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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
The Glenelg Planning Scheme and the Great South Coast Regional Growth Plan May 2014 recognise the 
region’s agriculture base as a significance economic driver and encourage the expansion and diversification 
of agricultural enterprises in order to promote economic growth and job provision.  

This application proposes to construct an onshore abalone farm at 315 Dutton Way, Bolwarra that will 
produce millions of abalone over a three year production phase. The proposal will invest approximately $55 
million into the construction of the proposed facility, generating 120 jobs during its construction and 50 new 
full time equivalent jobs during its ongoing operation, at a location near the regional centre of Portland. 
Further the facility will contribute to the growing abalone industry catering to local and international markets.  

Onshore abalone farms have highly specified locational requirements, including close proximity to the ocean, 
an elevation that is low to the prevailing sea level, the absence of flooding, vegetation, or heritage 
constraints, and proximity to a sufficiently large employment pool. Given the combination of required 
characteristics, there are limited sites that can accommodate onshore aquaculture. The subject land is 
therefore uniquely capable in meeting all these considerations.  

The proposed aquaculture use is consistent with the site’s Rural Living Zone, which allows for a range of 
rural and residential uses. The proposed aquaculture facility will preserve the existing agricultural use of the 
land, albeit in a different form. Amongst other purposes, the zone seeks to ‘provide for agricultural land uses 
which do not adversely affect the amenity of surrounding land uses’ whilst protecting and enhancing the 
landscape values of the region. The proposed aquaculture facility has been designed and sited to limit the 
impacts of the built form and operations on the adjoining properties and nearby public realm, in terms of 
views, noise and odour.  

The topography of the site and surrounding area, which features an escarpment at its north-west edge, will 
effectively screen views to the proposed facility from the public realm and therefore retain views and vistas 
out to the coastline. Landscape buffers surrounding the facility will further screen views to the facility from 
low-lying areas. The proposed facility will be visible to some residential properties situated on the 
escarpment, however the number of impacted properties is limited, and when balanced against the 
economic benefits of the facility and the raft of supportive planning policies, is an acceptable outcome.  

The proposed facility’s operations will not impact adjoining properties in terms of noise, noting that the site’s 
location provides a backdrop of audible and constant ambient coastal noises.  

The proposed facility sufficiently set back from adjoining residential properties and designed to appropriately 
restrict odour emissions to adjoining residential properties.  

The Glenelg Planning Scheme recognises the importance of the Port of Portland to the regions’ economy 
and contains polices that seek to manage land in the vicinity of the trading port to ensure the uses are 
compatible. The proposed farm’s operations will not prejudice the Port’s potential future expansion. 

On balance, the benefits to the local economy and aquaculture industry will ensure that net-community 
benefit is achieved within the policy framework applied to the site.  
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INTRODUCTION 
This report is prepared by Urbis on behalf of Yumbah Nyamat Aquaculture in support of an application for an 
abalone farm at 315 Dutton Way, Bolwarra and surrounding sites. The application seeks to amend the 
Glenelg Planning Scheme to introduce an incorporated document that will facilitate the approval of the 
abalone farm (defined as an ‘aquaculture facility’).  

The proposed Yumbah Nyamat Abalone Farm will comprise several buildings and structures housing a 
hatchery, nursery, grow out tanks, pumps, administrative building, staff amenities and multi-purpose sheds, 
with landscaping along the site boundaries and interspersing the built form. Fresh seawater will be pumped 
from the ocean to the site via underground pipes, where it will circulate through the farm before being treated 
and discharged through outlet pipes.  

This form of abalone farming produces millions of abalone over a three year production phase, whilst 
avoiding potentially detrimental impacts such as habitat loss and marine life entanglement that can arise 
from offshore aquacultural activities. Specific locational characteristics are required to support this form of 
aquaculture, and there are limited suitable sites along the Victorian coastline. The subject site is an ideal 
location for the proposed abalone farm given it is: 

▪ Proximate to cool oceanic waters to provide access to fresh sea water. 

▪ On low-lying land. 

▪ Largely free from environmental, cultural and heritage constraints. 

▪ Near the regional centre of Portland, which provides access to employment populations. 

Abalone is one of the most valuable seafood products in the world, with the average value of export abalone 
from Australia being approximately $140/kg in 2021 (Fisheries Research and Development Corporation). 
Within Australia, abalone farming has emerged over the past 20 years as an increasingly important 
component of the aquaculture industry, with farms now operating in Western Australia, South Australia, 
Victoria and Tasmania. The approval and operation of proposed Yumbah Nyamat Abalone Farm would 
result in Victoria being the dominant producer of farmed abalone nationally. 

The proposed abalone farm has the potential to contribute to the established agriculture and the 
bourgeoning abalone farming industry along Victoria’s south-west coastline.  

This application is lodged to the Department of Planning, Environment, Water and Planning’s Development 
Facilitation Program in recognition of the proposal’s state and regional significance, its alignment with 
planning objectives and government policy priorities, and its “shovel ready” status.  

This application follows a previous planning permit application (Application P18147) made to the Glenelg 
Shire Council in 2019 for a 1,000 tonne onshore abalone farm on the subject site. A Notice of Decision to 
Grant a Permit was issued by Council, which was subsequently reviewed to and refused by the Victorian 
Civil and Administrative Tribunal. In assessing the previous proposal, the Tribunal determined that the 
abalone farm was acceptable when considering the strategic policy framework guiding the use and 
development of the site, and that the potential environmental impacts, traffic, dust, noise and odour were 
appropriately addressed and mitigated. The Tribunal’s grounds of refusal were confined to visual impacts 
arising from the volume of built form and the extent of impacts to the vista when viewed from adjoining 
residential properties in light of the purposes of the Rural Living Zone applied to the subject site and 
surrounding properties.  

The current proposal is for a reduced scheme that addresses the Tribunal’s visual amenity concerns through 
the following measures: 

▪ A 50% reduction in production capacity of the farm (from 1,000 tonnes to 500 tonnes) 

▪ A reduction in the building footprint on flat land from 54% to 27.5% 

▪ Separation of buildings to break up the building coverage on the site 

▪ Extensive landscaping treatments along the site boundaries and between the buildings  

The proposed scheme will continue to be acceptable in terms of planning policy, environmental, noise, odour 

and traffic impacts. 
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The proposal will deliver a purpose-built abalone farm to meet the increasing demand for abalone on the 
national and international markets, whilst contributing to Victoria’s aquaculture industry. The proposal will 
also enhance Glenelg’s local economy through new and diversified job opportunities close to the key 
regional centre Portland, thus meeting local, regional, and state planning policies and economic strategies.  

This application comprises the following materials: 

▪ Drawings prepared by Foresight Engineering 

▪ Landscape Plan prepared by Allan Wyatt, XUrban 

▪ Landscape and Visual Assessment prepared by Allan Wyatt, XUrban 

▪ Economics Assessment prepared by Sean Stephens (Ethos Urban) dated 10 February 2022, with 
appended VCAT evidence of same author dated 21 January 2020 

▪ Flora and Fauna Assessment prepared by Aaron Harvey (Biosis) dated 7 February 2022, with appended 
VCAT evidence of Ian Smales (Biosis) dated 18 December 2019 

▪ Visual Amenity Document prepared by Chris Goss (Orbit Solutions) dated 21 March 2022 

▪ Acoustic Assessment prepared by Darren Tardio (Enfield Acoustics) dated 22 December 2021, with 
appended VCAT evidence of same author dated 21 January 2020 

▪ Surface water assessment prepared by Warwick Bishop (Water Technology) dated 18 January 2022, 
with appended VCAT evidence of same author dated 17 January 2020 

▪ Possible Acoustic Impacts to Southern Right Whales assessment prepared by Dr Rhianne Ward (RPS 
Consulting) dated February 2022, with appended VCAT evidence of same author dated 21 January 2020 

▪ Sea Wall Engineering Assessment prepared by Gildas Colleter and Michael Molishis (Water Technology) 
dated 25 January 2022, with appended VCAT evidence of Dr Hans Riedel (Water Technology) dated 16 
January 2020 

▪ Traffic Assessment prepared by Jason Walsh (Traffix Group) dated 16 March 2022, with appended 
VCAT evidence of same author dated 20 January 2020 

▪ Odour Impact Assessment prepared Dr Ian Cowan (Tonkin + Taylor) dated 22 March 2022, with 
appended VCAT evidence of the same author dated 19 December 2019 

In addition to the application materials, we provide copies of the following documents: 

▪ Existing Consent for Use and Development of Coastal Crown Land granted under the Marine and 
Coastal Act 2018 

▪ Existing Works Approval granted under the Environment Protection Act 1970 

▪ Cultural Heritage Management Plan 15400 

Additional evidence reports and application materials relating to the previous application are included in this 
submission, including: 

▪ Visual Amenity Evidence prepared by Chris Goss (Orbit Solutions) dated 28 January 2020  

▪ Review of Dredging Impact Assessments for Portland Bay, Victoria prepared by Matt Edwards 
(Australian Marine Ecology) dated February 2020 

▪ Groundwater Expert Evidence prepared by Greg Hoxley (Jacobs) dated 17 January 2020 

▪ Flora and Fauna Detailed Assessment for Proposed Nyamat Aquaculture Farm prepared by GHD dated 
October 2018 
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1. SUBJECT SITE & SURROUNDS 
1.1. SUBJECT SITE 

1.1.1. Main Site 

The subject site that will house the principal aquaculture facility is known as 315 Dutton Way, Bolwarra, and 
has an area of approximately 46 hectares. The site is irregular in shape and has frontages to both Dutton 
Way (south-east frontage) and the Princes Highway north-west frontage). The site comprises two parcels, 
including: 

▪ Lot 1 on Plan of Subdivision 500867 (SPI 1\PS500867) 

▪ Lot 2 on Plan of Subdivision 745948 (SPI 2\PS745948) 

The land is currently used for farming purposes and is developed with a dwelling and farm outbuildings. 
Access to the dwelling is from Dutton Way.  

The majority of the site on the ‘south-eastern’ part of the site (closest to Dutton Way) is generally flat land 
with an average level of 3.2 metres AHD. There is an escarpment at the northern boundary of the site 
(closest to Princes Highway), with the ground level rising to 40 metres AHD, creating a distinct change in 
topography. Above this rise, the land is relatively flat.  

The Dutton Way frontage features coastal landscaping that provides some screening of views into and 

across the site. The side boundaries are free of planting and provide views from the northern and southern 

approaches along Dutton Way and from surrounding properties. The site currently contains two bluestone 

lined open drains on approximate east-west and north-south orientations (see figure below). 

Figure 1 LiDAR Survey 

 
Source: Statement of Evidence of Mr Warwick Bishop 
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Figure 2 Subject site 

 
Source: NearMap 
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1.1.2. Intake and Outfall Sites 

Sites adjoining to 315 Dutton Way will be utilised for underground intake and outfall pipes (as shown on 
Figure 2). These include: 

Parcel Description Ownership 

Allotment 24A Parish 

of Bolwarra  

SPI 24A\PP2175 

Located on the south side of Dutton Way and features vegetation 

and the coastline 

Crown land 

Allotment 2008 

Parish of Bolwarra 

SPI 2008\PP2175 

A dirt road parcel on the south side of Dutton Way, which provides 

vehicle access to Parcel 24\PP2175. 

