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Glossary

ASS Acid sulphate soils

BBW Banyule, Boroondara and Whitehorse

BIP Bulleen Industrial Precinct

CEMP Construction environment management plan

CHMP Cultural heritage management plan

CNVMP  Construction noise and vibration management plan
DDO Design andevelopmentOverlay

DELWP  Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning
EEAct Environment Effects Act 1978

EES Environment&fects Satement
EMF Environmental management framework
EPA Environment Protection Authority

EP Act Environment Protection Act 1970
EP Act 201’ Environment Protection Act 2017

EPR Environmental performance reipgment

EVC Ecological vegetation class

FFG Act  Flora and Fauna Guarantee A&88

HIA Health impact assessment

IAC Inquiry and advisory committee

LOS Level of service

MCC Manningham City Council

MTPFA Major TransporProjects Facilitation Act 2009
OEMP Operational environment management plan

PAO Public acquisition overlay

PASS Potential acid sulphate soils

PFAS Per and polyfluoroalkyl substances

P Mo Paticulate matter 10 micrometes or less in diameter
PMs Particulate matter 2.5 micromess orless in diameter
PSA Planning scheme amendment

P&E Act  Planning and Environment Act 1987

SCO SpecifidControls Overlay

SEPP State environment protection policy

TBM Tunnel boring machine

TNRP Traffic Noise Reduction Policy
UDAP Urban design advisory panel
UDLP Urban design and landscape plan
uDS Urban design strategy



Executive summary

aSto2dNYySQa GNIyaLR2NI OKFffSy3aSsz a Al INBues FTNRBY
a road networkto cater for around 10 million more trips per dgyan increase of more than 80%he

North East Linkthe project) is one response to that challengafrastructure Victoria identified the North

East Linlas a high priority project for improved accessibility through a congested road networkradjeet

will provide a vital orbital road conndon between the M80 Ring Road and the Eastern Freewayttaad

northern end of EastLinkThat connectivity wilenhance access to major employment centres, reduce

travel times, improve the capacity and reliabilititbe freight network and connect metropolitan activity

centres.

| F @Ay3 aidzRASR (GKS LINRPLRYSyiQa SYy@ANRYyYSyGlrt STF
other stakeholders and considered the report of the Inquiry and Advisory Committee (& C appointed
it is my assessment that the project will mebé evaluationobjectivesthat | set for it.

Even though the project will produce significant environmental impacts, borne largely by the community of
aSto2dz2NYySQa y2NIKSI &dhstruetidzNpeyiod, thie prajétPwillNdreété Sidhificant
environmental benefits for the community of Victoria. The recommendations contained within my
FaaSaaySyidz f2y3 6AGK (GKS LINRP2SOGQa FdzZNIKSNI &l G
regime will ensure that the project will be delivered with the highest environmental safeguards, and that it

will result in an overall net benefit to the community.

L FTAYR K ladverdegnSirorinisii®aPe8ettiaq Be appropriately managed amdll be acceptable
O2yAARSNAY3I (G(KS LINRP2SOGQa aAdayAFTFAOIylG oSySTada

¢tKS LINP2SOGQa SYy@ANRYYSyiGlrt ST¥FSOGa KFE@S 0SSy Faa
not intended to represent the final design for the project. Rather, it represenfeasible means by which

the project might be designed, constructed and operated. The reference design identifies a project
boundary being the area within which all temporary and permanent works and structures must be located

The reference design also enablétk typesand potential magnitudeof environmental impad that will

stem from the project to badentified andthoroughly assessed; and for an appropriate environmental
management regime to be developed to reduce theritified impacts

The IAC recommended modifications to the reference design in relation to some aspects of the project,
AyOf dzZRAY3 &LISOATAOLEt@ Ay NBflLGA2Yy G2 SEGSYRAyYy3 |
within Simpson Barracks. Bd y 2 G & dzLJLJ2 NI GKS L!/ Qa NBO2YVYaSlyRI {A:
consider that these measures are not necessary to ensure that the project achieves acceptable
environmental outcomes. | am also not satisfied that the overall environmental outcaft®e project

would be improved if these aspects are implemented, because of the potential for those modifications to
result in different environmental impacts including additional cost, construction duration and land
acquisition This is not to say thahe design modifications should not be explored in the detailed design of

the project, or that they should not be adopted wholly or in part if they can be demonstrated to be
acceptable having regard to the EMF, the EPRs and the UDS. However, | hasaendothem to be
necessary modifications.

