is required in
order to facilitate the completion of the works recommended in the
Road Safety Audit Report for Stage 2 of the Jumbuk Road project.
Listed as an important priority, it is recommended that the width of
the pavement at 11 horizontal curves be widened and that the
vegetation on the insides of the curves be removed or trimmed at six
locations (the locations which are part of this application).

The Road Safety Audit report details that the vegetation removal is
necessary as the vegetation currently limits the sight distance; this
issue presents a safety risk to vehicles attempting to negotiate the
curve. The removal of vegetation will provide an improvement to
sight distances, allowing vehicles which are approaching the curve to
see further up Jumbuk Road; providing the vehicles additional time to
slow down or come to a stop if another vehicle is approaching from
the opposite direction whilst negotiating the curve.

It should be noted that Vicroads has contributed $860,200 for the
completion of the works on Jumbuk Road whilst Council has
contributed $925,823 to the project.

9 An alternative solution would enable timber to be carted via an
alternative route

Officer Comment:
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As mentioned above, this proposal relates to native vegetation
removal. Whilst it is recognised that the vegetation removal is
necessary to facilitate works recommended under the Road Safety
Audit Report, the removal of low-risk based vegetation, as defined by
the Department of Environment and Primary Industries (and
mentioned early in this report), for the purposes of improving the
safety of rural roads is considered to be acceptable and appropriate.
The development of policies in relation to which routes would be
most appropriately suited for logging trucks is not a consideration
which can be assessed under the current proposal.

FINANCIAL, RISK AND RESOURCES IMPLICATIONS

Additional resources or financial cost will only be incurred should the
planning permit application require determination at the Victorian Civil and
Administrative Tribunal (VCAT).

Risk has been considered as part of this report and it is considered to be
consistent with the Risk Management Plan 2011-2014.

INTERNAL / EXTERNAL CONSULTATION

Engagement Method Used:

Notification:

The application was advertised pursuant to Section 52(1)(a) and Section
52(1)(d) of the Planning and Environment Act 1987 (the Act). Notices were
sent to all adjoining and adjacent landowners and occupiers and an A3
notice was displayed on each of the corners where the native vegetation is
proposed to be removed for a minimum period of 14 days.

At the request of the applicant, a mediation meeting was not held for the
application

External:

The application was referred to the Department of Environment and
Primary Industries pursuant to Section 55 of the Act which was relevant at
the time the application was received. However amendment VC105 which
came into effect on 20 December 2013 altered the application assessment
requirements and altered the authority to being a recommending authority.
The Department of Environment and Primary Industries consented to the
granting of a planning permit subject to appropriate conditions being
included.

It is noted that Council has been holding meetings with the Jumbuk and
Yinnar South Timber Traffic Reference Group to discuss matters in
relation to time related traffic activity.

Internal:
The application was referred internally to Council’s Environmental
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Planning team for consideration. The team consented to the granting of a
planning permit subject to the inclusion of appropriate conditions.

OPTIONS

Council has the following options in regard to this application:

1 Issue a Notice of Decision to Grant a Planning Permit; or
2 Issue a Notice of Refusal to Grant a Planning Permit.

Council’s decision must be based on planning grounds, having regard to
the provisions of the Latrobe Planning Scheme.

CONCLUSION

Having evaluated the proposal against the relevant provisions of the
Latrobe Planning Scheme, it is considered that the application is
consistent with:

e The ‘Purpose’ and ‘Decision Guidelines’ of Clause 42.01
(Environmental Significance Overlay) and Schedule 2 of the Overlay

e The '‘Purpose’ and ‘Decision Guidelines’ of Clause 52.17 Native
Vegetation.

° The ‘Decision Guidelines’ of Clause 65

The objections received have been considered against the provisions of
the Latrobe Planning Scheme. Conditions will be implemented to ensure
the works to be undertaken will be managed appropriately and appropriate
offsets are required.

It is therefore recommended that a Notice of Decision be issued for the
reasons set out in this report.

Attachments

1. ATTACHMENT 1 - Example Offset Plan

2. ATTACHMENT 2 - Plans for Endorsement
3. ATTACHMENT 3 - History of the Application
4. ATTACHMENT 4 - Zoning and Overlays

5. ATTACHMENT 5 - Objections

RECOMMENDATION

1  That Council issue a Notice of Decision to Grant a Planning
Permit for the Removal of Native Vegetation at Jumbuk Road,
Jeeralang Junction with the following conditions

1. The development as shown on the endorsed plans must not
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be altered without the written consent of the Responsible
Authority.
DEPI Conditions:

2. The operator of this permit must comply with the following
requirements from the Department of Environment & Primary
Industries (DEPI):

a)

b)

d)

Before works start, the permit holder must advise all
persons undertaking the vegetation removal/works of all
relevant conditions of this permit.

Before works start, a native vegetation protection fence
must be erected around all native vegetation to be
retained on site, which must include the tree protection
zones of all native trees to be retained. All tree protection
zones must comply with AS 4970-2009 Protection of
Trees on Development Sites, to the satisfaction of the
responsible authority.

Within the area of native vegetation to be retained and
any tree protection zone associated with the permitted
use and/or development, the following is prohibited:

i. Any vehicle or pedestrian access, trenching or soil
excavation, and

ii. Storage or dumping of any soils, materials,
equipment, vehicles, machinery or waste products,
and

iii. Entry or exit pits for underground services, and

iv. Any other actions or activities that may result in
adverse impacts to retained native vegetation.

To offset the permitted removal of 0.460 hectares of
native vegetation under this permit, the permit holder
must provide a native vegetation offset that complies
with the requirements in Permitted clearing of native
vegetation — Biodiversity assessment guidelines (DEPI
2013) and Native vegetation gain scoring manual (DEPI
2013).

The compliant offset must:

i. contribute gain of 0.212 general biodiversity
equivalence units

ii. belocated within the West Gippsland Catchment
Management Authority or Latrobe City Council areas,
and
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g)

h)

iii. have a strategic biodiversity score of at least 0.418.

f) Before any native vegetation removal approved under
this permit starts, evidence that the required offset has
been secured must be provided to the satisfaction of the
responsible authority. Offset evidence must be:

i. asecurity agreement for the required offset site/s that
complies with the Permitted clearing of native vegetation
— Biodiversity assessment guidelines (DEPI 2013),
including a 10 year offset management plan that has been
endorsed by the responsible authority, and/or

ii. acredit register extract from the Native Vegetation Credit
Register.

A copy of the offset evidence provided will then be endorsed by
the responsible authority and form part of this permit.

A copy of the endorsed offset evidence must be provided to
Regional Planning at the Traralgon office of the Department of
Environment and Primary Industries within 30 days of approval.

First and/or third party offset/s not secured on the Native
Vegetation Credit Register must be monitored and reported on
the offset site/s at the end of each year, for a period of ten years.
Details of annual monitoring and reporting must be included in
the endorsed offset plan, and must include:

i. The name and contact details of the landowner
responsible for implementing the endorsed offset
management plan, and

ii. A detailed description of the management activities
undertaken during each twelve month period that
provides evidence of offset implementation in accordance
with the endorsed offset plan, to the satisfaction of the
responsible authority.

iii.  The annual report must be provided to the responsible
authority within 30 days of the anniversary of the date of
endorsement of the offset management plan, and
continuing for a period of ten years.

The removal of vegetation must only be to the extent permitted
to allow the construction of roads in accordance with the
endorsed plans to the satisfaction of the Responsible Authority.
Note: The minimum extent necessary has been assessed as
being the (0.46 hectares) as indicated on the site plans. Clearing
in excess of this area may require a planning permit for
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vegetation removal.
Environmental Team Conditions:

3. Vegetation preservation fencing should be erected to protect
all remnant native vegetation outside the construction
footprint i.e. a protection fence should be located along the
Limit of Works line (within 1 m). This will also create the Tree
Protection Zones.

4. Orange plastic mesh barrier fencing or similar must be used
for the vegetation preservation fencing and secured
appropriately. The fence must deter the entry of heavy
equipment, vehicles, and the entry of workers and the public
into the Vegetation Protection Zone.

5. The fencing must be installed before any construction works
occur and only removed once construction works have been
fully completed.