Government 

road 

Parcel 24\PP2175 

Parish of Bolwarra  

SPI 24\PP2175 

Located on the south side of Dutton Way and features vegetation 

and the coastline 

Crown land 

Lot 1 on Title Plan 

21860  

SPI 1\TP21860 

Vacant site on the south side of Dutton Way Yumbah 

Nyamat 

Allotment 2009 

Parish of Bolwarra  

SPI 2009\PP2175 

Site on the south side of Dutton Way Government 

road 

Dutton Way A road providing one lane of traffic in each direction.  Government 

road 

 

1.2. SURROUNDING AREA 
The immediately surrounding area comprises pastureland, larger rural residential lots and several residential 
subdivisions with smaller lot sizes. Directly opposite the main site on the south east side of Dutton Way is a 
group of single and two storey dwellings and the Henty Bay Beach Front Holiday Park and Henty Bay 
Caravan Park. The Holiday Park comprises a series of holiday dwellings with access to the nearby beach.  

To the south-west of the main site is a rural residential property (243 Dutton Way) and another residential 
subdivision bounded by Dutton Way, Ocean Street, Matheson Street and Malseed Street. The subdivision 
features a range of dwellings, some vacant land parcels and the Dutton Way Caravan Park.  

The properties adjacent to the Princes Highway sit approximately 30 – 35 metres above the lower level of 
the property and include several dwellings with outlooks across the subject site towards Portland Bay. Four 
residential properties, being 42 and 46 Beechwood View, 18 Wilkins Lane and 8921 Princes Highway, abut 
the subject site with properties further to the west also enjoying outlooks towards Portland Bay. The Princes 
Highway at this point includes a parking area serving the Frank Lodge Scenic Lookout. Views of Portland 
and the bay are available from this location; however, due to the topography, the proposed area of 
development cannot be viewed from this location.  

The north-eastern boundary of the site abuts Portland Beach Road that currently provides access to a 
dwelling (341 Dutton Way) that is not part of the subject site, access to the subject site and forms part of the 
Great South West Walk (as does Dutton Way).  

The site is located approximately 3.5 kilometres north of Portland, which is a major regional centre in the 
Glenelg Shire that provides for a range of residential, commercial, and industrial activities. Further, the site is 
approximately 9 kilometres from the Port of Portland.  
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2. THE PROPOSAL 

2.1. LAND USE 
The application is for an aquaculture facility, which is defined as ‘Land used to keep or breed aquatic 
animals, or cultivate or propagate aquatic plants’. 

2.2. BUILDINGS AND WORKS  
The proposed buildings and works will comprise a series of nursery buildings, grow tank buildings, pumping 
stations, utility buildings, administration and staff amenity building, located within the main site, and buried 
intake and outfall pipes that will connect the main site to the ocean. 

Figure 3 Site Plan 

 
Source: Yumbah Nyamat Duttonway Site Plan General Arrangement Critical Infrastructure, YUMB19-P-A-00  

 

The specific elements of the proposal are summarised in the following table (with reference to the site plan at 
Figure 3).  

Ref Name Description Dimensions Site 

1 Grow Tank 

Module - A 

Four large abalone grow tank modules are 

located centrally to the site, with a combined 

footprint of 73,920 square metres. The grow 

tank areas will be covered by shade cloth 

supported on poles. Earthworks will be 

required to ensure a level ground.  

 

Width: 160m  

Length: 154m 

Area: 24,640sqm 

Height: 5.5m–

8.5m height 

Main site 

2 Grow Tank 

Module - B 

Width: 160m  

Length: 154m 

Area: 24,640sqm 



 

8 THE PROPOSAL  

URBIS 

P0033192 REP01 

 

Ref Name Description Dimensions Site 

Landscape buffers will be located between 

the tank modules.  

 

The abalone grow tank modules will be 

setback 58.1 metres from Dutton Way. 

Height: 5.5m–

8.5m height 

3 Grow Tank 

Module - C 

Width: 80m  

Length: 154m  

Area: 12,320sqm 

Height: 5.5m – 

8.5m height 

4 Grow Tank 

Module - D 

Width: 80m  

Length: 154m  

Area: 12,320sqm 

Height: 5.5m – 

8.5m height 

5 Nursery 

Module – A 

An abalone nursery area comprising 11 

‘tunnels’ These tunnels will be located to the 

north-east of the grow tank area. 

Width: 60m  

Length: 110m  

Area: 12,320sqm 

Height: 2.4m-

4.4m 

Main site 

6 Nursery 

Module – B 

Width: 60m  

Length: 110m  

Area: 12,320sqm 

Height: 2.4m-

4.4m 

7 Intake Pump 

Station 

A pumping station area is located in the 

southwest corner of the site. The pump area 

will comprise three pump rooms and an 

emergency generator room. The buildings 

will be partially set into the ground and will 

rise approximately 2.7 metres above ground 

facing Dutton Way.  

The flat roof of the  

It is proposed to landscape the flat roofs with 

coastal planting. A 14 metre wide landscape 

buffer will be established between the pump 

buildings and Dutton Way. There will be 

vehicle access to the pump station area 

directly from Dutton Way. 

  

8 Intake 

Easement ‘A’ 

An easement containing seven intake pipes 

is located in the southern corner of the main 

site. The pipes extend 386 metres from the 

coastline into the ocean along the sea floor. 

The pipes connect to the main site under 

coastal crown land and Dutton Way, and link 

to the intake pump station located in the 

southern corner of the main site.  

Length: 501.15m 

(total length from 

main site) 

Main Site 

Dutton Way 

Allotment 

24A Parish 

of Bolwarra 
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Ref Name Description Dimensions Site 

9 Outfall/West 

Easement 

‘WE’ 

An easement containing two outtake pipes is 

located perpendicular to the site’s eastern 

boundary. The pipes extend 160 metres into 

the ocean along the sea floor. The pipes 

connect to the main site under coastal crown 

land and Dutton Way, and link with the 

recirculation system and discharge network 

south of the Grow Tank Module - A. 

Length: 297.65m 

(total length from 

main site) 

Main site 

Dutton Way 

Allotment 

2008 Parish 

of Bolwarra 

Allotment 24 

Parish of 

Bolwarra 

10 Outfall/Central 

Easement ‘CE’ 

An easement containing two outtake pipes is 

located perpendicular to the site’s eastern 

boundary. The pipes extend 175.1 into the 

ocean along the sea floor. The pipes connect 

to the main site under coastal crown land, 

Yumbah owned land, and Dutton Way, and 

link with the recirculation and discharge 

network south of the Grow Tank Module - B. 

Length: 320.3m 

(total length from 

main site) 

Main site 

Dutton Way 

Lot 1 on Title 

Plan 21860 

Allotment 24 

Parish of 

Bolwarra 

11 Outfall/East 

Easement ‘EE’ 

An easement containing two outtake pipes is 

located perpendicular to the site’s eastern 

boundary. The pipes extend 157 metres into 

the ocean along the sea floor. The pipes 

connect to the main site under coastal crown 

land and Dutton Way, and link with the 

recirculation and discharge network south of 

the Grow Tank Module - C. 

Length: 302.1m 

(total length from 

main site) 

Main site 

Dutton Way 

Parcel 

24\PP2175 

Parish of 

Bolwarra 

Allotment 24 

Parish of 

Bolwarra 

12 Solid 

Settlement 

Channel 

(SSC) 

Solid settlement channels link between the 

Grow Tank Modules and the Nursery 

Modules.  

 Main site 

13 Multi Purpose 

Shed 1 

An administration room, staff crib, staff 

amenities, and outdoor seating area is 

connected by a decked area.  

These adjoining the multi-purpose sheds and 

staff and visitor parking, all located in the 

north-east corner of the site, and accessible 

via a circular driveway off Dutton Way. The 

multipurpose sheds will include a workshops, 

storage areas, feed storage, harvest depot 

and mortality freezers.  

Length: 24m 

Width: 15m 

Height: 7.6m 

Main site 

14 Administration Length: 14.4m 

Width: 8.4m 

Height: 4.2m 

Main site 

15 Staff Crib 

Room 

Length: 14.5m 

Width: 8.4m 

Height: 4.2m 

Main site 

16 Staff 

Amenities 

Length: 10.5m 

Width: 8.4m 

Height: 4.2m 

Main site 

17 Multi Purpose 

Shed 2 

Length: 24m 

Width:15m 

Height: 7.6m 

Main site 
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Ref Name Description Dimensions Site 

18 Staff/Visitor 

Parking 

60 Car Parks  Main site 

19 Pump Station 

Workshop 

A pump station workshop is located in the 

south-east corner of the site, adjacent to the 

intake pump station.  

 Main site 

 

2.3. SEAWALL & INTAKE/OUTLET PIPES 
To facilitate the construction of the intake and disposal pipeline, Yumbah proposes to temporarily dismantle 
parts of the existing seawall, construct  and once the pipelines are constructed, replace those parts. The 
length of each section of seawall to be removed would be the easement width required for the pipelines plus 
approximately 5 metres either side. The reinstated seawall would be upgraded to be an engineered structure 
in accordance with the specifications outlined in the VCAT evidence of Dr Hans Peter Riedel dated 16 
January 2020 for the previous application, which is enclosed as part of this application. 

Figure 4 Seawall cross sections 

 

 

 

Picture 1 Seawall design – intake pipes/outlet pipes 
(higher elevations) 

Source: VCAT Evidence of Dr Riedel, page 14 

 Picture 2 Seawall design – outlet pipes (lowland 
sections) 

Source: VCAT Evidence of Dr Riedel, page 14 

The pipes will be constructed along the seafloor and will be submerged for a large portion of the pipe’s 
length. Consent for these works will be sought separately in accordance with the Marine and Coastal Act 
2018. There is an existing consent under the Marine and Coastal Act 2018 which will be amended to account 
for the reduction in pipes required for the current proposal. 

2.4. LANDSCAPING 
The proposal will incorporate landscaping along the site boundaries and throughout the site to screen views 

to the buildings. The landscaping incorporates the following elements: 

▪ Buffer planting around the structures and along the southern boundary comprising a mixture of 
indigenous tall shrubs and trees 

▪ Mass planning with indigenous Eucalypt species along the north-western and western boundaries.  

▪ Banksia marginata plantings along the entry road and carpark  

2.5. OPERATIONAL MANAGEMENT 

2.5.1. Farming Process 

The proposed facility is a ‘pump ashore abalone farm’, which involves pumping fresh ocean water to an 
onshore growing system where the abalone are reared over a three-year production phase.  This water is 
pumped in and circulated before being gravity fed out of the farm.  Water cycles through the farm 24 hours a 
day, constantly delivering oxygen to the shellfish and replenishing the abalone tanks with clean water.  
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The abalone will be housed in the following structures through the farming process: 

Hatchery  

Broodstock abalone housed in the onsite hatchery will be induced to spawn producing eggs and sperm that 
fertilise and hatch as microscopic abalone larvae. The pelagic abalone larvae will be transferred to the 
nursery seven days after hatch out.  

Nursery 

The nursery will be established in the north-eastern section of the site and will provide an environment where 
the larvae settle onto plastic plates inoculated with microalgae. Here the abalone eat natural benthic algae 
that is grown in the nursery tanks. The abalone will increase in size (from a microscopic speck to 
approximately 10 – 20 mm in diameter) before being transferred to the grow out area, at an age of around 6 
months. About 7 million juvenile abalone will be recruited in the farm each year to sustain the 500t 
production. Juvenile abalone produced at other Yumbah farms will also be supplied into the proposed facility 
under strict biosecurity protocols. 

Grow-out tanks 

The majority of the farm activity, including husbandry, water delivery and drainage occurs in the grow-out 
tanks, which are housed in modular buildings covered with shade cloth that filter direct sunlight to a level 
similar to natural conditions five meters underwater. The tanks are designed to create a fast flow of water 
that cascades gently over the abalone, continuously delivering oxygen and removing waste. The tanks are 
serviced by with a mobile flushing mechanism that washes out uneaten food, waste and silt. Tanks are 
flushed every second day in winter and every day in summer. The flushing process cleans the tanks and 
invigorates and exercises the abalone. 