The EES and the public hearing before theilflided consideration of sound regulatory framework and
environmental control regime that will be implemented to ensure any adverse environmental effects of the
project are effectively mitigatedThe methodsand measures employed to mitigate impaaisll be set out

Ay GKS LINR2SO0GQa Sy dAi NER yEWB. fhelEMF wiknslte ThEpyofeol dchievdsl Y S & 2
acceptable outcomeshrough settingenvironmental perfomance requirementsEPREfor the variety of

project activities and functions



Traffic and transport

The EES addressed the potential effects of the project on traffic, freight, public transport, cyclists and
pedestrians. The EES included analysis ofegrattransport modelling outputs to understand potential
traffic and transport effects across metropolitan Melbourne, as well as modelling to understand local
impacts within the northeast and along the project corridor.

Traffic modelling of the project inchted there would be redistribution of traffic away from local and
arterial roads and onto the North East Link. The largest change is expected to be on Rosanna and
Greensborough Roads (reductions of up to 12,000 and 19,000 vehicles per day respedtheslg)is
anticipated to be an increase on a number of feeder routes including the M80 Ring Road and the Eastern
Freeway as well as some arterial roads south of the Eastern Freeway (Bullen Road, Elgar Road, Surrey Road
and Springvale Road) and near the Gigmorough Bypass and Grimshaw Street Interchange (Watsonia
Road and Erskine Road in Macleod).

¢CKS LINR2SO0Qa LRAAGAGS AYLI OG 2y GKS NBFR ySig2N]
longer cros<ity trips away from local andrterial roads compared with the no project scenario. Traffic
volumes on all five existing roads crossing the Yarra River are anticipated to reduce significantly by a total

of approximately 50,000 vehicles per day (two way).

Various alternative design optis were presented both in the EES and in the hearing before the IAC, and |
have agreed with the IAC that these alternative designs should be provided to tenderers for their
consideration. However, | do not agree that a northern tunnel extension is nege$san also of the view

that the Lower Plenty Road Interchange must be retained because of the significance of its traffic benefits.

L &dzLJBR2 NI GKS L!'/ Qa FAYRAy3Ia (KFEG GKS GNXFFAO Td
were approiNA | §S® L O2yaARSNI KIFEG GKS NBFSNBYyOS RSaiAdy
LISNF2NXYIFyOS FyR FTdzyOlAz2ylftAaide gA0GK2dzi dzyl OOSLIiIl of
O2yOfdzarz2zy GKF{G GKS LINE2S Oiaidydneed Nd b ToaldDced HMNIBL2itBIIY |y (
environmental effectsl consider that it is desirable that the detailed design of the project carefully explore
whether the same (or equivalent) traffic performance and functionality can be achieved on a smaller
footprint which has a lesser impact on the surrounding suburbs.

Urban design, visual impacts and landscape

The project alignment traverses established residential, commercial and industrial areas, the Yarra River
and associated parklands, valued open spad Wigh amenity and landscaping, sport and recreation
facilities, schools, community facilities, and other valued cultural and natural places.

The potential impacts are significant. The M80 Interchange and the Eastern Freeway Interchange will create
elevated road infrastructure. Manningham Road Interchange will displace the Bulleen Industrial Precinct.
Lower Plenty Road Interchange will impact the biodiversity values of Simpson Barracks. Along with
ventilation structures within Simpson Barracks and nedefBf SSy t I NJ = GKS LINR2SOI
AYLI OG 2y ySINbe NBaARSyGaQ Gradzt FYSyArAdes I yRE
people move, live, work and play in and around the project area.