6. No excavation, trenching or soil removal may be undertaken
within the fenced area

7. No materials are to be stored within the fenced area.

No vehicles are to drive or park within the fenced area.

9. Excess soil produced by construction must not be deposited
onto native vegetation; rather, be removed from site and
transported to a location where deposal or storage has no
impact on native vegetation.

10.Noxious weeds on site must be appropriately treated and or
removed prior to construction works commencing to avoid
the spreading of weeds during works.

11.Immediately prior to construction commencing, a suitably
qualified and experienced animal rescuer must be engaged
to assess the site for the presence of any wildlife that may be
affected by construction works and relocated as deemed
necessary. Wildlife Victoria (www.wildlifevictoria.org.au) is a
source for further contact information.

12.Visible tree hollows must be inspected for wildlife before
they are felled. Once felled further checks should occur.

13.All tree roots left exposed by construction must be cut by or
under the supervision of an Arborist or suitably qualified
person.

14.Trees on the periphery of the footprint must be monitored at
regular intervals post- construction for any signs of
deterioration in overall health. The timing and length of
monitoring is to be determined by a qualified Arborist.

15.1f any further vegetation to that indicated on the plans is lost
due to works undertaken during the pavement widening then

0
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appropriate measures must be undertaken to apply Net Gain
guidelines and calculate appropriate offsets.

16.Following the completion of works, the area must be
periodically monitored for the emergence of noxious weeds
and appropriate treatment undertaken as necessary.

17.In line with Schedule 2 to the Environmental Significance
Overlay (ESO2) the following steps must be taken during and
after construction works to avoid the contamination of water
used for local drinking supplies:

a. Filter fence should be erected at regular intervals
within roadside drainage channels immediately down-
slope from any construction works

b. Any excess soil produced by construction should be
either removed from site or stored within an area free
from native vegetation and surrounded by filter fence
or another suitable barrier to erosion of silt from the
stockpile.

c. All fuels, oils or other potential contaminants should
be safely stored on site and decanted in a designated
area at least 40 metres from any creeks or drainage
channels with appropriate spill retention and clean-up
materials available.

d. Following construction all bare earth should be sown
with a suitable, fast establishing grass such as Rye-
grass to avoid the potential for erosion of newly
excavated areas and colonization by noxious weeds.

Expiry of Permit:
18.This permit will expire if one of the following circumstances
applies:
a) The development is not started within two years of the date
of this permit; or

b) The development is not completed within four years of the
date of this permit.

The Responsible Authority may extend the periods referred to if a
request is made in writing before the permit expires, or within six
months of expiry of permit. An extension of time to complete the
development or a stage of the development may be requested if—
e therequest for an extension of time is made within 12
months after the permit expires; and

e the development or stage started lawfully before the permit
expired.
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http://www.austlii.edu.au/au/legis/vic/consol_act/paea1987254/s3.html%23permit
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ATTACHMENT 1

Offset Plan: ESLS-149 Jumbuk Road, Jeerslang Junction

SUMMARY

This Offset Plan has been prepared on behalf of Ericsson Australia (*The Proponent”) for the proposed
removal of native vegatation at Jumbuk Road, Jeeralang Junetion (L2 PS.602201).

Planning Permit 2012/281 issued by the respansitle. authority {l-afrobe City Council) permits the
clearance of 0.01 hectares of high conservation significance vegetation and 2 old trees on the subject
tand within the Gippsland Plains hioregion, subject o an appropriate offset.

The responsible autherity have determined the ‘offset to be the protection. and management of .06
hectares and 4 trees with a DBH >40cm,

The proponent proposes fo achieve the necessanyoffsets as follows:

o The purchase of Native Vegetation Credits equivalent io:

o A gain of 0.02 Habital Heclares and protection of 4 Large Oid Trees in very high
conservation significance Lowland Forest within'the Gippsland Plains Bioregion. This
caleulation has been determined on the basis that the proposed offset site generates a
gain of6.89 habitat hectares over 20.30 hectares. Thus, the pratection of (.06 hectares
{as required} equates to 0.02 habitat hectares of gain.

o The offset site i3 in the Gippsland Plains bioregion and the purchase will be facilitated through
DEPI's BushBroker Program and allocaled on the Native Vegetation Credit Register,

egetationlink
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ATTACHMENT 1

PLANNING PERMIT APPLICATION 2013/214 - NATIVE VEGETATION REMOVAL,
JUMBUK ROAD - ATTACHMENT 1 - Example Offset Plan

Offset Plan; ESL5-149 Jumbuk Road, Jeeralang Junction

Biaregion

Bioregionai Gonservation Stalus

(BCS of an EVC)

Diameleral Breast Height (DBH)

Fcological  Vegetafion
{EVC)

EVC Benchmark

Gaip largel

Hebifal Hectare

Hatitat score

Habftat zone

High threat weed

fmprovement gain

Large OId Tree (LOT)

Like-forlke

Maintenance gain

vegelationlink

Class

GLOSSARY

Blogeographic areas that capture the patlerns of ecological characteristics in the
fandscape or seascape, providiag a natural framewark for recognising and responding
to biodiversity values.

A state-wide classification of the degree of depletion in the extent andior quality of an
Ecological Conservation Class (EVC) within. & bioregton in comparison to the State's
estimation of its pre-1750 extent and condition.

The diameter of the trunk of a tree measurad over bark at 1.3m abova ground level.

A type of native vegetatian classification thatig descriled through a combination of its
forigtiz, life form and ecslpgical characteristics, and through an inferred fidslily to
paricular environmental atfributes. Each EVC includes a coliection of floristic
communities (i.e. lowsr level in the classificalion that is based solely on groups of the
same species; that ocour across a biogeographic rangs, and although differing in
species, have similar habilat and ecological processes operating.

A standard vegelation-quality reference paint relevant to the vegetation type that is
applied in habitat hecfare assessments. Represents the average characteristics of a
mature and apparently long-undisiurbed state of the same vegetation type.

The amount of gain that needs to be achieved fo offset a loss measured in habitat
hectares.

A site based measurs of quality and quantity of nafive vegetation that is assessed in
the context of the relevant native vegetation type.

The score assigned to a habitat zone thal indicates the quality of the vegetation
refative fo the Ecological Vegetation Class {EVC) benchmark - sum of the site
cendition score and tandscape context score usually expressed as a percentage or on
ascale of zero to 1,

Adigcrete area of native vegetation consisting of a single vagetation type (EVC) wilh
an assumed similar quality. This is the base spafial unit for conducting & habitat
heotare assessmant,

Introduced piant species (including non-indigenous 'natives’) with the ability to out-
compete and substantially reduce one or more indigenous life forms in the longer
term, assuming on-going current site characteristics and disturbance regime.

This is gain resulting from managemant commitments beyond existing obligations
under legistation to improve the surrent vegetation quality.  Achleving improvement
gain is predicated on maintenance commitments being already In placs. Forexample,
confrol of any threats such as grazing that could otherwise damage the native
vegetation must already be agreed,

A tree with a Diameter at Breast Height equal to or grealer than the large tree
diameter as spacified in the relevant EVC benchmark,

These are part of the crileria for the delermination of an offset and provide a direct link
between the loss and the offset gain, in ferms of vegelation type or landscape
function. There are mere specific requirements for higher consarvation significancs
vegetation and more flexible requirements for lower significance.

This is gain from commilmenis that contribute te the maintenance of the current
vegetation quality over time {i.e. avoiding any decline). Il includes foregeing certain
enfilled activities that couwld atherwise damage or remove native vegetation, such as
grazing or firewood collectian.
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PLANNING PERMIT APPLICATION 2013/214 - NATIVE VEGETATION REMOVAL,
JUMBUK ROAD - ATTACHMENT 1 - Example Offset Plan

Offeet Plan: £5L5-149 Jumbuk Road, Jeeralang Junction

Medium Old Tree (MOT)

Net aufcome

Prior management gain

Profection {of a tree]

Reciuitment

Reranant paich

Revegetation

Seattersd trees

Securty gain

Small Tree (8T)

Supplamerary planfing

Very Large Old Trees (VLGT)

A tree with a Diameter at Breast Height {DBH) equal to or greater than 0.75 of the
large iree diameter inthe relevant EVC Berchmark but less than the DBH for a large
old free.