Harvesting 

The abalone will reach their desired size after approximately 24 months in the grow-out tanks, at which time 
they will be hand harvested and transferred to the harvest depot contained in a multi-purpose shed. The 
abalone will be sorted and consolidated prior to being transferred offsite to Yumbah’s custom built 
processing facility in Portland. 

2.5.2. Staff 

The farm will employ approximately 50 FTE staff with a range of experience, ranging in qualified biologists, 
maintenance staff, aquaculture technicians and administration staff. This team will support the breeding, 
nurturing and harvest of the abalone over their 30-month production cycle. On any given day staff will be 
engaged in activities such as: 

▪ Breeding and broodstock management 

▪ Algal production 

▪ Feeding  

▪ Cleaning 

▪ Stocking density control 

▪ Harvest  

▪ Maintenance 

▪ Administration 

2.5.3. Operational hours 

The majority of staff will work on site between 7.30 am and 6.00 pm Monday to Friday, with a skeleton crew 
on Saturday and Sunday. There may be the requirement for staff to work staggered shifts, with staff 
commencing work or finishing later occasionally. Night security will be employed to provide surveillance after 
hours, and a skeleton crew will work on weekends.  

Deliveries and shipping will occur during business hours. 
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2.5.4. Traffic 

Light Vehicles 

The facility will employ in the order of 50 FTE staff, with most of those present across the standard operating 
hours (7:30am to 6pm Monday to Friday). To conservatively allow for each member of staff to arrive and 
depart, and for some staff to travel during the day (including a level of visitation) it is expected the facility will 
generate approximately 125 light vehicle movements per day (approximately 60-65 standard vehicle 
movement per day). Light vehicles operating onsite will include approximately five (5) utes, one (1) forklift 
and one (1) digger/bobcat. 

Commercial Vehicles 

There will be an average of two (2) trucks servicing the site per day, associated with transporting product. 
Deliveries of feed and other miscellaneous deliveries will occur on a weekly basis. Commercial vehicles 
servicing the site are expected to range between vans and will be heavy rigid vehicles (HRVs). Feed 
deliveries will initially be via semi-trailer. Sediment removed from Settling Channels will also be transported 
offsite via a Standard Dump Truck once every 2 to 3 months. 

2.5.5. Waste management 

The largest volume of waste to be generated by Yumbah Nyamat will be sediment from the water treatment 
process, which will be 7.8 tonnes of sand (60%) and un-eaten food (40%) per month. Yumbah will regularly 
remove this material that settles out in the Solids Settling Chamber. This sediment will be pumped out and 
de-watered in a designated treatment area, within geotextile bags and/or disposed directly to an approved 
offsite facility. 

Abalone mortalities are another waste stream that will be managed appropriately. Dead abalone will be 
removed from the grow out tanks daily and transported to a fully enclosed shed and placed into a chiller. The 
abalone will be preserved in the chiller which will be routinely emptied and transported offsite for disposal or 
reuse. Options for dead abalone will be investigated further. It is estimated that 25 tonnes of dead abalone 
will be disposed of each year. 

The staff amenities and work sheds will generate solid inert waste, domestic waste and wastewater. The site 
will be sewered, servicing staff needs. Solid waste from staff amenities and workshops will be disposed of 
using existing commercial waste disposal suppliers. 

A waste contractor will be engaged to regularly collect and dispose recyclable waste and domesticand 
domestic waste. 

Consistent with best practice onshore abalone farming Yumbah Nyamat proposes to apply a number of 
practices and management systems to manage waste generated onsite including: 

▪ Abalone mortalities will be collected daily during summer and every second day during the cooler 
seasons. 

▪ The water treatment system will be designed to allow for equipment to easily access channels, pits and 
drains to effectively remove accumulated sediment. Sediment will be regularly removed from the Solids 
Settling Channels and managed in a manner that does not cause offensive or nuisance odours. 

▪ Growout tanks will be checked every morning to monitor the amount of feed left in tanks in order to 
maintain appropriate feed rates and avoid overfeeding 

▪ The feeding rate in the growout tanks will be continually reviewed to achieve the optimal feed conversion 
rate, reduce overfeeding and subsequent flushing of feed pellets into the treatment system. 

▪ In the event that hazardous waste is generated on site (for example, fuel spill), spill kits will be available, 
and any material retrieved will be disposed of to a suitably licensed waste receiver. 

▪ The Yumbah Nyamat abalone farm will be kept clean with clear designated waste storage area, away 
from sensitive receptors. 

▪ Construction waste will be removed from site in a timely manner. 
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▪ Litter will be managed by storing and de-packaging materials inside buildings and provision of staff litter, 
rubbish and recycling stations across the site, including cigarette litter bins in any designated outdoor 
smoking areas. 

2.6. PROPOSED PLANNING SCHEME AMENDMENT  
This application proposes an amendment to the Glenelg Planning Scheme to introduce an incorporated 

document to guide the use and development of the site. It is proposed to address detailed design and 

engineering drawings and the ongoing management of the farm’s operation through conditions of the 

incorporated document.  
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3. PLANNING CONTROLS & STRATEGY 
3.1. OVERVIEW 
Aquaculture is an emerging agricultural activity identified in the planning scheme as worthy of support for 
economic, social and environmental reasons.  Such support is given through a variety of planning policies 
directed to the exercise of discretion when deliberating on land use and development.  There are also wide-
ranging policies about coastal land management, air quality, noise and other land use conflicts, rural land 
use and rural living that are relevant to our decision in these proceedings 

There has been minimal change to the planning policy framework and regional and sector strategies since 
the previous planning application was determined in December 2020.  

3.2. REGIONAL & SECTOR STRAGIES & POLICIES  
The following Commonwealth and State strategies and policies are relevant to the proposal:  

▪ Great South Coast Regional Growth Plan May 2014 

▪ The Great South Coast Regional Strategic Plan 

▪ Victorian Aquaculture Strategy 2017-2022 

▪ Victorian Fisheries Authority Strategic Plan 2019-2024 

▪ Planning Guidelines for Land Based Aquaculture in Victoria September 2005 

▪ Marine and Coastal Policy 2020 

▪ Siting and Design Guidelines for Structures on Victorian Coast May 2020 

3.3. LOCAL STRATEGIES 
The following local strategies are relevant to the proposal: 

▪ Glenelg Shire Rural Land Strategy May 2019 

▪ Draft Portland Rural Living Assessment March 2020 

3.4. PLANNING POLICY FRAMEWORK 
The following clauses within the PPF are relevant to the proposal: 

▪ Clause LLP 02.01 – Context 

▪ Clause LLP 02.02 – Vision 

▪ Clause LLP 02.03 – Strategic Directions 

▪ Clause LLP 02.04 – Strategic Framework Plan 

▪ Clause VPP 11.01 – Victoria  

▪ Clause VPP 11.01-1R – Settlement – Great 
South Coast 

▪ Clause LLP 11.01-1L – Settlement 

▪ Clause VPP 11.03-4S – Coastal Settlement 

▪ Clause LLP 11.03-4L – Coastal settlement 

▪ Clause VPP 12.01-1S – Protection of 
biodiversity 

▪ Clause LLP 12.01-1L – Protection of 
biodiversity 

▪ Clause VPP 12.01-2S – Native Vegetation 
Management 

▪ Clause VPP 12.02-1S – Protection of Coastal 
Areas 

▪ Clause LLP 12.02-1L – Protection of Coastal 
Areas 

▪ Clause VPP 12.02-2S – Coastal Crown Land 

▪ Clause VPP 12.05-1S – Environmentally 
Sensitive Areas 

▪ Clause VPP 12.05-2S – Landscapes 

▪ Clause LLP 12.05-2L – Landscapes 

▪ Clause VPP 12.02-2S - Marine and Coastal 
Crown Land 

▪ Clause VPP 13.02-1S – Bushfire Planning 

▪ Clause VPP 13.04-2S – Erosion and Landslip 
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▪ Clause VPP 13.01-2S – Coastal Inundation 
and Erosion 

▪ Clause VPP 13.05-1S – Noise Abatement 

▪ Clause LLP 13.05-1L – Noise Abatement 

▪ Clause VPP 13.06-1S – Air Quality 
Management 

▪ Clause VPP 13.07-1S – Land Use 
Compatibility 

▪ Clause LLP 13.07-1L – Land Use 
Compatibility 

▪ Clause VPP 14.01-1S – Protection of 
Agricultural Land 

▪ Clause LLP 14.01-1L – Protection of 
Agricultural Land 

▪ Clause VPP 14.01-2S – Sustainable 
Agricultural Land Use 

▪ Clause LLP 14.01-2L – Sustainable 
Agricultural Land Use 

▪ Clause VPP 14.02-1S – Catchment Planning 
and Management 

▪ Clause VPP 15.01-2S – Building Design 

▪ Clause LLP 15.01-2L – Building Design 

▪ Clause VPP 15.01-6S – Design for Rural 
Areas 

▪ Clause VPP 15.03-2S – Aboriginal Cultural 
Heritage 

▪ Clause VPP 17.01-1S – Diversified Economy 

▪ Clause VPP 17.01-1R – Diversified Economy 
– Great South Coast 

▪ Clause LLP 17.01-1L – Diversified Economy 

▪ Clause VPP 18.03-1S – Planning for ports 

▪ Clause VPP 18.03-1R – Planning for ports – 
Great South Coast 

▪ Clause VPP 18.03-2S – Planning for Port 
Environs 

3.5. PLANNING CONTROLS  

3.5.1. Summary 

The proposal affects several separate land parcels that are subject to the following controls:  

Parcel Planning Controls 

315 Dutton Way, Bolwarra  

 

Rural Living Zone  

Bushfire Management Overlay (north-east corner)  

Dutton Way  Rural Living Zone 

Environmental Significance Overlay - Schedule 1 – Coastal Areas  

Allotment 24A Parish of Bolwarra  

 

Rural Living Zone  

Public Parks and Recreation Zone  

Environmental Significance Overlay - Schedule 1 – Coastal Areas  

Allotment 2008 Parish of Bolwarra 

 

Rural Living Zone  

Environmental Significance Overlay - Schedule 1 – Coastal Areas 

Allotment 24 Parish of Bolwarra 

 

Rural Living Zone  

Public Parks and Recreation Zone  

Environmental Significance Overlay - Schedule 1 – Coastal Areas  

Lot 1 on Title Plan 21860  Rural Living Zone  

Environmental Significance Overlay - Schedule 1 – Coastal Areas  

Specific Controls Overlay (SCO4) 

Allotment 2009 Parish of Bolwarra  

 

Rural Living Zone  

Public Parks and Recreation Zone  

Environmental Significance Overlay - Schedule 1 – Coastal Areas  
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3.5.2. Rural Living Zone – Clause 35.03 

The Rural Living Zone – Schedule 1 (RLZ1) has the following purpose:  

▪ To implement the Municipal Planning Strategy and the Planning Policy Framework.  

▪ To provide for residential use in a rural environment. 

▪ To provide for agricultural land uses which do not adversely affect the amenity of surrounding land uses. 

▪ To protect and enhance the natural resources, biodiversity and landscape and heritage values of the 
area. 

▪ To encourage use and development of land based on comprehensive and sustainable land management 
practices and infrastructure provision. 

Pursuant to Clause 35.03-1, Agriculture (other than Apiculture, Broiler farm, Domestic animal husbandry, 
Intensive animal production, Racing dog husbandry and Timber production) is a Section 2, permit required 
use. It is noted that the use of Aquaculture Facility ‘nests’ within the agriculture group of land use terms. 

3.5.3. Public Park and Recreation Zone – Clause 36.02 

The Public Park and Recreation Zone has the following purpose: 

▪ To implement the Municipal Planning Strategy and the Planning Policy Framework.  