| am satisfied that the EES togetheith the material provided to the IAC provides sufficient information to
allow me to assess the landscape and visual impacts of the project, notwithstanding some of the criticisms
of the method adopted in the EES. The potential landscape and visual ingzattbe managed and
mitigated if a robust framework is established to guide detailed design. The draft urban design strategy
(UDS) and EPRs exhibited with the EES provide a starting point for such a framework but | consider that
further changes are requick The IAC identified locations along the project corridor that it considered
would benefit from urban design framework plans to address land use and design constraints and
opportunities more holistically before more detailed urban design and land use #DLPS) are prepared

and approved. | consider the urban design framework plans are desirable and should be included as part of
the UDS. This will strengthen the capacity of the UDS to minimise landscape and visual impacts and
influence the urban designubcomes of the project. When further design detail is available, later, public



consultation on the UDLPs will provide a meaningful opportunity for the community to comment on the
design of the project.

The draft UDS was informed by expert advice and guieldrom an urban design advisory panel (UDAP)
and the Wurundjeri Woi Wurrung Cultural Heritage Aboriginal Corporation, councils and public authorities.
The UDAP will continue into future phases of the project with involvement in tender evaluation and
ensuing the UDLPs comply with the UDS. | recommend that the UDAP is expanded to include two new
independent design experts to bolster the design review of this city shaping project.

Social

Once in operation, the project will deliver community benefits througtiuced travel times and improved
O2yySOGA2y 0SisSSy aSto2dNyYySQa y2NIK FyR a2dziKSI a
will benefit from less trucks on arterial roads, enhanced active transport infrastructure and better bus
services bbng the Eastern Freeway. Amenity at some residences and open space will improve through
reduced traffic noise compared with existing and no project conditions. | consider these benefits to be very
significant.

However, many public submissions on the EEStified significant negative social effects. Acquisition of up

to 36 residential properties to allow project construction and operation creates significant upheaval for
affected individuals and their loss will be felt by the broader community. The immactusinesses and
employees in the Bulleen Industrial Precinct are also very significant. Construction will disrupt residents and
others who visit and travel through the project area in terms of temporary occupation of land and reduced
amenity and conneuvity along and across the project corridor. Once the project is built, adverse social
impacts will be more localised and limited as open space is returned and connectivity and amenity
generally improve. However, some residents will experience ongoifffictiacreases and the imposition of

new noise walls, elevated ramps and the slow establishment of replacement trees.

Open space is highly valued for environmental, social and wellbeing reasons. The project could impact as
much as 35 hectares of open spawith 18.2 hectares required permanently. In terms of active open space
replacement, | consider that a workable concept emerged during the IAC hearing for temporarily and
permanently relocating most sports clubs, recreational facilities and private séacibities to alternative
f20FdA2ya 3ISYSNIffe -Orikeiactaninégation. dawgver, Iiadcépt that it/widBe A |
challenging to retain the current level of functionality of all sports and recreation facilities and some
compromisesnay be required.

Replacing lost passive open space is generally consistent with state policy and the relevant principles of the
Yarra River Protection (Willgin Birrarung murron) Act 201@nd is a reasonable expectation of the
proponent, and government more broadly. Considering this, | require the development and
implementation of a relocation and replacement plan to canvass the important practical considerations
related to the selectiond acquisition of land and its subsequent development as open space.

The activities and locations of construction compounds was the subject of much discussion at the IAC
hearing with a focus on the proposed use of open space at the Winsor, Koonung @Qreéoidase
Reserves. Whilst | am satisfied that the locations for construction compounds identified in the EES are
generally acceptable, | expect that the proponent will consider and assess all possible locations during the
process of detailed design anartstruction planning. A construction compound plan, subject to my
approval, will assist to mitigate impacts associated with the location and management of construction
compounds.

L KFE@S y20 I O0OSLIWSR (GKS L!/ Qa NB @avaTBW IRundn/fetigial (i K I {
site, because | am satisfied that amenity impacts will be acceptably mitigated by the EPRs. However, if
Borlase Reserve is used as a TBM launch site, | consider that voluntary acquisition of the most affected
residences shouldlso be offered.