The result of applying conservation significance.criteria ta protection, investmeant and
offeet decisions. This resulisifa range.of outcomes from short term losses for Low
conservation significance. to substanfial net galn. for Very High conservation
significance.  For offsets, the Framework (Table 6) specifies a multiplier on the
calculated loss {in habitat hectares) to achieve the nef ouicome, graded accerding to
consarvation significance. Refer to Table 6 (pp. 54-55} of the Framework

This gain acknowledges actions to manage vegstation since Slate-wide planning
permit controls for native vegetation remaval wers introduced in 1989,

An area with twice the canopy diameter of the tree(s) fenced and protected from
adverse impacls: grazing, buming, and soil disturbance not permilied, fallen timber
retained, weeds cantrolled, and otherintervention andfer management if necessary to
ensure adequalte naturak regeneration orplanting.can cceur.

The production of new generations of plants, either by altowing natural ecologicat
processes to occur (regenerafion elg), by facilitating such processes such as
regeneration to occur, ar by actively revegetation (replanting, reseeding). Ses
revegetation.

An area of vegetation, with or without trees, where less than 75% of the total
undzrstorey plant cover is weeds or non-nafive plants (bare ground is not included).
That s at lzast 25% of the understorey cover Is native; or a group (i.e. three or more)
of trees where the tree canopy cover is at least 20%.

Establishment of nafive vegetation to a minimum standard in formerty cleared areas,
cuiside of & remnant patch.

Ganopy lrees within an area where at least 75% of the tolal understorey plant cover is
weeds or non-native plants and the overall canopy cover for 2 group {ie. Threes or
more} of trees is less than 20%.

This is gain from actions lo enhance securily of the an-going manegement and
protection of native vegetation at the cffset site, either by enfering info an on-litke
agreement {for example under Secficn 173 of the Flanning end Environment Ac!
1587), ar by localing the offset on land that has greater security than the clearing site,
or by transferring private land ko a secure public conservation reserve.

A tree with a Diameter at Breast Height (DBH) equal to or greatsr than 0.25 of the
large tree diameler in the relevant EVC benchmark but less than the DBH for a
medium ald tree.

Establishment of cverstorey andfor understorey plants within a remnant patch.
Typically includes the planting or direct-seeding of understarey life forms.

A tree with a Diameter at Breast Height (DBH) of at least 1.5 times that of ihe large
tres DBH as specified in the relevant EVC benchmark.
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ATTACHMENT 1 PLANNING PERMIT APPLICATION 2013/214 - NATIVE VEGETATION REMOVAL,
JUMBUK ROAD - ATTACHMENT 1 - Example Offset Plan

Offset Plan; ESLS-149 Jumbuk Road, Jeeralang Junction

Planning Permit Number (ID)MWaork Autherity No:
Proponent:
Address: ction (L2 PS 602201)

Landowner and Permit (Work Authority} Hol
Permit (Work Authority) Holder
PrintName: MNATHAN MOUWAT

ority Approval
roved by Latrobe City Gouncil. This Offset Plan is now endorsed and forms part of

tion variation or amend
less such modification, variatio

nt of this Offset Plan agreed upon by the parties shall be of any force or
or amendment is in writing and has been executed by all parlies.
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PLANNING PERMIT APPLICATION 2013/214 - NATIVE VEGETATION REMOVAL,
JUMBUK ROAD - ATTACHMENT 1 - Example Offset Plan

Offset Plan: ESLS-142 Jumbuk Read, Jeeralang Junction

| PART A: Offset Suitability

CLEARINGC“E'f[‘;E;‘D[_’,-MbILS b
Landowner of clearing site Cheryl Annette Bemryman
Location and address of clearing site Jumbuk Road, Jeeralang Junction (L2 PS 602201)
Local Government Area Latrobe
Catchment Management Authority West Gippsland
Responsible Autharity Latrobe CC
Permit applicant EricssonAustralia Pty Ltd
Planning Permit Number (12)/Work 20121281
Authority Number
Date =pproved 31 July 2013
A S % VEGETATION APPROVED FOR REMOVAL

Table 1 - Summary of approved losses of patches of native vegetation

| Habitat Zone \ 51
| Bioregion Gippsland Plains
| : 18:Lowland
EVC # Name Forest
|\EVC Bioregional Conservation Status Vulnerable
Hahitat Score 100 NIA
. Habitat points = #100 1.00 N/A
Habitat Zone area to be
cleared (ha) ) ot
Habitat Heclares of loss (H.44) N/A
Conservation status x Habiiat Hiah
= Score g
% % Threalened Species Raling N/A
£ 2, Otrer Site Atribute Rafing NIA
. =N r—
5 & | Overall Conservation Hich
Significance (highest rating) g
Net Outcome 6
Gain Target (Ha) 0.08 Ha
No. of Large Old Trees to be removed 9
in each Habitat Zane
Tree protection multiplier 2
Large Old Trees to be protected 4

Table 2 - Summary of approved losses of scattered trees

Not applicable

.vegetalionlink
a
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ATTACHMENT 1 PLANNING PERMIT APPLICATION 2013/214 - NATIVE VEGETATION REMOVAL,
JUMBUK ROAD - ATTACHMENT 1 - Example Offset Plan

Dffset Plan: ESL3-149 Jumhuk Road, Jeeralang Junction

T AN AR L ]

The cffset requirement as specified by Latrobe Clty €ouncil is as follaws:

Protect and manage for Thie.same.EVC or any Very High
GrihenlaroE g High conservation 0.06 Heclares Conservation Significance EVC in the
Old Treas .
and 4 Large Old Trees pioregion

Al gain targets have been met by the proposed offset.
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ATTACHMENT 1

PLANNING PERMIT APPLICATION 2013/214 - NATIVE VEGETATION REMOVAL,
JUMBUK ROAD - ATTACHMENT 1 - Example Offset Plan

Offset Plan: EEL5-142 Jumbuk Road, Jeeralang Junclion

" LIKE-FOR-LIKE CRITERIA

The offset is located In the Gippsland Plain bioregion and.comprises.very high conservation significance
Lowland Forest.

The offset zone is of a higher conservation significance as the loss zone and meets all the Like-for-Like

criteria as specified in Appendix 4, Taeble €, pp.54-55 of Victoria's Native Vegsfafion Management: A
Framework for Action (DNRE 2002) and ihe West Gippsland Native Vegetation Management Flan.

= vegetation type (EVC)
¢ For high conservation significance; must-be the same EVC or very high conservation
significance in the same biarsgion.
YES = Using very high conservation significance In the Gippsland Plain bioregion.

s bioregion
o For high conservation significance, offsel must be in the same bioregion.

YES — The offset is focated within Gippsiand Plain bioregion.

s |andscape rols
o For high.conservation significance, similar and more affective land protection functions.

YES - The offset Is located within a large remnant patch with a quality score of 68 which provides
a significanfly. more sffective landscape conservation and ecological function and will be
protected in perpetuity.
= quality objectives
2 Formedium conservation significance, the offset site quality must be within 75% of irat of
the loss site.
YES - The offset area has a high guality score of 68.

= propartion of revegetation included in the offsat
o For medium conservation significance, 50% of the offset can be revegetation.

YES - No revegetation is proposed fo offsef the loss of vegetation.
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ATTACHMENT 1 PLANNING PERMIT APPLICATION 2013/214 - NATIVE VEGETATION REMOVAL,
JUMBUK ROAD - ATTACHMENT 1 - Example Offset Plan

Offsel Plan: ESLS-148 Jumbuk Road, Jeeralang Junction

QUANTIFICATION OF CREDITSION THE THIHD%&RTY OFFSET SITE

Table 7 Quantification of credits available and listed under.the name of the permit holder in the
Native Yegetation Credit Register

A requirement to protect 0.06 hectares has been»met through the “purchase of credits
equivalent to a gain of 0.02 Habitat Hectares in very high conservation significance Lowland
Farest vegetation, within the Gippsland Plain.Bioregion.