▪ To recognise areas for public recreation and open space. 

▪ To protect and conserve areas of significance where appropriate.  

▪ To provide for commercial uses where appropriate. 

Pursuant to Clause 36.02-1, the proposed use is not directly specified and hence is a Section 2, permit 
required use.  

3.5.4. Environmental Significance Overlay – Schedule 1 (ESO1) 

The subject site is located within the Environmental Significance Overlay – Schedule 1 (Coastal Areas.) 

The Statement of Significance within Schedule 1 to the zone notes: 

▪ The Shire’s coastline is a significant environmental resource and long term public asset which should not 
be compromised by inappropriate development. Coastal environments must be protected especially 
features of ecological, geological, geomorphological, cultural and historic significance. 

The environmental objectives to be achieved are: 

▪ To ensure the long term protection of coastal and marine ecosystems. 

▪ To prevent inappropriate development in coastal areas that is likely to prejudice the long term 
environmental values of the coast. 

The relevant purposes of the overlay are: 

▪ To implement the Municipal Planning Strategy and the Planning Policy Framework 

▪ To identify areas where the development of land may be affected by environmental constraints 

▪ To ensure that development is compatible with identified environmental values 

3.5.5. Bushfire Management Overlay 

The Bushfire Management Overlay (BMO) applies to the north-eastern corner of the main site and directly 
covers a small part of the proposed car park. The purpose of the BMO is: 

▪ To implement the Municipal Planning Strategy and the Planning Policy Framework. 

▪ To ensure that the development of land prioritises the protection of human life and strengthens 
community resilience to bushfire. 
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▪ To identify areas where the bushfire hazard warrants bushfire protection measures to be implemented. 

▪ To ensure development is only permitted where the risk to life and property from bushfire can be reduced 
to an acceptable level. 

It is noted that the control (Clause 44.06-2) applies to a range of broad activities but does not include the use 
of agriculture or an aquaculture facility. The area on the subject site affected by the BMO is currently cleared 
for pasture. Further to the north land is heavily treed. 

3.5.6. Specific Control Overlay  

The Specific Control Overlay (SCO4) applies to Lot 1 on Title Plan 21860. The SCO applies the ‘Coastal 
land east of Portland between Dutton Way and Narrawong Incorporated Document April 2011’ to land 
generally east of Portland. Pursuant to Clause 52.03 of the Glenelg Planning Scheme, land identified in this 
document may be developed and used in accordance with the provisions of the Glenelg Planning Scheme 
subject to the following additional requirement:  

▪ An application for the use and development of land for a dwelling within the 2030 coastal erosion hazard 
area (shown in the map to Clause 4 of this document) should demonstrate that the dwelling is designed 
to enable relocation in the event future coastal processes threaten the safety of the land and appurtenant 
dwelling. 

We note that the application is not for a dwelling.  

3.5.7. Particular Provisions 

The following particular provisions are relevant to this application: 

Clause 52.06 Car Parking 

▪ Under Clause 52.06, car parking requirements are to the satisfaction of the Responsible Authority. 

Clause 52.17 Native Vegetation 

Under Clause 52.17 a permit is required to remove, destroy or lop any vegetation, including dead vegetation. 
The purpose of the control is: 

▪ To ensure that there is no net loss to biodiversity as a result of the removal, destruction or lopping of 
native vegetation. This is achieved by applying the following three step approach in accordance with the 
Guidelines for the removal, destruction or lopping of native vegetation (Department of Environment, 
Land, Water and Planning, 2017) (the Guidelines): 

▪ Avoid the removal, destruction or lopping of native vegetation. 

▪ Minimise impacts from the removal, destruction or lopping of native vegetation that cannot be avoided. 

▪ Provide an offset to compensate for the biodiversity impact if a permit is granted to remove, destroy or 
lop native vegetation. 

▪ To manage the removal, destruction or lopping of native vegetation to minimise land and water 
degradation. 

The Clause also requires that when a permit is required to remove vegetation that appropriate offsets are 
required to mitigate the biodiversity impacts.  

3.5.8. Planning Permit Triggers 

Notwithstanding that the proposed planning mechanism of an incorporated document would seek to exempt 
the proposal from a planning permit, the current planning framework applied to the site would require a 
planning permit to: 

▪ Use the subject site for an aquaculture facility (Clauses 35.03-1 and 36.02-1). 

▪ Construct a building or carry out works (Clause 35.03-4 – RLZ, Clause 36.02-4 – PPRZ, and Clause 
42.01-2 – ESO). 
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▪ Undertake earthworks which change the rate of flow or the discharge point of water across a property 
boundary (Clause 35.03 – Schedule 1). This aspect of the approval is included in the requirement for 
buildings and works. 

▪ Remove, destroy or lop any vegetation, including dead vegetation (Clause 42.01-2 – ESO and Clause 
52.17 – Native Vegetation). 
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4. SEPARATE APPROVALS REQUIRED 
4.1. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION ACT 2017 
A Works Approval under the Environmental Protection Act 2017 (EP Act 2017) is required for the proposed 

abalone farm.  

Works Approval 194725 was issued by the Environment Protection Authority (EPA) at the direction of the 

Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal on 23 December 2020 allowing ‘To construct a new abalone farm, 

Yumbah Nyamat, at Bolwarra. The proposed farm will include a hatchery, nursery and grow out tanks, 

pumping seawater to the land-based farm, before discharging the treated water through a series of outlet 

pipelines’ in accordance with the conditions set out on the Works Approval. A copy of the Works Approval is 

provided as part of this submission.  

The new proposal adopts the same technologies on both the land ana seaward sides as the  approved 

proposal.   

An amended Works Approval (development licence under the new regime created by the Environment 

Protection Amendment Act 2017) will be required for the amended scheme. However, the potential impacts 

arising from the revised scheme will be less than the previous application given the reduction of the farm’s 

footprint and the number of inlet and outlet pipes. As such, we anticipate an approval will be granted by the 

EPA generally in accordance with the previously issued Works Approval albeit reflecting the reduced 

scheme.  

4.2. MARINE AND COASTAL ACT 2018  
Approval under the Marine and Coastal Act 2018 (MAC Act) is required for the use and development of 
coastal crown land. This includes the installation of inlet and outlet pipes, the taking and use of seawater, 
and the reconstruction of the Dutton Way seawall affected by the proposed works.  

The Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning (DELWP) issued a consent under the MAC Act 
on 1 February 2019 and amended on 13 December 2019 in response to the amended VCAT plans. A copy 
of the MAC Act consent is provided as part of this submission.  

The seawall construction and pipe arrangements are the same as those approved under the existing 
permission. 

An amended approval will be required for the amended scheme. However, we understand that the potential 

impacts arising from the revised scheme will be less than the previous application given the reduction of the 

number of inlet and outlet pipes. As such, we anticipate an approval will be granted by the DELWP generally 

in accordance with the previously issued approval albeit reflecting the reduced scheme.  

4.3. ABORIGINAL HERITAGE ACT 2006 
A Cultural Heritage Management Plan under the Aboriginal Heritage Act 2006 is required for the proposed 

abalone farm.  

A Cultural Heritage Management Plan (CHMP 15400) dated 22 December 2018 was prepared by Andrew 

Long and Associates in relation to the previous development. The existing CHMP is fit for purpose, and does 

not require amendment for the new plans based on the following:  

▪ The proposed works are within the activity area of the approved CHMP 

▪ The proposed use has not been changed from the approved CHMP 

▪ The facility plans included in the CHMP are clearly labelled as indicative 

▪ The management conditions are tailored to allow for layout changes 

A copy of the Cultural Heritage Management Plan is provided as part of this submission.  
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5. ASSESSMENT OVERVIEW 
5.1. BACKGROUND 
This application follows a previous planning permit application made to the Glenelg Shire Council in 2019 for 
a 1,000 tonne abalone farm on the subject site. A planning permit was issued by Council, which was 
subsequently appealed to and refused by the Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal.  

In assessing the previous proposal, the Tribunal determined that the abalone farm was acceptable when 
considering the strategic policy framework guiding the use and development of the site, and that the potential 
environmental impacts, traffic, dust, noise and odour were appropriately addressed and mitigated.  

The Tribunal’s grounds of refusal were confined to visual impacts arising from the volume of built form and 
the extent of impacts to the vista when viewed from adjoining residential properties in light of the purposes of 
the Rural Living Zone applied to the subject site and surrounding properties.  

5.2. REVISED PROPOSAL  
The current proposal is for a reduced scheme that addresses the Tribunal’s visual amenity concerns through 
the following measures: 

▪ A 50% reduction in production capacity of the farm (from 1,000 tonnes to 500 tonnes) 

▪ A reduction in the building footprint on flat land from 54% to 27.5% 

▪ Separation of buildings to break up the building coverage on the site 

▪ Extensive landscaping treatments along the site boundaries and between the buildings  

The proposed use and development of the land for an abalone farm (defined as an ‘aquaculture facility’) is 
acceptable in terms of the site’s planning controls and policies. The key planning considerations relevant to 
the proposal relate to the potential impacts the proposed operation presents to adjoining properties in terms 
of views, noise and odour, and the potential impacts to the Port of Portland’s operations and expansion 
plans. The proposal will be of net-benefit to the local and regional economies and the broader aquaculture 
industry.   

This application proposes to amend the Glenelg Planning Scheme to introduce an Incorporated Document to 
the site that will provide a bespoke planning control guiding the construction and ongoing operation of the 
abalone farm.  

5.3. ASSESSMENT STRUCTURE 
The assessment of the proposal will comprise the following sections: 

▪ Strategic Assessment 

▪ Landscape Values and Visual Impact Assessment 

▪ Potential Amenity and Economic Impacts Assessment 

▪ Net Community Benefit Assessment 
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6. STRATEGIC ASSESSMENT 
In its assessment of the previous application, the Tribunal found that the aquaculture was an emerging 
activity ‘worthy of support for economic, social and environmental reasons’ (paragraph 7) and concluded that 
‘use of the site for the proposal is consistent with intentions expressed in relevant aquaculture policy that 
seek to support and grow the Victorian aquaculture industry, such as state planning policy to support 
diversification in agricultural and economic activity and the Victorian Aquaculture Strategy 2016-2021’ 
(paragraph 427).  

The revised scheme continues to align with the planning polices and aquaculture sector strategies at state, 
regional and local levels, as outlined in the following section of this report.  

6.1. PLANNING POLICY 
Glenelg Shire is a regional municipality located in Victoria’s south west region, characterised by diverse 
environments of coastline, dense forests, rural plains and waterways, and hosting a network of settlements 
of varying sizes and functions. Key planning issues facing Glenelg as it relates to this application include the 
preservation and protection of the region’s valued landscapes, strengthening and diversification of the 
economy, and facilitating sustainable population growth.  

The Great South Coast Regional Growth Plan May 2014 (identified as policy document at various clauses of 
the PPF) provides a strategic framework for the ongoing development to the Shire of Glenelg and other 
nearby municipalities. The Plan identifies the importance of agriculture for the region stating: 

Agriculture is the dominant land use and a significant economic driver and employer in the region. 
The region provides a significant contribution to national agricultural production and has 
demonstrated flexibility and resilience in rural production due to moderate temperatures and good 
rainfall. The main agricultural industry is dairying across the south with significant forestry in the west 
and increasing livestock and grains industries in the north. Various commercial, aquaculture 
industries and recreational fishing activities take place along the coast and in the region’s lakes, 
estuaries and rivers. 

The Plan identifies nine principles that will achieve the 30-year vision for the region. The first principle is to: 

Strengthen the region’s economy through increased industry diversification, innovation and 
development. 