Adoption of the UDS and EPRs, in the way that | specify in my assessment, will address the need for
sympathetic urban design of permanent project infrastructure and protection of local amenity to the extent
practicable. | consider that themenity impacts of the project during its operation will not be unacceptable,

and would not, either when considered in isolation or in conjunction with other environmental impacts, be

of such a scale as to outweigh the project benefits.

Business

The projet will acquirel02 business properties, predominantly from the Bulleen Industrial Precinct (BIP)

but elsewhere within the project areas as well. Other businesses, not acquired, could be adversely affected

by changes to access, connectivity and amenitytable, in this latter category are the businesses that

make up the Watsonia Neighbourhood Activity Centte2 6 SOSNE (G KS LINR2SO0Qa 0o
business benefits outweigh the economic impacts from the loss of local businesses.

Construction of the Maningham Road Interchange will require the land associated with all the businesses
in the BIP, which employs about 770 peoglae loss of an entire industriabned business precinct due to

an infrastructure project is unprecedented in Melbourne, and therujition to BIP business owners,
employees, customers, suppliers and the local economy will be very significant. Land acquisition under the
Major Transport Project Facilitation Act 20pfvides for compensation to those with an interest in land,

but impads go well beyond this and so must avoidance and mitigation measures.

The proponent has been consulting businesses and the Manningham Council about issues and managing
the impacts that would result from the project for nearly 18 months. | commend thesetefand trust

they will continue. However, effective support must be informed by the specific needs of each individual
business and employee. The EPRs of the project must include planning and support for each BIP business
and employee on request.

WatsoniaNeighbourhood Activity Centre provides convenient access to a range of retail outlets. The
project has the potential to exacerbate the existing divide created by Greensborough Highway and the
Hurstbridge Rail line between the centre and its catchmentht® éast. Greater connection and amenity
impacts from the project could lead to a decline in customers and added business pressure. The EPRs that
concern business support and traffic will therefore play an important role in managing and mitigating these
impacts.

Project design will also be central to achieving greater connectivity and an attractive and viable activity
centre in the longer term. My assessment recommends revision of the UDS to provide greater direction to
improving the functioning of the actity centre. | expect that the proponent and Banyule Council will work

in partnership to investigateopportunities for the activity centre] 22 1 Ay 3 0S&2y R (K¢
construction horizon, | support return of employment use to land where businesses aplaakd by the

project, wherever it is practicable to do so. It is especially important that residual land at the Manningham
Road Interchange is not precluded from future employment land uses.

Land use planning

The project has broad strategic support ptanning policies, includinglan Melbourne 2012050 (Plan
Melbourne) and the Planning Policy Framework. However, a key challenge for the project is balancing
transport related policies with other planning policies relevant to economic development, envéinat and
landscape values, open space, and urban design and amenity.

Land use planning impacts from the project are intrinsically linked with social impacts, business impacts,
and urban design. | am satisfied that, provided the recommendations of teesasent are implemented
during design and delivery, the project will achieve acceptable land use planning outcomes, and deliver a
net community benefit. This includes responding to #ignificance of the Yarra River and parklands as set
out in legislatio and planning policies, and maximising the return of residual land at the Manningham Road
Interchange for employment uses.

Vi



Biodiversity

The projectarea retains fragmentedemnant, or reestablished, native vegetation describedthe EES as
mostlyranging from poor to moderate conditiorHowever, gnificant biodiversity valuesemainingin the
areawere identifiedalong the Yarra River floodplain, Koonung and Banyule Creeks and within Simpson
Barracks.

The project will impact established Matted Hdy and Studley Park Gum populations within the Simpson
BarracksIn response, the proponent will prepare and implement a translocation plan for Mattedifiax
and a management framework for Studley Park Gum. When these mitigation measures are conisidered
addition to offset requirementsand in the context of the overall benefitef the project,| believe the
impacts, while significant, are acceptable.

The loss of urban tree canofy anongoing challenge for Melbournéhe loss of 25,947 amenitglanted
trees and the associated canopy cover will be a significant imgamt this reason,hie proposedtree
canopy replacement plan is paramount to mitigatingstimpact and | encourage the proponent to
commence plantings as a matter of prioripgntinuingprogressively throughout construction.