This calculation has been determined on the basis that the proposed bffset site generates a
gain of 6.89 habitat hectares over 20.30 hectares. Thus, 0:02 habitat hectares of gainirequires
the ‘protection and management of (.06 hectares, which meets the effset requirement, No
further discounting based on ‘trading up’ tohwery high conservation significance has been
applied. In addition, 4 large old trees will alsc be-permanently protected.

**Attach 2 current extract from the Register showing credits listed Under the permit holder's name

Credit Zone BBgEl [é-’-l%
Bioregion G'?:‘?:::"d
i 16: Lowland
EVC #: Name Fitist
Current habitat score of zone. 068
EVC Bioregional Conservation Status Vulnerable
Conservation status x Habitat Score Very High
___ Threatened Species Rating _ __NiA
§ = Other Site Atiribute Rating N/A
S fﬁ] DOverall Conservation Significance Very High
Tatal creﬂik.ip credit zane listed under o 0.02
the name of the:permit holder (Hha) [1][2] | ™ ’
- Very large old trees listed under the name of 4 0
the permit holder
Large old trees listed under the name of the 4 4
permit holder
Medium old trees listed under the name of 4 0
the permit holder
Recruits listed under the name of the permit # 0
holder

[1] This excludes any credits already extinguished in the zone
[2] Round to two decimal places

10
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ATTACHMENT 1 PLANNING PERMIT APPLICATION 2013/214 - NATIVE VEGETATION REMOVAL,
JUMBUK ROAD - ATTACHMENT 1 - Example Offset Plan

Dffset Plan: ESLS-149 Jumbuk Road, Jeeralang Junction

ALLOCATION OF NATIVE.VEGETATION GREDITS

Table 8 Allocation of native vegetation cr aring aremnant patch
Gain Target Trading up Sourg ns et Qutcome
. . ‘ Surplus!
Target oo Discount Gain Total gains -
No.[1] Target (Ha) 2 Offset Zane H . Ha) {HHa) ﬁ-laﬂca:]t
H1 | 0.06Ha&4 Oid Trees NA BBA-1041-001B |.0.0 6 Ha) 0 WA 0.02&4LOTs 0
ide unique idenlifier for target and list habitat zone(s) that c et

pecify the trading up discount that applies.
MnNs as necessary

Tahle 9 - Allocation of tree cre or clea S ed trees

Not Appli
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PLANNING PERMIT APPLICATION 2013/214 - NATIVE VEGETATION REMOVAL,
JUMBUK ROAD - ATTACHMENT 1 - Example Offset Plan

Offset Plan: ESLS-148 Jumbuk Road, Jeeralang Junction

| PART B: Offset Implementation

Please provids the following details:

Table 1 (Part B) First party (onsite) offsef site detaifs

Not Applicable

_CREDIT SITE DETAILS

Table 2 (Pari A) Third party credlt sﬂe deialis

Landowner of credit site

Michel\e.iane Eﬁétice. B

Location and address of credit sits [1]

Cld Resedale Roagd, Dartiman

Voiume 09840

Falio 775

Parish Carrajung

Aliotment Lot 2 on PSZ201145T

hafive vegetation credit zane
number(s) and offset site area (ha)

BBA-1041-0018

Area of offset sila (ha)

45.80 (Lowland Forest Zone is 20.3 hactares)

Local Covernment Area

Wellingfon

Responsible Autharity for Manitoring
the Ofiset Plan

Department of Environment and Primary Indusiries

Biaregion

Gippsland Flain

A copyof the Bushbroker On-titie Agreament and Management Plan is attached.

The oifset sile is lo be secured and managed for the purposes of conservation in perpetuity.

. “::f OFFSET SECURETY AND MANAGEMENT RESPDNSIBILITY

Who s ||ablefrespon5|b]e for
requirements?

meeting offset [ Michelle Janse Eustica (Iandowner}

Type of security {l.e. Agreement under Section 62 of
the Conservation, Forest and Lands Act 1987,
Agreement under Section 173 of the Planning and
Environment Act 1987 or Covenant under the
Victorian Conservation Trust Aet 1972)

Section 8% of the Conssrvation, Forest and
Lands Act 1987

Date 10-year offset management to commence

25 January 2011

Date 10-year offsef management expires

25 January 2011

Date agreement regisiered on-iitle

4 February 2011

Offset site management respansibilily {i.e. Landowner,
Authority Name)

Michelle Jane Eustice (fandowner)

Offset Monitoring Responsibility
{i.c. Responsible Authority, DEPI)

BushBroker (DEP)

Altach allocated credit extracts for all credif zones included in Tables 8 and 9.
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ATTACHMENT 2 PLANNING PERMIT APPLICATION 2013/214 - NATIVE VEGETATION REMOVAL,
JUMBUK ROAD - ATTACHMENT 2 - Plans for Endorsement

Ecological Assessment with Net Gain, Stage 2 Jumbuk Road Pavement Widening — February 2013

Maps

Map 1 - Project Overview

Legend N
@ Construction Area - Corner A

DMap Frame

187.5 375

Indigenous Design Land Management
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ATTACHMENT 2

PLANNING PERMIT APPLICATION 2013/214 - NATIVE VEGETATION REMOVAL,

JUMBUK ROAD - ATTACHMENT 2 - Plans for Endorsement

Ecological Assessment with Net Gain, Stage 2 Jumbuk Road Pavemnent Widening — February 2013

Map 2: Corner 1 - Location and type of native vegetation to be removed

Jumbuk Road Corner 1

LEGEND om 50m 100m

[ W .
- Construction Area @ Corner centre point = Zone 55H, Easting 447544, Northing 5754495
E__J Herb-rich Foothill Forest - Habitat Zone 3 <
~ LatrobeCity
20 Chainage ey 6 ety S

Indigenous Design Land Management

INDIGENOUS

DESIGN

L A N D

M A M AGEMENT

6l
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ATTACHMENT 2 PLANNING PERMIT APPLICATION 2013/214 - NATIVE VEGETATION REMOVAL,
JUMBUK ROAD - ATTACHMENT 2 - Plans for Endorsement

Eeological Assessment with Net Gam, Stage 2 Jumbuk Road Pavement Widening — February 2013

Map 3: Corner 2 - Location and type of native vegetation to be removed

Jumbuk Road Corner 2

LEGEND
“ Construction Area

[:] Herb-rich Foothill Forest - Habitat Zone 2 &2

[ ] oamp Forest - Habitat Zone 1 s Etim 1607
[E— N
. I.argQ OFdTTee tLOT} @ Comer centre pesnt = Zone 55H, Easting 448113, Northing 5753729 [ N D I G ENOUS
[ ] Very Large Old Tree (VLOT} 4& ) D E SI ‘ ; N
~ Latrobe(i
cHiszo Chainage 2 new energy in community L AND MANAGEMENT
iishigentns Desim Tnd Manag 62
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ATTACHMENT 2 PLANNING PERMIT APPLICATION 2013/214 - NATIVE VEGETATION REMOVAL,
JUMBUK ROAD - ATTACHMENT 2 - Plans for Endorsement

Ecological Assessment with Net Gain, Stage 2 Jumbuk Road Pavement Widening — February 2013

Map 4: Corner 3 - Location and type of native vegetation to be removed

Jumbuk Road Corner 3

LEGEND
B consruction area om s0m 100m
[—— .
[ ek vich Fouthill Forser- Habitar Zone:z, oo e pobkSTonsSoExha d7s Norti s15618. < IN DlGENOUS
®  tage OidTree (LOT) J ] ( D ES l ‘ ; N
ooz Chainage .mwhmngu?;/ LAND MANAGEMENT

Indigenous Desipn Land Management 63
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ATTACHMENT 2 PLANNING PERMIT APPLICATION 2013/214 - NATIVE VEGETATION REMOVAL,
JUMBUK ROAD - ATTACHMENT 2 - Plans for Endorsement

Ecological Assessment with Net Gain, Stage 2 Jumbuk Road Pavement Widening — February 2013

Map 5: Corner 4 - Location and type of native vegetation to be removed

Jumbuk Road Corner 4 7

LEGEND

- Construction Area om 50m 100m

I::l Herb-rich Foothill @ Comercentre point = Zone35H, bl\ir\q“‘”;S. Northing 5753003 I N D I G ENO US

Forest - Habitat Zone 2 g
Large Old Tree (LOT) Sy : ‘ D ES I G N
& g  LatrobeCity

cze60  Chainage & new energy in community building L AND M A NAGEMENT

Indigenous Design Land Management 64
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ATTACHMENT 2 PLANNING PERMIT APPLICATION 2013/214 - NATIVE VEGETATION REMOVAL,

JUMBUK ROAD - ATTACHMENT 2 - Plans for Endorsement
°

Ecological Assessment with Net Gain, Stage 2 Jumbuk Road Pavement Widening — February 2013

Map 6: Corner 5 & 6 - Location and type of native vegetation to be removed

Jumbuk Road Corner 5 &6

LEGEND
Construction Area

Damp Forest - Habitat Zone 1 om 50m "]mm
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Large Old Tree (LOT) @ Corner 5 centre point = Zone 55H, Easting 447884, Northing 5752500
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Application

History of the Application

19 September 2013

Application received by Council.