Each principle has several key directions and a rationale for those directions. The key directions relevant to 
this proposal include: 

• Increase the region’s contribution to the nation’s food production 

• Support agriculture as a primary source of economic prosperity 

• Support higher value-add and diversification of existing industries 

• Identify economic opportunities for the region’s environmental, cultural heritage, landscape and 
marine assets 

Clause 17.01-1S (Diversified economy) of the Glenelg Planning establishes the overarching strategy to 
strengthen and diversify rural economies. In recognition of agriculture’s critical function in the region’s 
economy and its contribution to the nation’s food production, the Glenelg Planning Scheme seeks support 
agriculture as a primary source of economic prosperity and increase the region’s contribution to the nation’s 
food production (Clause 17.01-1R Diversified economy – Great South Coast). 

This is in part to be achieved by expanding and diversifying existing agricultural operations (Clause 14.01-2L 
Sustainable agricultural land use). Specifically, Clause 14.01-1S (Protection of agricultural land) and Clause 
14.01-2S (Sustainable agricultural land use) seek to protect existing agricultural land from non-agricultural 
encroachment, preserve farmland, and support investment into “high value agriculture”, and enable 
“innovative and sustainable approaches to agriculture”. 
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Clause 11.01-1R Settlement – Great South Coast places the site within a “primary growth corridor” and 
“agricultural production” area as indicated in Figure 4. 

The environmental policies contained in the Glenelg Planning scheme identify the coastline as a valued 
feature that contributes to the character and identity of the environment and holds ecological significance 
State and local policies seek to protect the coastal area to preserve the appearance and ecology of the 
coastline (Clause 02-03-2 Environmental and landscape values, Clause 12.05-1S Environmentally sensitive 
areas, Clause 12.05-2S Landscape, Clause 12.05-2L Landscapes). 

Portland is the Shire’s main population, business and administrative centre (Clause 02.03-1 Settlement). 
Slow population growth is projected to occur over the coming decades, with the resident population expected 
to increase 6.41% between 2018 and 2036 (Clause 02.01 Context). Notwithstanding this, Clause 11.01-1R 
Settlement – Great South Coast seeks “To attract more people to the region” and support higher economic 
and population growth along the east-west growth corridor connecting major regional centres in the South 
Coast area. 

Figure 5 Great South Coast Regional Growth Plan 

 
Source: Clause 11.01-1R Settlement – Great South Coast 

Having regard to the overarching themes of the Glenelg Planning Scheme, it is concluded that:  

▪ Agriculture presents a significant contribution to Glenelg’s economy, and the ongoing investment, 
expansion and diversification of the agricultural industry should be supported to ensure the ongoing 
economic function.  

▪ The Shire’s valued coastline should be protected to preserve landscape and ecological features.  

▪ Portland is a major population centre for Glenelg and is designated as an area for future residential 
development.  
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The proposed aquaculture facility is consistent with the broad policy themes, insofar as: 

▪ The facility will enhance and diversify Glenelg’s agricultural industry through a new and innovative form 
of agriculture that is responsive to increasing demand for abalone on the local and international markets. 
The proposed land use will contribute to Glenelg’s economy by providing 120 new jobs (with other new 
jobs being created elsewhere to support the onsite operations).  

▪ The site’s proximity to Portland, a major population centre in the Shire, will provide access to potential 
employees.  

▪ The proposed development has been designed to minimise any impacts to the coastline, and the inlet 
and outlet pipes will be submerged below the natural ground level and the seafloor, and will not be a 
visible imposition to the area.  

6.2. SECTOR STRATEGIES & GUIDELINES 
The Victorian Aquaculture Strategy 2017-2022 prepared by the Department of Economic Development, 
Jobs, Transport and Resources identifies that the aquaculture industry, including abalone farming, is 
expanding to meet the ongoing demand from domestic and Asian markets (page 4). The report notes: 

Over the next five years, Victoria’s population growth is likely to drive continued increases in demand 
for both imported and locally produced seafood. This presents supply opportunities for the local 
aquaculture industry. 

The expansion of the aquaculture sector will also support Victoria’s growing recreational fishing 
sector. Aquaculture enhances recreational fishing opportunities by creating new or improved habitats 
around farm infrastructure, improving local species diversity and providing a sustainable supply of 
bait (e.g. mussels) for use by recreational fishers. 

The report further notes that in some cases, industry sector clusters share suitable growing environments 
Much of the south west coast is identified as a key productive region for abalone as illustrated by Figure 5 
which follows. 

Figure 6 Key production locations for Victorian aquaculture 

 
Source: Victorian Aquaculture Strategy 2017-2022, page 5 
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The proposed aquaculture facility seeks to utilise the marine resource as desired by the broad policy 
aspirations. However, as addressed in the previous section of this report the facility which is based on a 
‘marine onshore flow-through’ operation, has very limited locational options.  

The Aquaculture Planning Guidelines (Victorian Fisheries Authority) outline the resources and services 
required by certain aquaculture systems in the following table that confirms the need to be located with 
access to the shoreline. 

Figure 7 Resources and Services Required by Aquaculture System 

 
Source: Aquaculture Planning Guidelines 

Due to these operational requirements, there are limited sites along the Great South Coast that could 
accommodate the proposed facility. The subject site performs strongly when assessed against the locational 
requirements, as the site:  

▪ Is proximate to the ocean to provide access to fresh sea water.  

▪ Is on low-lying land.  

▪ Is largely free from environmental, cultural and heritage constraints.  

▪ Is near the regional centre of Portland, which provides access to employment populations.  
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7. LANDSCAPE VALUES AND VISUAL IMPACT 
ASSESSMENT 

7.1. PURPOSE OF THE RURAL LIVING ZONE 
The proposed abalone farm is principally located in the Rural Living Zone (RLZ), the purpose of which is: 

▪ To implement the Municipal Planning Strategy and the Planning Policy Framework. 

▪ To provide for residential use in a rural environment. 

▪ To provide for agricultural land uses which do not adversely affect the amenity of surrounding land uses. 

▪ To protect and enhance the natural resources, biodiversity and landscape and heritage values of the 
area. 

▪ To encourage use and development of land based on comprehensive and sustainable land management 
practices and infrastructure provision. 

In assessing the previous application, the Tribunal came to several key conclusions in assessing the 
appropriateness of the proposed aquaculture facility in light of the site’s zoning.  

The RLZ provides for residential use and development, albeit at a lower density than “typical” residential 
zones. However conversely, the RLZ also allows greater residential development than Farming Zone and 
other zones that typically support agricultural activity and prohibits more intensive agricultural activities such 
as intensive animal production or rural industries. The RLZ also includes a consideration to protecting the 
amenity of surrounding land uses. 

The Tribunal concluded that the cumulative impact of the RLZ’s purpose, table of uses, and decision 
guidelines seek to provide for a balance of land uses and development that are of an appropriate scale, 
intensity and conduct that maintain a rural environment.  

In identifying what a rural environment is, the Tribunal concluded that assessment needs to consider the 
specific nature, character, and setting of the rural environment in question; that is, there will be variation 
between setting to setting. In this instance, Tribunal noted that the site’s settings are principally characterised 
by residential or holiday park uses within an open pastoral landscape in a seaside setting. As such, potential 
for amenity impacts to residential areas need to be mindfully considered.  

The Tribunal determined that potential impacts arising from noise, odour, and environmental protection were 
adequately managed with regard to the amenity of surrounding dwellings. However critically, the Tribunal 
determined that the proposal was unacceptable on the basis that: 

▪ The size of the proposal and its footprint on the site did not align with the character and appearance of 
this particular location in the RLZ, and its proximity to residential use and inability to mitigate visual 
impacts were not consistent with the purpose of the RLZ to provide for residential use in a rural setting. 

▪ There would be significant and unacceptable impacts to the vistas of the occupants of the dwelling 
surrounding the site, particularly those atop the escarpment.  

7.2. VISUAL ASSESSMENT OF REDUCED SCHEME 
This application seeks to introduce an incorporated document, which provides a site specific planning control 
that responds to the bespoke needs of a proposal and enables variations to the planning framework applied 
to the site. Notwithstanding this, the proposal seeks to be align with the policy framework applied to the site, 
including the purposes of the Rural Living Zone.  

The proposal is largely screened from the surrounding public realm, and is not visible from the lookout from 
Princes Highway immediately to the north-west of the site.  

The proposed revised scheme has sought to address the Tribunal’s concerns by reducing the farm’s 
footprint by 50%. The revised design has enabled increased setbacks from the north boundary (when 
compared to the previous scheme) and substantial landscaping and canopy tree plantings along the site 
boundaries, around the proposed works, and within the farm itself in order to mitigate visual impacts to the 
farm.  



 

12 LANDSCAPE VALUES AND VISUAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT  

URBIS 

P0033192 REP01 

 

As a result, views to the farm’s structures will be substantially reduced when viewed from the surrounding 
properties as demonstrated in the Visual Amenity Document prepared by Orbit Solutions lodged as part of 
this application. A comparison between the previous scheme and revised proposal is provided below. 

 
Picture 3 View from 46 Beachwood View 

Source: Visual Amenity Evidence Addendum prepared by Christopher Goss, dated 28/01/2020 

 
Picture 4 View from 46 Beachwood View  

Source: Visual Amenity Document prepared by Chris Goss, dated 15/03/2022 

The Visual Amenity Document provides computer generated images of the proposed structures and 
landscaping from five different locations surrounding the subject site, which represent key locations in the 
surrounding area.  

View 1 - 46 Beachwood View (north-east of subject site) 

There will be oblique views to the proposed abalone farm when looking out to Portland Bay (View 1a, 
oriented south-south-east) from this location. Views of the abalone farm become more apparent in views to 
the south and south-west (Views 1b and 1c), however the structures sit close to the ground and will be 
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visible in the foreground, rather than obstructing views to the bay. The visualisation incorporating 
landscaping demonstrates that the proposed planting will partially obstruct views to the structures, thus 
enhancing the landscape qualities of the area.   

View 2 - Dutton Way, east of 341 Dutton Way (north-east of subject site) 

There will be limited visual encroachment when looking directly out to the bay from this location (View 2a, 
oriented south-south-east) with the farm structures becoming more prominent when looking towards the 
west. There is a substantial setback between this view point and the proposed buildings, and as such, the 
structures appear as visually recessive elements in the landscape. The proposed landscaping in the 
foreground will screen views to the structures.    

Dutton Way, east of 315 Dutton Way (east of subject site) 

Due to the location of the site at this view point, there will be no impacts when looking directly out to the bay. 
The farm structures will be visible when looking to the west, however will be set back from the road. The 
proposed landscaping will limit views to the structures.  

Dutton Way, adjoining 243 Dutton Way (south-west of subject site) 

The abalone farm will be visible from this location, however the structures will sit low to the ground and not 
hinder views to the embankment to the north. The proposed landscaping, including the vegetation proposed 
on top of the structures will assist in integrating the proposal with the surrounding landscape.  

8921 Princess Highway (west of subject site) 

The farm structures will be visible from this location when looking out to the Portland Bay to the south-south-
east and south (Views 5A and 5B). They will sit low in the landscape and will not obstruct views to the bay. 
The landscaping around the structure’s edges and within the site will assist in softening the appearance of 
the farm. 

Figure 8 Camera Locations 

 
Source: Visual Amenity Document, Orbit Solutions 
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Mr Wyatt also prepared the assessment undertaken for the previous scheme considered by the Tribunal 
adopting the same methodology.  

A visual assessment of the proposal has been prepared by Mr Alan Wyatt, which makes the following 
conclusions: 

▪ There are limited locations where the proposed facility will be visible from the public realm. Visual 
impacts to these locations will be negligible when the buffer landscaping is established.  