The impacts on native vegetation are significant but acceptable. However, every effort should be made to
minimise the actual disturbance of native vegetation through detailed design and sympathetic work
practices.

Noise and vibration

The EES notes that the duration of noise generating construction activities will vary from site to site, but
indicative timeframes range from one month up to three ye@spossibly even longer}.is inevitable that

some worksat some siteswill be undertaken outside normal hours, includiwgrks thatwould otherwise

create majortraffic congestion during the day. | am satisfitttht the noise impacts of the project during
construction will be acceptable overall, and that the moikmits for afterhours construction work
proposed by the proponerdre appropriate.

| agree withthe IAC thait is necessary to specify a night time noise liavier and abovehe limits within
the current, but dated, Traffic Noise Reduction Poligdff NRP) In contrast, | disagree with théAC
recommendtion that project noise limits apply to all levels of habitable buildingsm not persuaded that
departing from the TNRP in thisspectis necessary to ensure acceptable outcomesonsider thenoise
management regime in the EMF will manage operational noise impacts to an acceptable level.

Air quality and greenhouse gases

The EES characterised the potential impacts of construction as arising from dust, odours and emissions
from combustion enginesconcluding that impacts would be localised, of short duration, and intermittent

in nature. While he I1ACconsidered these impacts as potentially significant, it was satisfied such impacts
could be managed to an acceptable level through standard construchanagement techniques and |
agree.

Beyond construction impacts, the IAC identified the tunnel ventilation system pollution control equipment
as a key issue given the project would affect land uses of varying sensitivity to air quality impacts including
residential areas, shopping and commercial centres, industrial precincts, parks and sporting facilities. As
such,l agree with andi dzLJLJ2 NIi G KS L ! /{6 &he pided H YnduslgsrBvisionf@ gpace to

allow retrofitting air pollution controequipment on the tunnel ventilation systems.

Groundwater

Project induced changes to groundwater levels could reduce the availability of groundwater for
groundwater dependent ecosystems, cause subsidence or initiate oxidation of acid generating materials.
Changes in flow direction could alsauseexisting contaminated groundwatéo migrate or expand into
uncontaminated soils. Only the underground project elements between Watsonia Railway Station and the
Southern Portal are likely to change groundwater lsver groundwater flow direction. The degree of
groundwater change will decrease with distance from the tunnels.

Vi



Potential changes in the location or movement of groundwater contamination due to prioj@ated
changes in groundwater level and flow directimight occur around the historic landfill sites at Borlase
Reserve and Bulleen Park. However, the only contaminated groundwater detected during field
investigations was petroleum hydrocarbons near the service station at the intersection of Yallambie Road
and Greensborough Road, and péilyoroalkyl substances (PFAS) at the former Bulleen fiad near
Watsonia Railway Station. The EES also noted that another area with the potential for contamination is the
Bulleen Industrial Precinct.

¢ KS LINE gidwidvsiter @ssessment has established a firm basis for environmental performance
ONR G SNA I G2 YrylFr3aS GKS LINRP2SOGQa LRGSYGALlf A Y LI
elements. Bolin Bolin Billabong and other billabongs near the project arkapsrthe environmental
features most at risk from changes to groundwater. To this end, further work was undertaken subsequent

to the EES assessment, and more will be undertaken pursuant to the EPRs, to ensure that no unacceptable
impacts occur on the Boli&olin Billabong or other GDEs as a result of changing groundwater conditions.

Beyond the EPRs, Melbourne Water provided detail, in its submission to the IAC, of the works they are
undertaking to reinstate natural watering cycles to Bolin Bolin Billab&kbile | am confident that
groundwater impacts can be managed effectively, | am also reassured that there are other technologies
and ameliorative measures that might be implemented if groundwater levels change to adversely impact
environmental assets.