23 October 2013

Notification Package Sent

7 November 2013

Objection Received from Dan
McCarten and Melissa Secton

11 November 2013

Objection Received from Brian Kilday,
Rex McGowan and Bill Roberts

12 November 2013

Objection received from Alan and
Gillian Young

21 November 2013

Request for Delay of Decision of
Permit received from DEPI

6 January 2014 Further Information Request received
from DEPI
15 January 2014 Further Information Request Sent —

As per DEPI Request

13 February 2014

Further Information Response
Received and Forwarded to DEPI

19 February 2014

Response from DEPI Received

27 February 2014

Statutory Declaration for Notification
Received
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Planning Map
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Planning Map
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Alan and Gillian Young
781 Jumbuk Road
Jeeralang Junction
Victoria. 3840

The Planning Department LATROBE CITY COUNCIL
Latrobe City Councit INFORMATION MANAGEMENT
PO Box 264 RECENED
Morwell 12 NOV 2013
Victoria. 3840
RIO: | ] Doc Not f
Comments/Copias Circulated to:
[ Copy registored in DataWorks  [] invoice forwarted to accounts
Dear Sir,

I wish to object to your application for a planning permit to remove native vegetation — reference
number, 2013/214, on the foliowing grounds.

1. The removal of very old farge old trees, and also farge trees, many of which are preferred
trees for the koalas to feed in, will affect the koala population in the area.

2. The presence of many large log trucks using the road will endanger the koala population, in
the area, which is recognized as being a significant “relic” population in the country.

3. The fact that so many trees are being removed to widen corners does not make the road
safe as the "straighter” sections still do not make the road meet the standards set by
Latrobe city council.

4. The presence of many large log trucks and the removal of large trees will also endanger a
colony of lyre birds which inhabit the area.

5. Allowing the removal of native vegetation, which will then allow the log trucks to use
Jumbuk Road will destroy the lifestyle of people who have resided here for many years. The
noise created by these trucks as they progress down Jumbuk Road and then turn onto
Junction Reoad with their exhaust brakes on, creates an amazing amount of noise, which
even with all windows closed in the house, is extremely noisy and very stressful as found the
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last time log trucks used the road for a time. Latrobe City Council promotes the lifestyle
component of rural areas, but in this area appears to seek to destroy it.

6. Itis not necessary for the trucks to use this road at all as there is another route, which
affects far less people than the number living in the Jumbuk Road, Junction Road as well as
the roads leading off those, with a straighter road which is also much stronger in
construction.

Yours sincerely,

et

Alan and Gillian Young

Pkw <l 1|5
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'LATROBE CITY COUNGIL
INFORMATION MANAGEMENT

28 October 2013 RECEIVED
Re: application for planning permit 2013/214 7 NOV 2013
To the Responsible Authority, RIO. | ‘ Goe No f

Comments/Oopies Circidaled lo:

We the residents of 960 Jumbuk Rd Yinnar South Vic 3869, also known as 960

Jumbuk Rd Jeeralang Junction Vic 3840, hereby formally

and removal of native vegetation as proposed in the aforementioned planning
permit number 2013/214. The reasons for this objection are as follows:

1.

even demand[;or consultation on this matter?
Dan McCarten __} ’ : Melissa Sexton

960 jJumbuk Rd and its road frontage are crucial to maintaining two
sections of the Morwell National Park, which are linked by a thin wildlife
corridor of native vegetation. The environmental impact on the native
flora and fauna that uses this strip of land {o cross safely between sections
of the park will be negative and detrimental to say the {east. Especially to
the native Koala population.

The Strzelecki Koala is unique and protected. Part of the native vegetatlon
o be removed includes a number of eucalypts, which serve as habitat for
the koalas. We fear that removal of these trees will adversely impact on
the koalas and other protected fauna.

This is our home. You propose to excavate a large strip of our property
along the road frontage. Our title shows that there is a wildlife
management overlay that is suppospd to protect this narrow strip of
crucial vegetation so that fauna may fross between the two parts of the

park safely. We are not allowed to cut down trees so why.arexonl Thesg.. -

works will be detrimentai to our quality of life, our privacy and the
natural beauty of cur home. How would you like someone coming in and
tearing up a section of your front yard?

We understand this is part of a larger project to w1den PARTS of Jumbuk
Rd. We understand the background and the political rhetoric of Latrobe
City Council and HVP. We understand the overall local resident objections
to these works and echo their concerns. We do not understand why you
cannot leave this strip alone when you are not widening the whole road
anyway. It is only two to three hundred metres in length. Either side of
this the vegetation thins out. If you just left the strip of land along the road
frontage of 960 Jumbuk Rd alone the fauna would at least have this one
remaining crossing point.

Qur family and indeed many residents and non-residents utilise the road
for recreation because of the natural bush. We are privileged. We are
custodians of this land. This place is special and one of the few remaining
of its types in the Latrobe Valley.

In all the planning and process and works to date, not one individual from
ahy council or environmental agency has approached us for consultation.
y have my enquiries to date to council and Indigenous design been

et with buck passing? Why have you ignored my invitation, request and

I r'ifpveice forwanted fo accounts
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NOTICE OF AN APPLICATION FOR A PLANNING PERMIT

The land affected by the application | Jumbuk Road, JEERALANG

is located at: JUNCTION
The application is for a permit to: Native Vegetation Removal
The applicant for the permit is: L McKay

The application reference number is: | 2013/214

You may look at the application and | Corporate HQ, 141 Commercial Road,

any other documents that support Morwell
the application at the office of the This can be done during office hours and
Responsible Authority at: : is free of charge.

Any person who may be affected by the granting of the permit may object or make
other submissions to the Responsible Authority

An objection must: . be sent to the Responsible Authority in
’ : writing (Latrobe City Council, PO Box 264,

Morwell, 3840)
. include the reasons for the objection, and

. state how the objector would be affected

The Responsible Authority will not Wednesday, 13 November 2013
decide on the application before:

If you object, the Responsible Authority will tell you its decision.

Any objection or submission and the personal information on it is collected by Latrobe City Council for
the purposes of the planning process as set out in the Planning and Environment Act 1987 (PE Act). If
you do not provide your name and address, Latrobe City Council will not be able to consider your
objectionfsubmission. Any objection/submission will be available at the Latrobe City Council office for
any person to inspect and copies may be made available on request to any person for the relevant
period set out in the PE Act.

You must not submit any personal information or copyright material of third parties without their
informed consent. By submitting the material, you agree that the use of the materizl as detailed above
does not breach any third party's right to privacy and copyright.

You can request access to your personal information by contacting the Information Management Team
at Latrobe City Council. '
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JUMBUK ROAD, JEERALANG JUNCTION

LATROBE CITY COUNCIL
INFORMATION MANAGEMENT

RECEIVED

11 NOV 2013

R/C ‘ Doc I\.o:—l!

onmmients/Cupies Circuialed to

One of fifteen large old trees that Planning Permit 2013 /214 seeks to remove.

OBJECTION TO LATROBE CITY PLANNING PERMIT
2013/214
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OBJECTION TO APPLICATION FOR PLANNING PERMIT 2013/214

This objection is made by:

Brian Kilday, 12 Stringybark Track, Jeeralang Junction 3840

Rex McGowan, Trews Road, Jeeralang Junction (PO Box 502 Morwell 3840)
Bill Roberts, 875 Jumbuk Road, Jeeralang Junction 3840

The reasons for the objection are:
The removal of native vegetation is readily avoidable and is therefore prohibited under clause
52.17 of the Latrobe Planning Scheme.