▪ The impacts to the private dwellings will be low – negligible and negligible for low-lying residential 
properties, and medium for properties on the escarpment edge. The visual impacts will reduce to low – 
negligible once the vegetation is established.   

Critically, Mr Wyatt concluded the impacts of the previous scheme on properties on the escarpment ridge 
would be ‘high’ even after landscaping.  The comparison between a ‘negligible’ impact on the current 
proposal and the ‘high’ impact that was before the Tribunal supports the contention that the revised scheme 
represents a substantially improved visual amenity proposition.   
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8. POTENTIAL AMENITY & ECONOMIC IMPACTS 
ASSESSMENT 

The assessment of potential impacts has been undertaken with consideration to the findings of the Tribunal 
regarding the previous application’s potential impacts, which included: 

▪ Dust 

▪ Noise 

▪ Odour 

▪ Biodiversity 

▪ Traffic 

▪ Surface water and drainage 

▪ Ground water and drainage 

▪ Coastal risks and sea level rise 

▪ Coastal water quality and impacts of port activities 

▪ Economics 

The revised scheme has sought to retain and improve on elements that the Tribunal considered to be 
acceptable, whilst seeking to address the Tribunal’s concerns relating to visual impacts. Each matter will be 
addressed in turn below.  

8.1. DUST 
The previous Tribunal decision addressed the potential impacts arising from dust and dust fall during 
construction, with particular concern on the potential impact to drinking water. The Tribunal determined that 
the operation of the aquaculture facility does not present risk of airborne particulate emissions, and that 
construction dust can be appropriately managed through a construction management plan required as a 
condition of permit.   

Similarly, the revised proposal will not present risk of airborne particulate emissions from the ongoing 
operation of the farm. Dust emissions during the construction can be managed through a construction 
management plan as a condition of the Incorporated Document.  

8.2. NOISE  
The issue of noise emissions arising from the construction and ongoing operation of the aquaculture facility 

was raised during the previous Tribunal hearing. The specific concerns included the operation of water 

flushing (tipping bucket) mechanisms, seawater pumps and standby generators, traffic movements within the 

site, and construction noise.  

The Tribunal’s assessment of the potential noise impacts was guided by the expert evidence of Mr Darren 
Tardio’s evidence (dated 21 January 2020) made on behalf of Yumbah Nyamat, which concluded that Mr 
Tardio was satisfied that the proposal would not result in any adverse noise impacts based on  

▪ The findings of the original application report prepared by GHD dated October 2018. 

▪ Measurements and observations Mr Tardio undertook proximate to the Subject Land 

▪ Measurements and observations Mr Tardio undertook at Yumbah’s existing abalone farm at Narrawong 

▪ Noise propagation modelling Mr Tardio prepared 

Further, Mr Tardio was satisfied that the combined conditions stated on the EPA Works Approval and the 

notice of decision relating to planning permit application P18147 provided a robust set of commissioning 

requirements to ensure that the proposal complies with the relevant noise limits.   
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The Tribunal decision highlighted the following relevant points: 

▪ There was no relevant guidelines or requirements for the assessment of noise arising from traffic, 
therefore this was not assessed in the Tribunal decision. As such, the Tribunal’s analysis of noise was 
confined to noise generation during construction and the subsequent operation of the aquaculture facility. 

▪ The assessment of noise and noise limits was guided by the EPA publication Noise from Industry in 

Regional Victoria (NIRV) which was a policy document listed in the Glenelg Planning Scheme, and 

applies to commerce, industry and trade activities. There is no reference in the planning scheme that 

highlights or seeks to protect special soundscape values along this part of the coast.  

▪ The Tribunal accepted Mr Tardio’s evidence that the modelled noise emissions under both normal 

operation and emergency modes would be compliant with the lowest ‘night’ period noise limits of 39 

dB(A) and 44 dB(A) derived in accordance with NIRV, and that this compliance meant that noise 

emissions would also be well below the higher criteria applying to the day and evening periods. 

▪ The Tribunal stated it was satisfied that the potential noise impacts arising from construction activity can 

be minimised to limited periods, and would not represent an unreasonable impact on the surrounding 

area.  

▪ The Tribunal concluded that ‘the assessment indicates a low risk of unacceptable impact from operation 

and that the works approval contains appropriate conditions to test the final design and operation of the 

facility to ensure compliance with NIRV criteria. We are satisfied that the NIRV criteria would protect the 

local amenity. If we had directed the grant of a planning permit, appropriate conditions could have been 

included’. 

An assessment of the revised scheme has been undertaken by Mr Tardio which is enclosed in this 
application. This assessment concludes that: 

▪ The technical assessment and recommendations of Mr Tardio’s evidence haven’t changed in relation to 
the amended scheme. 

▪ The EPA’s noise policy framework has changed since Mr Tardio’s previous evidence report, with a new 
Noise Protocol: Publication 1826 replacing the State Environment Protection Policy No. N-1 and Noise 
from Industry in Regional Victoria guidelines. This policy change does not substantively alter Mr Tardio’s 
assessment. 

▪ The changes to the proposal (including a reduction in the capacity of the abalone farm and changes in 
output and pumping methodology) would likely result in les overall noise output when compared to the 
previous proposal.  

▪ A more specific assessment of noise arising from the plant equipment should be undertaken during the 
design phase of the proposal, and testing and certification of compliance should be undertaken on the 
commencement of use to assess compliance with the Environmental Protection Regulations 2021 and 
Publication 1826 (Noise Protocol). This can be managed through a condition of the Incorporated 
Document.  

▪ Construction noise can be managed through a construction management plan that accords with EPA 
Publication 1834. This can be managed through a condition of the Incorporated Document.  

The submitted acoustic materials prepared by Mr Tardio demonstrate that the proposal will not result in 
unreasonable impacts to the adjoining properties in terms of noise.  

8.3. ODOUR 
The previous Tribunal hearing assessed the potential impacts of odour arising from the proposed farm’s 
operations, including: 

▪ Collection and storage of sediment or sludge from the seawater circulation system (including residual 
food and abalone faeces) 

▪ Bird droppings in the open water areas of the aquaculture facility 

▪ Handling of waste product (including deceased abalone) 
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The Tribunal relied on the expert evidence of Dr Iain Cowan, who posited that standard techniques can be 
utilised to ensure that there are no unacceptable impacts to the air quality, including: 

▪ Storage of mortalities in a freezer, with dead abalone being removed from the grow out area every other 
day during winter and every day in summer 

▪ Appropriate storage of fish feed, which is to be stored in sealed containers in closed storage sheds, 
located to the north of the grow out tanks and at appropriate distances from dwellings 

▪ Appropriate management and location of sediment/sludge draining pads 

Further the Tribunal accepted Dr Cowan’s evidence that wastewater ponds and solids settling channels will 
not be a source of odour as they will be subject to continuous flows of oxygenated water, and that bird 
droppings could be managed by placing netting over the open water areas. The Tribunal concluded it was 
satisfied that odour would not be a risk to the character of the rural environment. 

An assessment of the revised scheme has been undertaken by Dr Iain Cowan and Martin Holliday of Tonkin 
and Tonkin which is provided as part of this application. This report notes that the smaller capacity of the 
revised scheme will result in a reduction to the potential for odour generation and that the proposed facility 
will be unlikely to cause odour impacts to the surrounding land uses.  

The report also notes that there have been changes to the Environment Protection Act 2017 (EPA) since the 
time of the previous Tribunal hearing which go beyond the previous “best practice” requirements to instead 
require emitters to eliminate or minimise emissions as far as reasonably practicable. The report concludes 
that the mitigation measures previously proposed in the Tribunal expert witness statement will continue to 
align with the new EPA requirements.  

The report makes recommendation that an EPA Works Approval include a condition to monitor the potential 
for odour at the boundary of the property and to enact mitigation solutions. 

As such, the potential for adverse impacts arising from odour is appropriately managed.  

8.4. BIODIVERSITY 

8.4.1. Southern Right Whales 

The previous Tribunal hearing assessed the potential impacts of the proposed farm’s operations on the 

nearby population of Southern Right Whales which frequent Portland Bay. The Southern Right Whales are 

vulnerable to human induced threats, including noise, and are the subject of the Commonwealth 

Management Plan for the Southern Right Whale. Specifically, the Tribunal reviewed if noise from the farm 

and modifications to the habitat (arising from the seafloor pipes) could lead to the displacement of whales 

from their habitat.  

The Tribunal relied on the expert evidence of Dr Rhianne Ward, which concluded that: 

▪ Aquaculture is listed as a threat to the whales in the Commonwealth Management Plan, however this is 
from habitat loss and entanglement (rather than noise) which relates to offshore aquaculture facilities 
rather than onshore facilities.  

▪ Given the Port of Portland’s existing operations, the environment is not an ‘acoustically pristine 
environment’; notwithstanding, further disturbance should be minimised. 

▪ The noise produced by the facility would not increase much above ambient noise, and Southern Right 
Whales have been observed in acoustically nosier conditions than what is expected from the proposal. 
The noise levels from the inlet pipe operations is unlikely to impact the whales and vibration propagation 
through the pipeline would also be unlikely to lead to whales leaving the bay.  

▪ There is a potential that impacts from construction noise of the pipes may impact the whales, therefore 
the pipeline construction should occur outside the whale aggregation season (May to October).  

An assessment of the revised scheme has been undertaken by Dr Ward, which concluded that the reduction 
in the number of pumps and the size of pumping system is expected to result in reduced noise levels emitted 
from the facility, and the potential acoustic impact to the whales (if any) is reduced. This assessment also 
reiterates that the pipeline installation should occur outside of the whale season (May to October).  

As such the proposal will not adversely impact the Southern Right Whales.  
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8.4.2. Terrestrial ecology and vegetation removal 

The site’s Rural Living Zone and the suite of environmental planning policies applied to the site seek to 

protect and enhance the coastal environmental values and the ability of the land to support biodiversity. As 

such, an application for development must consider the potential impacts arising from the removal of the 

existing habitat. 

The previous Tribunal hearing assessed the potential impacts to the environmental values of the site, with 

specific consideration to the removal of native vegetation on the site, the removal of two seasonal wetlands 

located on the site and adjoining property, and the potential impacts associated with the wetland’s removal to 

Latham’s Snipe Birds who visit the site.  

The application sought the removal of native vegetation along the foot slopes of the escarpment on the north 

side of the site, and along the road reserve boundary, and on coastal crown land. The decision 

acknowledged that the vegetation removal would be subject to offset in accordance with Guidelines for the 

Removal, Destruction or Lopping of Native Vegetation 2017. 

The Tribunal relied on the evidence of Mr Ian Smales, Principle Zoologist at Biosis Pty Ltd, who provided 

evidence with particular regard to the potential impacts to the Latham’s Snipe. The evidence of Mr Smales 

concluded that: 

▪ The site consists of a highly modified environment with limited biodiversity values 

▪ The wetland areas, or soaks, have limited value for the Latham’s Snipe, most likely being utilised as an 
occasional foraging site, but would not support roosting 

▪ The site would not qualify as a one of national significance under the EPBC Act, as it would not support 
18 birds or more 

▪ The development of the land for the aquaculture facility would not have a significant impact on native 
flora and fauna, or on migratory species including the Latham’s Snipe 

The Tribunal concluded that ‘In the balance of other outcomes, we do not give the loss of this habitat 
determinative weight in our decision’ (paragraph 225).   

An assessment of the proposed revised scheme has been undertaken by Mr Aaron Harvey of Biosis which is 
submitted as part of this application. The assessment notes that the revised scheme presents reduced 
footprint, however the existing wetland areas will be impacted by the proposal. Notwithstanding this, the 
assessment concludes impacts to the ecology and biodiversity of the site remain acceptable.  