The planning permit application affects the objectors because the native vegetation is to be
removed to enable certain bends on Jumbuk Road to be widened to accommodate loaded log
trucks on the road. The objectors are frequent users of Jumbuk Road. Despite the proposed
roadworks, the road will be unsafe once loaded log trucks are introduced. The objectors, in their
capacity as ratepayers and taxpayers, will also be affected and disadvantaged by the expenditure
of searce public funds in the manner proposed when a better and cheaper alternative exists.

Section 60 of the Planning and Environment Act 1987 requires Latrobe City Council (Council)
to consider the Latrobe Planning Scheme before it grants itself a permit to remove native
vegetation adjacent to Jumbuk Road. Clause 52.17.5 of that scheme requires Council to consider
DNRE guidelines (Victoria’s Native Vegetation Management — A Framework for Action).

Council has an obligation under Clause 52.17 of the Planning Scheme and the DNRE guidelines
to avoid the removal of native vegetation. Clause 52.17 states that minimization and offsetting
may only be resorted to if removal is unavoidable. Council is therefore required to assess
whether the removal of native vegetation is avoidable in the circumstances. A proper assessment
requires Council to consider whether the underlying reason for the removal of native vegetation
justifies the removal.

The removal of native vegetation stems from Council’s decision on 6 April 2010 to allow timber
to be carted on upper Jumbuk Road, subject to the widening of eleven corners. That decision
implicitly incorporates a decision to remove native vegetation because the corner widening will
inevitably cause native vegetation to be removed. It would not be legitimate to argue that the
removal is necessary in order to give effect to Council’s decision on 6 April 2010. That would be
an extreme case of the tail wagging the dog.

This submission will demonstrate:
e that Council is under no obligation to HVP Plantations to allow loaded log trucks to use
Jumbuk Road;
o that there is an alternative solution which is far cheaper, far safer and much quicker to
implement and which avoids the need to remove native vegetation;
e that the community interest is better served by the alternative solution.

Page 1 of 10
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OBJECTION TO APPLICATION FOR PLANNING PERMIT 2013/214

ALLEGED AGREEMENT

Council and HVP Plantations have repeatedly claimed that there is an agreement that entitles
HVP to cart timber on Jumbuk Road, but neither party has produced any evidence to support the
claim. The following extracts are taken from a Council report dated 19 October 2009.

A meeting between Officers of the former Shire of Morwell and APM Forests Pty Ltd in
1990, agreed on ten routes for timber traffic and APM Forests Pty Ltd followed up that
meeting with a confirmation letter on the 1 June 1990 (Attachment 7).  (page 18)

An informal agreement between the former Shire of Morwell and APM Forests Pty Ltd in
1990, agreed on ten routes for timber traffic and Jumbuk and Junction Roads were included
in this agreement. (page 41)

If the informal agreement between the former Shire of Morwell and APM Forests Pty Ltd. is
deemed to form a contract and logging trucks are not allowed to use Jumbuk and Junction
Roads then that could potentially expose Council to legal action. (page 42)

The letter that was exhibited as Attachment 7 actually proves the very opposite to Council’s
claim; it clearly shows that discussions concerning the use of the Jumbuk/ Junction Roads route
had failed to produce agreement. The sole reference in the letter to these roads (indicated as
routes 8 & 9 on an attached map) read as follows:

8/9. Jumbuk & Jeeralang West Roads (North Ends)

There is a reasonable area of plantation fronting onto both these sections. Due to steepness little
thinning has taken place. However we will need to harvest wood from both these sites within 5
years and should discuss cartage problems before this time.

The reference to cartage problems clearly shows that the parties had not reached agreement
regarding the use of the proposed route. The cartage problems could only have related to their
respective contributions to the cost of roadworks to upgrade the route for timber cartage and
ongoing maintenance. In marked contrast to the assertions in the 2009 report, Council’s 07 May
2007 report correctly stated (on page 13) that:

This letter indicated that there would need to be further discussions about timber cartage along
the north end of Jumbuk Road.

The fact that the parties had not agreed to the use of the northbound Jumbuk/Junction Roads
route is reinforced by the arrangement concerning routes 6/7 set out in the APM letter:

The arrangement for truck movement is:

Jumbuk Road — No trucks around O’Reilly’s Hill; all wood movement to the south.

A later paragraph in the APM letter indicates that a cost sharing practice was customary at that
time:

Due to the substantial roadmaking contribution already made by APMF on Shire roads, we would
greatly appreciate Council’s confirmation of the haul routes detailed here.

Page 2 of 10
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OBIJECTION TO APPLICATION FOR PLANNING PERMIT 2013/214

The Jumbuk/Junction Safety Action Group wrote to the Council CEQO, objecting to the
misleading misrepresentation of the APM letter as an agreement. His response (dated 30 June
2010, Ref: 524889) centred on the following statement:

You fail to recognise that agreement may well have been reached, and that part
of this agreement involved a future discussion about cartage problems.

First, it is ridiculous to suggest that ‘agreement may well have been reached” whilst cartage
problems remained unresolved; second, he provided no evidence that the “future discussion’ ever
occurred, or that the cartage problems were ever resolved. If such evidence existed, HVP would
surely have produced it rather than the APM letter which actually torpedoes their claim. The
onus to prove the claim is squarely on HVP and Council.

Council stated (as reported in an article in the 9 January 2012 edition of the Latrobe Valley
Express) that it believed there was an agreement because there was correspondence that referred
to the agreement. Leaving aside the ridiculous notion that correspondence about a subject is
sufficient to prove its existence, Council had previously affirmed by letter dated 26 February
2010 in response to an FOI request that it had no such correspondence.

Only one of these statements can be true, and the FOI response is probably the true one. The
nonexistence of correspondence would mean that HVP’s agreement claim was not made in
writing, and that Council did not see fit to require HVP to substantiate its claim. This is
completely unacceptable because Council has assumed a responsibility to spend millions of
dollars to upgrade two roads without a shred of supporting evidence that it was obliged to do so.

It is notable that HVP did not produce evidence of the agreement, nor did it resort to legal action,
when Council unanimously rejected its request to cart timber on Jumbuk Road on 7 May 2007.
That decision was reversed by a 5/4 vote on 6 April 2010, ostensibly because of the existence of
the alleged agreement.

If the alleged agreement existed, HVP would be obliged to contribute to the cost of the
roadworks on the Jumbuk/Junction Roads route, in accordance with the custom in place at the
time when the agreement was supposedly made. This custom is referred to in Central Gippsland
Region Timber Roads Needs 1990 report and the above mentioned APM letter. Council claimed
(in the article in the 9 January 2012 edition of the Latrobe Valley Express) that both parties must
honour the ‘agreement’, but it has never bothered to ascertain what obligations the so called
agreement imposed on HVP.

Council’s Chief Executive Officer ignored a ratepayer’s written request dated 8 February 2012
that Council should require HVP to produce evidence of the agreement and its terms. His refusal
fails to safeguard ratepayers’ interests: if there is no agreement there is no need to undertake
expensive roadworks; if there is an agreement, the cost to ratepayers would be substantially
reduced by HVP’s contribution.

The foregoing demonstrates that the claim that there is an agreement that entitles HVP to cart
timber on upper Jumbuk Road is completely unsubstantiated. This matter must be judged on the
available evidence, not on the basis of reckless speculation about what might have happened

Page 3 of 10
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OBIECTION TO APPLICATION FOR PLANNING PERMIT 2013/214

ALTERNATIVE SOLUTION

The final version of the Road Safety Audit Report was based on all the timber being carted out
along Vagg’s Creek Track, Upper Middle Creek Road, Middle Creek Road, and Jumbuk Road to
Monash Way with unloaded log trucks using the Jumbuk/Junction Roads route to access the
plantation. However, Council officers recommended the scenario that was outlined in the draft
version of the report: that loaded and unloaded log trucks would use Jumbuk and Junction Roads
and all timber would be carted out on that route.

The alternative solution proposed by this submission is to adopt the final audit report scenario,
but to also allow loaded trucks to travel along the section of Jumbuk Road between Bolgers Road
and Healeys Road. Item 4.6.3 of a letter dated 30 June 2010 from Latrobe City to
Jumbuk/Junction Safety Action Group indicated that access to that section of road was required
to overcome a potential timber harvesting problem.

The alternative solution would enable all timber to be harvested and carted whilst avoiding the
need to remove any native vegetation. It would utilise the most suitable public roads and would
share the timber traftic burden between the Jeeralang/Jumbuk community and the Yinnar South
community. The alternative solution would be quicker to implement and far cheaper than two-
way timber traffic on the Junction/Jumbuk Roads route.

Council has recently upgraded Upper Middle Creek Road, Middle Creek Road and the section of
Jumbuk Road between Middle Creek Road and Monash Way to timber cartage specifications at
significant cost, and HVP has begun to cart timber from the plantation on that route. Middle
Creek Road and the relevant section of Jumbuk Road are approved B-Double routes.

Vagg’s Creek Track traverses the plantation on land owned or leased by HVP Plantations.
Council’s 19 October 2009 report (Timber Cartage routes at Jumbuk and Yinnar South)
suggested that Council could acquire Vagg’s Creek Track in order to attract state funding for the
upgrading of that track, but that it would be a time-consuming and expensive process. HVP will
use the track during harvesting operations in any event, so there is no valid reason for a track on
private land to be upgraded at public expense.

Council’s suggestion regarding the acquisition of Vagg’s Creek Track probably derives from
HVP’s professed belief, reported in the minutes of a stakeholders’ meeting held 26 October
2009, that there is a contract that entitles HVP to cart timber on upper Jumbuk Road. As already
shown, the claim is completely unsubstantiated, so no compensatory arrangement is necessary.

The Council report dated 19 October 2009 indicated (on page 35) that roadworks costing
$1,301,350 would be necessary before unloaded log trucks (only) could travel south along
Jumbuk Road between Junction Road and the Jumbuk Hall, and that the roadworks would
include the widening of bends to enable a car and a semi-trailer to pass. The cost of widening the
11 bends was in excess of $1,000,000. That portion of the cost could be avoided by requiring the
unloaded semi-trailers to travel with their jinker retracted. A truck with jinker retracted has a
much narrower tracking pattern around comers than a semi-trailer, and therefore the major
expense of corner widening would not be necessary.

Page 4 of 10
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OBJECTION TO APPLICATION FOR PLANNING PERMIT 2013/214

This suggestion is consistent with the Council report dated 7 May 2007 which stated:

“If Jumbuk Road is not able to be upgraded it would be sensible to allow unloaded log trucks, with
the jinker retracted, to access the plantations via Junction Road and Jumbuk Road. The vehicles
would be a similar size to other vehicles utilising the road such as the school bus, delivery trucks
and garbage trucks.”

In fact the garbage trucks do not travel on the narrower, more dangerous section of road south of
Roberts’ corner. There is a dangerous bend where a Jumbuk resident’s vehicle was forced right
off the road to avoid the school bus some years ago. That comer is not specified for improvement
in the proposed roadworks. The distance between a very large tree on one side of the road and
the gutter beside a steep batter on the other is only 5 metres. The corner requires modification but
the amelioration cost need not be large and would not require the removal of the tree.

The alternative solution proposed by this submission would also eliminate:

e the need for further road works on Junction Road, estimated to cost $479,000;

e the cost of stage 2 of proposed road works on Jumbuk Road;

* the costs associated with extensive tree removal on both roads.
It will also reduce maintenance costs as loaded log trucks would only travel 6 kilometres on
sealed municipal roads compared to 9 kilometres on the Jumbuk/Junction Roads route.
Furthermore, it would also eliminate a substantial cost which was concealed from the cost
estimates in the draft version of the Road Safety Audit.

R. W. Stamp & Associates, consultants, estimated that the log and construction traffic would
double the design traffic loading on Jumbuk Road between Junction Road and O’ Reilly’s Hill
Road in the northbound lane, and that the cumulative damage factor would increase to 1.58.
Section 3.5.4 of the draft road safety audit report found that the pavement in the northbound lane
would require strengthening by an increase of at least 50mm in thickness to cater for the
additional traffic loading.
Table 6.2 included the recommendation (6.4.4) to ‘Construct a minimum depth granular resheet to
strengthen the pavement in the northbound lane’, but that recommendation was omitted from table
10.2, Estimated Costs of Safety Improvements. The explanation provided by Council that the
report only requires pavement strengthening to be carried out where there are curve widening
works (item 5.5, Public Question Time 6 April 2010) is not credible because:
» The contention, implied by the explanation, that the additional log and construction traffic
would only double the loading on selected curves is implausible;
e The auditor was obviously reporting on the design loading and impact on pavement
condition on the whole section of Jumbuk Road between Junction Road and Jumbuk Hall;
e A cumulative damage factor of 1.58 is a clear indication that pavement strengthening
would be required because a factor greater than 1.00 indicates inadequate pavement
strength.
The Council explanation is also inconsistent with the following assessment on page 26 of the
Council report dated 7 May 2007:

Page 5 of 10

Page 50



ATTACHMENT 5

PLANNING PERMIT APPLICATION 2013/214 - NATIVE VEGETATION REMOVAL,

JUMBUK ROAD - ATTACHMENT 5 - Objections

OBJECTION TO APPLICATION FOR PLANNING PERMIT 2013/214

The estimated cost of the road widening on Jumbuk Road is $1.5M and there would be a
detrimental impact on roadside vegetation. It is also likely that the northern end of Jumbuk Road
would need to be strengthened, at a significant cost.

(The northern end of Jumbuk Road referred to in the report means the 6 km section of pavement
between Junction Road and O Reilly’s Hill Road: the southern end of Jumbuk Road is unsealed
and runs south-easterly from Jumbuk Hall).

It would be irresponsible to ignore the need to strengthen the pavement to withstand the traffic
associated with timber harvesting. The July 2013 issue of Latrobe City’s “Link” publication
indicates that asphalt patching is 21 times more expensive than preventative road reseal. The
omission of the need for pavement strengthening from table 10.2 is contrary to Latrobe City’s
economic and budgetary interests because it massively understates the true cost of two-way
timber traffic on Jumbuk Road.

Based on the cost of similar treatment on Middle Creek Road, the cost to strengthen the 6 km of
pavement between Junction Road and O’ Reilly’s Hill Road would be approximately
$1.500,000. That would increase the cost of the Jumbuk Road project to approximately
$2.800,000. That expenditure cannot be justified given that the primary reason for the road
works is to reduce HVP Plantations’ timber cartage costs by a relatively insignificant amount.
Schedule 3 to the Road Management Act 2004 provides that council must have regard to
economic and budgetary constraints when it is determining the standard of road construction.

The Council report dated 7 May 2007 advised (on page 16) that the Vagg’s Creek Track/Middle
Creek Road route was 15.5 kilometres longer than the Jumbuk/Junction Roads route, and that
Grand Ridge Plantations had calculated that they would incur additional cartage costs of
approximately $550,000 on the longer route. The alternative solution would halve the distance
differential, and reduce the net additional cartage costs to approximately $200,000 (cartage cost
being a deductible expense at the corporate tax rate of 30%).

SAFETY

Council’s application to Vicroads for funding stated that the minimum seal width for Jumbuk
Road on completion of the proposed works would be 5.5 metres. This is incorrect. Bill Roberts
and Gary Matthews measured the sealed width of the road at approximate 50 metre intervals in
2007. The measurements for the 4.6 kilometre section of road between Jumbuk Hall and
Roberts’ corner are reproduced in the attached annexure with necessary modifications for road
works done or proposed since 2007. As indicated by the annexure, significant stretches of the
road will still be narrower than 5.5 metres upon completion of the works.

The Council report dated 19 October 2009 advised that road safety risk had to be balanced
against the cost of widening works and that a seal width of 5.5 metres was acceptable for a road
such as Jumbuk Road. As noted above, a seal width of 5.5 metres will not be provided anyway.
The following extract is taken from section 4.4 of R, W. Stamp & Associates safety audit report:

The design standards to be adopted for the rural access and rural collector roads were
discussed with Les Hilton of the Latrobe City Council.
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The standards adopted for the roads depend on the type of traffic which will use them.
On roads used predominantly by cars, a sealed width of 5.5 metres with a formation
width of 6.5 metres would be adopted. On roads used by timber traffic, a seal width of
seven metres with a formation width of eight metres would be used.