8.5. TRAFFIC 
The matter of traffic impacts was addressed in the previous Tribunal hearing, with regard to noise and safety 

concerns associated with increased traffic movements during the construction and operation of the farm.  

Evidence prepared by Mr Jason Walsh of Traffix Group concluded that: 

▪ The traffic generated from the operation of the facility was well within the capacity of the local road 
network. 

▪ The volume and form of traffic would not be so different from existing conditions. 

▪ The on-site layout provided sufficient parking and appropriate access for the loading and parking 
requirements anticipated for the facility in a safe and appropriate manner.  

▪ Construction traffic, deliveries and hours of operation can be managed through a construction 
management plan to ensure construction traffic does not unreasonably impact the surrounding area.   

The Tribunal concluded that traffic impacts would not be a reason to refuse the proposal.  

An assessment of the revised scheme has been undertaken by Mr Walsh, which notes that the amended 

scheme will have a lower traffic generation than compared to the original scheme. As there is no statutory 

car parking rate for the proposed use, the traffic assessment anticipates that most of the 50 staff will drive to 

work, and that up to five spaces are required for visitors, resulting in a car parking demand of 55 spaces. The 

report concludes that the proposed provision of 60 spaces is therefore sufficient. The report also concludes 
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that the proposed parking and loading areas have been appropriately designed in accordance with the 

requirements of the planning scheme.  

8.6. SURFACE WATER AND DRAINAGE 
The matter of surface water and drainage was addressed in the previous Tribunal hearing, with particular 

regard for the potential for flooding of the subject site and surrounding properties. The site currently contains 

seasonable wetlands and two bluestone lined open drains. 

Evidence was prepared by Mr Warrick Bishop’s which was relied upon by the Tribunal in coming to the 

following conclusions: 

▪ The issue of stormwater flows across site are relatively straightforward, and can be addressed through 
detailed design as part of a permit condition. 

▪ There is sufficient area to construct appropriate stormwater infrastructure to treat and manage flows. 

▪ The EPA Works Approval requires monitoring of the receiving environment and wastewater discharges 
from the ocean outlet pipes. 

▪ The quality of the stormwater discharge may improve as a consequence of the proposal, given the water 
treatment systems.  

▪ Conditions can be put in place to ensure detailed design of stormwater system is addressed prior to 
commencement of works. 

An assessment of the amended proposal prepared by Mr Bishop is enclosed as part of this application, 
which concludes that whilst there is no detail regarding how surface water management will be handled on 
the site, however there is sufficient space within the development to construct stormwater runoff 
infrastructure. The reduction of the revised proposal’s footprint will also result in less stormwater runoff.  

Additional details regarding drainage infrastructure could be provided in the form of a stormwater 
management plan or during the civil construction design prior to the commencement of works.  

8.7. GROUNDWATER 
The potential impacts to groundwater resulting from the proposal were examined by the Tribunal during the 
previous hearing, specifically the potential that the removal of the shallow groundwater on the site may 
influence slope instability along the escarpment. The Tribunal relied on the expert evidence of Mr Greg 
Hoxley in concluding that: 

▪ The risks of changes in groundwater conditions impacting slope stability were low. 

▪ Dewatering programs require separate licencing under the Water Act 1989, which require detailed 
assessment of impacts to adjoining users and land conditions. 

▪ There was little risk of accidental releases of sea water on the site, and any releases would be confined 
in volume and spread. Ongoing monitoring could be required as a permit condition to mitigate against 
any impacts to local groundwater.  

The proposed scheme has a 50% reduction in surface area, and as such, will have a reduced potential 
impact when compared to the previous scheme. The findings of Mr Hoxley’s evidence – that the proposal will 
not result in adverse groundwater conditions – will continue to apply.  

8.8. COASTAL RISKS AND SEA LEVEL RISE 
The proposal will require the construction of intake and outlet pipes under Dutton Way and coastal crown 

land and through the seawall, which will extend over 160 metres into the sea fall. The engineering drawings 

show these pipes as partially below the sea floor.  

The issue of the potential impacts of the intake and outlet pipes on sea walls was raised during the previous 

Tribunal hearing, with specific regard to the potential for the seawall to breach, impacts to the coastline 

stability by altering sand migration along the coast, and the potential to undermine future effort to regenerate 

the beach within the vicinity of the proposed works. 
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The Tribunal decision highlighted the following matters: 

▪ The Tribunal relied on the expert opinion of Dr Hans Peter Ridel of Water Technology, who noted that 
whilst the existing sea walls provide a level of protection, they are “dumped rocks” rather than an 
engineered solution. The proposed works would involve the replacement of the seawall to an engineered 
sea wall, which would occur in stages to ensure it was not breached during construction.  

▪ The proposed seawall was designed with consideration to projected sea levels and storm events. The 
sea walls have a design life of 50 years with a height accommodating the current sea level projections, 
and will be constructed to a much higher engineering standard than current conditions. The Tribunal 
concluded the new seawall will benefit the community.  

▪ The Port of Portland’s sand bypassing operations of 150,000 cubic metres of sand bypassing will assist 
in burying the pipes, thus assisting in protecting coastline from erosion. Further, the proposed pipelines 
and operation of water supply will not affect and would not be affected by the Port’s sand bypass activity.  

▪ There was no beach regeneration program progressed for Dutton Way, and the length of the pipes would 
be unlikely to undermine a future beach reconstruction.  

An assessment prepared by Mr Gildas Colleter of Water Technology is submitted as part of this application. 
The assessment notes that revised proposal is for total of 13 pipes (rather than 16 pipes previously 
proposed) however the design of the pipes as well as the proposed methods of construction of the pipelines 
and seawall are the same as the previous proposal. As such, Dr Riedel’s conclusions regarding the 
environmental considerations associated with the seawall and pipeline construction remain consistent with 
the previous application.  

8.9. COASTAL WATER QUALITY AND IMPACTS OF PORT ACTIVITIES 
The previous Tribunal exampled the potential for the Port of Portland’s activities to impact and conflict with 
the proposed abalone farm’s intake of coastal seawater. The Port’s activities include:  

▪ Ongoing sand bypass operations (150,000 cubic metres of sand) every three years 

▪ Maintenance dredging within the port 

▪ Capital works dredging within the port 

▪ Anticipated use of historical spoil ground to accommodate future dredging activity, which is required to 
accommodate an expansion of the wharf capacity.  

The Tribunal decision notes that a conclave of experts relied upon by the parties, including Dr Andrew 
McCowan (Yumbah), Dr Adam Cohen, and Dr Oleg Makarynskyy (Port of Portland) agreed that: 

▪ The sand bypassing operations at Andersons Point will have no material effect on the water quality at the 
proposed Yumbah intakes. 

▪ The maintenance dredging activities within the harbour will have no material effect on the water quality at 
the proposed Yumbah intakes. 

▪ The turbidity generated by the capital works dredging within the harbour would have no material effect on 
the water quality at the proposed Yumbah intakes. 

Further, the Tribunal relied on the expert evidence of Dr McCowan in concluding that: 

▪ The hydrodynamic modelling approach applied by Dr McCowan demonstrated that the Port’s dredging 
activities won’t impact Yumbah’s operations.  

▪ Approval for further dredging activities is subject to future approval and there is “little risk” of impact to 
Yumbah’s proposed pipeline intakes.  

The Tribunal also relied on a conclave of experts including Dr Edmunds, Mr Brook and Dr Cohen reporting 
on the marine environment resulting from the Port of Portland’s potential future dredging activities (noting 
that these are principally issues for the EPA Works Approval). The Tribunal concluded that there was no 
evidence of a potential conflict between the Port’s potential future expansion and the proposed pipeline 
intakes for the abalone farm.  
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The proposed scheme adopts the same pipeline design and technology, albeit at a reduced number (from 16 
to 13). As such the applicant relies on Dr McCowan and Dr Edmund’s expert evidence previously circulated 
regarding coastal water quality that the proposal will not undermine the Port of Portalnd’s operations.  

8.10. ECONOMICS 
The previous Tribunal decision considered the potential economic benefits and disbenefits arising from the 
proposal. In summary: 

▪ The proposed abalone farm would provide economic benefit to the community through employment (both 
direct and indirect), workforce training and upskilling, indigenous employment opportunities, and as 
visitor attraction. 

▪ There may be economic disbenefit arising from loss of income to holiday rentals through reduced 
amenity to the rentals arising from visual impacts, odour, noise and traffic; however it was the evidence 
of Mr Sean Stephens (called by Yumbah) that this could be mitigated through appropriate permit 
conditions. 

▪ The potential economic impacts to the Port of Portland were examined, noting the Port is an international 
gateway for the aluminium smelter at Portland, the Green Triangle forestry region of Victoria and South 
Australia, the western Victorian grain export industry, wind farm operations, the livestock industry and the 
Murray Basin mineral sands mining operations, and therefore plays a critical role in the local economy.  

▪ The day to day operations of the abalone farm were unlikely to impact the Port of Portland’s operations.  

▪ It was the evidence of the Port of Portland’s expert witness (Mr Rawnlsey) that the abalone farm’s 
operations could restrict further expansion of the port, as the farm’s need for clean pumping water would 
restrict the Port’s ability to undertake the dredging and port construction activities required to facilitate it’s 
expansion.  

The Tribunal decision acknowledged that there will be benefits and disbenefits associated with the proposal, 
however found there was little evidence for need for the Port to expand to the extent that it would impede the 
operations of the abalone farm, and therefore there was no direct economic disbenefit to the Port.  

A revised economic assessment has been prepared by Mr Stephens is submitted as part of this application, 
which identifies the following economic benefits arising from the proposal: 

▪ The application involves $55 million investment into the construction and equipping of the facility. 

▪ There will be significant growth in local employment opportunities projected through the civil construction 
phase, with 120 jobs generated over a  three-year construction period.  

▪ A further 195 additional jobs will be generated in the local economy during the construction phase 
through the employment multiplier effect over three year period, and additional revenue entering into the 
local economy through housing, retail, recreation, and personal expenditure arising from non-resident 
labour. 

▪ The operation of the facility will provide for 50 full time equivalent jobs (FTE). Employment will span a mix 
of skills and education requirements in order to fulfil roles including farm management, marine biology, 
general farm labour, maintenance and food science, amongst others.  

▪ The farm is projected to stimulate an additional 75 jobs in the wider State and National economies arising 
from the employment multiplier effect.  

▪ Additionally, a further 40 FTE jobs may result from a potential food processing and packaging facility in 
Portland. 
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9. NET COMMUNITY BENEFIT ASSESSMENT 
The Victorian Planning System requires the planning authority to consider a range of matters when making a 
decision in order to come to a balanced outcome that benefits the community. This is enshrined at Clause 
71.02-3, which states that ‘Planning and responsible authorities should endeavour to integrate the range of 
planning policies relevant to the issues to be determined and balance conflicting objectives in favour of net 
community benefit and sustainable development for the benefit of present and future generations’ (underline 
added).  

The concept of net community benefit has been further examined by the Supreme Court of Victoria, which 
established that ‘net community benefit’ is not one of not one of ideal outcomes, but of outcomes which 
result in a net benefit to the community assessed within a policy framework by reference to both their 
benefits and disbenefits (Knox City Council v Tulcany Pty Ltd [2004] VSC 375 (30 September 2004). 

As demonstrated in the previous sections of this report, the proposal of an abalone farm on the subject land 
requires the assessment of an extensive range of operational, ecological and amenity impacts given the 
environmental sensitives of the site and surrounds, and its location within a rural residential area. 
Notwithstanding, the proposal has sought to mitigate the potential adverse impacts, and presents economic 
benefits for the region and aquacultural industry.  

The planning scheme requires the potential impacts of the proposal to be outweighed by the benefits in order 
to demonstrate net community benefit. In assessing net community benefit, consideration should be given to 
the following questions: 

▪ What are the benefits of the proposal? 

▪ Who benefits from the proposal?  

▪ Are the benefits broad or confined? Short term or long term? 

▪ What are the adverse impacts of the proposal?  

▪ Who is adversely impact by the proposal? 

▪ Are the adverse impacts broad or confined? Short term or long term? 

The benefits of the proposal principally arise from the $55 million economic investment into the farm, and the 
economic benefits to the local area and aquaculture industry more broadly (as summarised by the economic 
assessment prepared by Mr Stephens). 

The applicant (Yumbah Nyamat) will benefit from the application through the expansion of their business and 
the corresponding growth in revenue. However, the economic benefit will surpass those of the applicant, and 
reach the broader community and industry through the provision of 120 FTE construction jobs during the 
three year construction period and 50 FTE jobs over a wide array of sectors during the facility’s ongoing 
operations. In addition to these employment opportunities, the proposal will benefit the local economy 
through additional revenue from non-resident labour.  

Portland will become the largest abalone producing hub in Australia and the industry will attract people with 
expertise in aquaculture, marine biology, and food technology. This influx of specialised skills will support the 
growth of other forms of aquaculture in the region. It will also help promote Portland’s reputation as a fine 
seafood produce centre benefiting local tourism and food service industries.  

The proposed farm will benefit the broader aquaculture industry by providing a steady abalone supply to 
local and international markets, and solidify Victoria as the dominant producer of farmed abalone nationally 
which will assist in promoting and expanding Victoria’s aquaculture research and academic capabilities. The 
proposal is projected to generate 75 FTE additional jobs in the wider State/National abalone industry, and a 
further 40 FTE jobs from a potential seafood processing and packaging facility in Portland. Opportunities will 
also come from utilisation and value adding of by-products including shell and abalone viscera.  

As such, the economic benefits for the proposal span the immediate construction period as well as the 
longer term operations, and the benefit the local community and broader industry at the Victorian and 
national level.  

A further benefit arising from the proposal is the reconstruction of parts of the existing seawall, which is an 
aged structure that has not been engineered for its purpose. The seawall will be reconstructed to meet 



 

URBIS 

P0033192 REP01  NET COMMUNITY BENEFIT ASSESSMENT  23 

 

engineered specifications that anticipate future sea level rises, and will therefore better protect the area from 
extreme weather impacts.  

The adverse impacts of the proposal will include impacts to the adjoining dwellings and holiday park during 
the construction and fit-out of the farm, which will take place over a three year period. The potential impacts 
listed in this report include dust, noise, odour, and traffic impacts to the nearby properties; notwithstanding, 
this report demonstrates that these impacts will be minimal and can be managed appropriately through 
appropriate construction management techniques. 

There is potential for ongoing impacts arising from noise, odour and traffic during the farm’s operations. As 
outlined in this report, and demonstrated in the expert witness letters and reports submitted as part of this 
application, noise impacts can be managed through incorporating appropriate plant equipment with testing 
and certification of compliance undertaken at the commencement of operation; odour can be managed 
through appropriate waste management and cleaning; and traffic movements will not unreasonably impact 
the amenity of nearby properties. These matters can be managed through Incorporated Document 
conditions to ensure the farm will be managed appropriately.  

Importantly, risk of these impacts are substantially lower with the revised proposal when compared with the 
impacts the Tribunal determined to be acceptable.   

There are potential ongoing ecological impacts to the biodiversity of the site, including the removal of native 
vegetation and the removal of wetland areas on the Latham’s Snipe birds who visit the site. The site is a 
highly modified environment with limited biodiversity value, and the removal of the native vegetation will be 
subject to vegetation removal offsets. Further, the site is used for occasional foraging by the Latham’s Snipe 
birds, and is not a major habitat for the bird. The wetlands areas do not have any major ecological value, and 
the site has sufficient space to incorporate appropriate stormwater management to offset the increased 
hardscaping on the site arising from the proposed built form. The changes to the groundwater are unlikely to 
impact the stability of the nearby land, and will be assessed through the licensing required under the Water 
Act 1989. 

The proposed abalone farm utilises fresh seawater for the operation of the farm; as such, the presence of 
the farm has the potential to restrict the expansion potential of the Port of Portland or its ongoing sand 
bypassing operations due to the potential that the water quality is degraded as a result of these activities, 
which in turn may hinder the economic performance of the port and restrict the growth of exports (which in 
turn may impact the industries that rely on the port to export their goods). The potential of these activities to 
impact the farm’s operations have been demonstrated to be minimal, and of no consequence to the abalone 
farm in the instance of the sand bypassing operations. Further, the Port of Portland has no solidified plans 
for expansion. Accordingly the proposal’s presence is unlikely to undermine the Port of Portland’s 
operations.  

The proposal will have long term impacts to the views and vistas from the surrounding residential properties, 
particularly those located immediately to the north of the subject site, which will see the full extent of the built 
form on the landscape. The greatest impacts will be in the short term, before the landscaping is established. 
The visual impacts will reduce as the vegetation matures to provide screening and softening effects to the 
structures. 

The residential properties and holiday park to the side and to the south of the site will have limited visual 
impacts from the site, noting that these sites are oriented to Portland Bay and will only be afforded with 
oblique views the proposed structures. 

The number of impacted properties are limited, and on balance, the supportive planning policies and sector 
strategies, and the benefits to the local economy and aquaculture industry will ensure that net-community 
benefit is achieved within the policy framework applied to the site.  
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10. CONCLUSION 
The proposed use and development of the land for an aquaculture facility is consistent with the relevant 
polices of the Glenelg Planning Scheme which support the ongoing function of agricultural as a major 
economic driver of the region. Glenelg will benefit from the creation of up to 50 FTE jobs at the facility and 
new jobs in supporting activities located elsewhere. Further, the proposal will contribute to the growing 
abalone farming industry in the region. 

The Rural Living Zone allows for agricultural uses, provided such uses do not adversely affect the amenity of 
nearby residential properties. As such, if there are no unreasonable offsite amenity impacts, a planning 
permit should be issued for the proposed aquaculture facility. 

The proposed aquaculture facility has been designed and sited to minimise impacts to adjoining properties, 
specifically through the provision of generous setbacks, landscaped buffers, and low-lying buildings. The 
topography of the land will ensure that the facility is not visible from public look out points or the Princes 
Highway. 

The scale of the facility will mean that the structures will form part of the view for some adjoining residential 
properties located on the escarpment overlooking the site. The affected properties are limited in number, and 
the structures will not restrict views out to the ocean. On balance, the amenity impacts to these properties 
are acceptable and capable of amelioration. 

The potential for adverse amenity impacts created by the development and future operations of the 
aquaculture facility is very low given the nature of the operations and the proposed design of the overall 
facility. 

The proposed aquaculture activities are located approximately 5.5 kilometres from the Port of Portland and 
will not directly act on the operations of the Port. It is considered that prudent management of future dredging 
and sand dispersal operations, combined with the ability of the aquaculture facility to temporarily isolate is 
operations from ocean inflows, confirms that the proposal is appropriately located. 

In light of the supportive planning policy framework and the absence of any tangible impacts arising from the 
proposed facility to the amenity of nearby properties and to the Port of Portland, approval for an Incorporated 
Document facilitating the proposed use and development should be granted. 
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DISCLAIMER 
This report is dated 29 March 2022 and incorporates information and events up to that date only and 
excludes any information arising, or event occurring, after that date which may affect the validity of Urbis Pty 
Ltd (Urbis) opinion in this report.  Urbis prepared this report on the instructions, and for the benefit only, of 
Yumbah Aquaculture (Instructing Party) for the purpose of town planning application (Purpose) and not for 
any other purpose or use. To the extent permitted by applicable law, Urbis expressly disclaims all liability, 
whether direct or indirect, to the Instructing Party which relies or purports to rely on this report for any 
purpose other than the Purpose, and to any other person which relies or purports to rely on this report for 
any purpose whatsoever (including the Purpose). 

In preparing this report, Urbis was required to make judgements which may be affected by unforeseen future 
events, the likelihood and effects of which are not capable of precise assessment. 

All surveys, forecasts, projections and recommendations contained in or associated with this report are 
made in good faith and on the basis of information supplied to Urbis at the date of this report, and upon 
which Urbis relied. Achievement of the projections and budgets set out in this report will depend, among 
other things, on the actions of others over which Urbis has no control. 

In preparing this report, Urbis may rely on or refer to documents in a language other than English, which 
Urbis may arrange to be translated. Urbis is not responsible for the accuracy or completeness of such 
translations and disclaims any liability for any statement or opinion made in this report being inaccurate or 
incomplete arising from such translations. 

Whilst Urbis has made all reasonable inquiries it believes necessary in preparing this report, it is not 
responsible for determining the completeness or accuracy of information provided to it. Urbis (including its 
officers and personnel) is not liable for any errors or omissions, including in information provided by the 
Instructing Party or another person or upon which Urbis relies, provided that such errors or omissions are not 
made by Urbis recklessly or in bad faith. 

This report has been prepared with due care and diligence by Urbis and the statements and opinions given 
by Urbis in this report are given in good faith and in the reasonable belief that they are correct and not 
misleading, subject to the limitations above. 
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The Siting and Design Guidelines for Structures on Victorian Coast 2020 apply to all development on 
Victoria’s coast and provide a set of fundamental considerations that underpin best practice for future use 
and development of structures and facilities on the coast.  

The matters assessed under the guidelines have been largely addressed through the body of the report. 
Please refer to the table below.  

Fundamental element Site Analysis & Siting and Design Considerations 

Aboriginal Cultural 

Heritage 

Refer to Section 4.3 Aboriginal Heritage Act 2006 

An approved Cultural Heritage Management Plan is submitted as part of this 

application.  

Coastal processes Refer to Section 8.8 Coastal risks and sea level rise 

The proposed works have been designed to avoid any coastal hazards or 

impede on natural coastal processes. As addressed in the report, the proposal 

will construct pipelines along the ocean floor, reconstruct the seawall, and 

construct underground pipes on coastal land. These works were previously 

approved through a consent issued under the Marine and Coastal Act 2018. 

Geology Refer to Section 8.6 Surface water and drainage and Section 8.7 Ground water 

The proposal will not undermine the geology of the site.  

Morphology Refer to Section 7 Landscape values and visual impact assessment 

The proposal incorporates significant indigenous landscaping throughout the 

site. 

Hydrology Refer to Section 8.6 Surface water and drainage and Section 8.7 Ground water 

The proposal will not undermine the geology of the site. 

Vegetation and 

ecology 

Refer to Section 7 Landscape values and visual impact assessment 

The proposal incorporates significant indigenous landscaping throughout the 

site. 

Climate considerations Climate considerations will be addressed through the EPA Works Approval 

application. 

Views Refer to Section 7 Landscape values and visual impact assessment 

The proposal has been designed to minimise impacts to views to the coast.  

Public open space Not applicable 

Local character and 

sense of place 

Refer to Section 7 Landscape values and visual impact assessment 

The proposal has been designed to blend with the coastal character.  

Heritage Refer to Section 4.3 Aboriginal Heritage Act 2006 

An approved Cultural Heritage Management Plan is submitted as part of this 

application. No other heritage considerations apply to the site.  

Public access No public access is proposed.  

Increased function and 

adaptability 

The proposal is a purpose built structure for the intended use.  

Sustainability Sustainability will be addressed through the EPA Works Approval application.  

Materials and finishes Refer to Section 7 Landscape values and visual impact assessment 

The proposal adopts muted colours and materials to align with the surrounding 

natural environment.  
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