Despite this, the auditor did not recommend any widening of the straight sections, nor did he
express an independent opinion as to the appropriate minimum width. The Council report dated
19 October 2009 reveals (on page 37) that the consultant applied the curve widening table
developed by Council Officers to assess the amount of widening needed for the bends on
Jumbuk Road, rather than making an independent assessment.

The log truck had to put its wheels in the unsealed gutter to squeeze past the
school bus. A rear wheel of the bus is on the narrow, unstable verge beside
a drop-off.

(Jumbuk Road, just below Roberts’ corner)

The Central Gippsland Timber Roads Needs Study of 1990 sets out an independent expert
assessment of minimum safety standards for timber roads. It concluded that the minimum safe
standard for a timber road in a hilly winding terrain such as Jumbuk Road was a 6.2 metre seal
width widened to 8.0 metres on bends.

There might be a case for compromising safety standards for reasons of cost in a situation where
a particular road provides the sole means of access to a timber plantation, or where Council is
legally bound to provide access, but neither of these situations applies to Jumbuk Road.
Therefore, there is no valid reason in this particular case to disregard the minimum safe standard
recommended in the 1990 study, and it would be irresponsible to do so. Council has a duty of
care under section 101 of the Road Management Act 2004 to provide safe municipal roads.
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L7 T ey ; i . e
This is a typical section of Jumbuk Road. This section will not be widened as part of the
programmed works. The position of the rear wheels show that the truck is keeping as far to
the lefi as possible. If an oncoming vehicle met this truck on the bend behind the truck, the
vehicles would have nowhere to go and no time to stop.

PERMIT APPLICATION
The Permit Application reveals that 15 large old trees would need to be removed to enable stage
2 of the Jumbuk Road works program to proceed.

Section 5.2.1 of the report by Indigenous Design Land Management advises that two alternate
timber traffic routes were considered in order to avoid impacts on native vegetation. The routes
considered were:

(1) the Vagg’s Creek Track/ Middle Creek Road route, and

(2) a Jumbuk Road/Jeeralang West/ Jeeralang North Road route.

According to the report, the alternate timber traffic routes “would require the removal of native
vegetation as well as impacting on the viability of timber harvesting operations”, and would also
“create an unviable impact to both the Maryvale Paper Mill and the Carter Holt Harvey Timber
Mill”.

The Jumbuk Road/Jeeralang West/ Jeeralang North Road route requires no comment here
because it is not relevant for the purpose of this submission. However, the other alternate route,
via Vaggs Creek Track/ Middle Creek Road/ Middle Creek Road/ Jumbuk Road to Monash Way
forms part of the alternative solution as proposed by this submission.
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The statements in the report by Indigenous Design Land Management, insofar as they relate to
the Vaggs Creek Track/ Upper Middle Creek Road/ Middle Creek Road/ Jumbuk Road to
Monash Way option, are entirely incorrect. The facts are:

This option would not require the removal of native vegetation. This option would allow
direct access to the plantation from Upper Middle Creek Road at one end and from
Summerfield Track, Bolgers Road and Healeys Road at the southern end without the
need for any removal of native vegetation. If removal of native vegetation was necessary
within the plantation it would be permitted by the exemption relating to timber harvesting
carried out under licence from the Secretary to the Department of Sustainability and
Environment (now DEPI), (refer to VCAT Order dated 31 March 2006 in the matter of
Friends of Gippsland Bush Inc. v Grand Ridge Plantations Pty Ltd.).

This option would not impact on the viability of timber harvesting operations because it
allows for access to Jumbuk Road between Bolgers Road and Healeys Road. Access to
that section of road was the potential timber harvesting problem, as advised at item 4.6.3
of Latrobe City letter dated 30 June 2010 to Jumbuk/Junction Safety Action Group.

This option would not create an unviable impact to the Maryvale Paper Mill or the Carter
Holt Harvey Timber Mill. This furphy stems from a Dorothy Dixer served up by a
Councillor to HVP representatives at the LCC Timber Traffic Councillor Working Group
Meeting held on 26 October 2009. The exchange was reported in the minutes of meeting
as follows:
Question from Cr:
What is the downstream consequence of not being able to harvest the wood?
Response from HVP Representatives:
Approximately 250,000 tonnes of product, equates to around 35% of the Morwell mill,
20% of the pulp mill work. Harvesting contractors job losses, about 30 people.
Significant reduction in output from Carter Holt Harvey and APM. Would not result in
industry closing down but it would result in significant job losses in the near future,
maybe need to stop one shift.

The intention was to indicate that HVP would not be able to “harvest the wood”, resulting in
catastrophic job losses, unless it got its preferred cartage option. It is an absurd proposition
which belongs in the red herring basket, along with the ‘agreement’ claim. It suggests that it
would not be worthwhile to harvest any part of a plantation, valued by HVP at $13-14M, unless
the wood could be carted down the Jumbuk Road shortcut. HVP carts timber to the Morwell
mills from plantations in the Yarram and Foster areas, over much greater distances than the
Vaggs Creek Track/Middle Creek Road option.

An additional cartage cost of $200,000 represents 1.54% of the value of a $13M plantation. It is
ludicrous to suggest that HVP expected its investment to yield a profit of less than 2% when it
bought the plantation in 2001. Yet that is the logical extension of a claim that the plantation
would not be viable if HVP was precluded from using the Jumbuk Road shortcut.
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CONCLUSION

Council has an obligation under Clause 52.17 of the Planning Scheme and the DNRE guidelines
to avoid the removal of native vegetation. Removal of native vegetation can be readily avoided
by adopting the alternative solution outlined in this submission. The alternative solution would
allow all of HVP’s timber to be harvested and transported in greater safety on public roads at less
cost to the public purse. Approval of Planning Permit 2013/214 would contravene the Latrobe
Planning Scheme and the DNRE guidelines; therefore it must be refused.

Dated this 11" day of November 2013

Signed by the Objectors:

Brian Kilday Rex Mc%owan

Bill Roberts  / /
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TOTAL road width, as measured at every 4™ white line by residents

Start End of bitumen, Jumbuk Hall

5530mm

5370mm

Stage 1 of roadworks
Stage 1 of roadworks
Stage 1 of roadworks
Stage 1 of roadworks
5450mm

5400mm

5300mm

5400mm P. Body’s gate
5300mm

5200mm

5130mm

Stage 1 of roadworks
Stage 1 of roadworks
Stage 1 of roadworks
Stage 1 of roadworks
Stage 1 of roadworks
4500mm

4400mm

5400mm

5250mm

5450mm D. Richardson’s rear gate

(Red indicates less than 5.5 metres in width)
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D. Richardson’s rear gate

5400mm
5500mm
5005mm
4900mm
5100mm
5210mm
5400mm
5200mm
Stage 1 of roadworks
Stage 1 of roadworks
Stage 1 of roadworks
Stage 1 of roadworks
Stage 1 of roadworks
Stage 1 of roadworks
Stage 1 of roadworks
Stage 1 of roadworks
Stage 1 of roadworks
5500mm
5070mm
5400mm

5090mm

5790mm
5160mm
Proposed stage 2

Proposed stage 2
Proposed stage 2
Proposed stage 2
Proposed stage 2
5120mm
5340mm
5700mm
4820mm
5140mm
5460mm
5440mmm
6120mm
5600mm
5300mm
5590mm
5500mm
Proposed stage 2
Proposed stage 2
Proposed stage 2
Proposed stage 2
5600mm
4860mm
5230mm
5400mm

(Red indicates less than 5.5 metres in width)
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5500mm
5100mm
5640mm
Proposed stage 2
Proposed stage 2
Proposed stage 2
Proposed stage 2
Proposed stage 2
5390mm
5300mm
5360mm
5550mm
Proposed stage 2
Proposed stage 2
Proposed stage 2
5450mm
5880mm
5690mm
6000mm

Painted island
Roberts’ corner

End
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