Ground movement

In the context of the project, ground movement might occur due to dewatering (lowering of the water
table) of compressible sediments, associated with tunnel boring or deep excavation work to construct the
trench and cut and cover tunnel sectmnThe ground movement impact assessment included in the EES
considered the geological and hydrogeological conditions within the study area and the sensitive receptors
that may be affected by suburface activities. The EES noted that buildings, utilbiegnvironmental
features may be damaged or degraded where ground movement is severe.

The EES concluded that ground settlement from dewatering is unlikely to have a significant impact on
sensitive receptors. The IAC accepted this, as do |. Howeveramtepostconstruction assessments of
buildings near construction works will also be undertaken to give owners confidence that their property will
not suffer from damage due to projeatduced ground movement.

Surface water

The EES investigated flooding, watguality, stream morphology and water supply and sought to
understand their response to potential surface water changes as a result of the piijecpotential for an

increase in flood risk will be mitigated by ensuring the risk from changes to floels)dlow and velocities

are minimisedand the project WilRSY 2y A0 N} S O2YLX Al yOS 4AGK InaSf o2
addition, water treatment features have been included in the reference design to filter and treat the
stormwater captured by the newoad surfaces, to minimise the increased runoff efficiency and potential

for pollutants entering waterways. These water sensitive urban design features include wetlands,
bioretention ponds and storage dams.

The project will also have impacts on Koonunge®Rrand Banyule Creeks, due to diversion and partial
undergrounding. | consider that these impacts are acceptable.

| consider that the EPRs, as recommended in this assessment, provide an appropriate means by which to
manage the design, construction andesption of the project to minimise surface water impacts to an
acceptable level.

Land contamination and solid waste

Prior to its urbanisation, most of the project area was used for agriculture and no {scze
contamination associated with heavy industspurces exists across the project footprint. However,
decommissioned landfills and historicfiting of land along with existing commercial and industrial land

viii



use are potential sources of contamination. Construction will disturb landfill material auldl create
preferential pathways for contaminant migration and alter land gas migration.

The IAC concluded that the proposed framework for development of a spoil management plan and the
suite of EPRs addressing land contamination matters are suitablecamdsatisfactorily mitigate risks
3a20AF0SR gAGK aALIRAEt YIyFr3aSYSyidz NBdzaS | yR RAA&LKE
management approach, EPRs and governance framework would sufficiently manage potential effects
associated with comminated spoil and other waste streams.

Historical heritage

The project area features several discrete heritage places that may be directly impacted during
construction or indirectly through vibration and ground settlement. During the IAC hearing, two
nominations were made to the Eastern Freeway (between Hoddle Street, Clifton Hill/Collingwood and
Bulleen Road, Balwyn North) on the Victorian Heritage Register. If included on the VHR, there will be
additional approvals and requirements separate to my assessimere. Otherwise, | am satisfied that the

UDS and EPRs provide a suitable framework for protecting heritage @ahass the project area, including

the potential unidentified archaeological artefacts.

Aboriginal cultural heritage

Twenty-eight registeed Aboriginal cultural heritage places and three historical references were identified

in the project areas. Aboriginal cultural heritage values are to be largely addressed through a cultural
heritage management plan (CHMP) under thisoriginal Heritage Ac2006 The IAC concluded that the
LIN22SO00Qa fA1Ste AYLIOGa 2y ' 02NAIAYLFE Odztf dzNIF £ K
agree with the IAC.
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heritage can be adequately mitigated through the UDS. It provides the necessary framework to support
meaningful engagement with the Wurundjeri Weurrung to entrench Aboriginal cultural heritage values

in the development of design themes and kewtres of the project infrastructure.

Health and wellbeing

The health impact assessment undertaken for the EES included health impacts associated with changes in
air quality, noise and vibration as well as changes from a social perspective due to the prbgedAC
accepted that the method adopted was sound aindthe case of air quality and noise were based on
measurable standardsoncludinghat the risks to health could be managed through the relevant EPRs. |
agree withthe IACsubject tothe recommendations of my assessment.

In the more intangible areas gbcial impact and particularly in relation to green space and visual changes,

the IAC found that thénealth impact assessmeunid little to appreciate the value that community placed

on these assets. The IAC did not recommend any specific EPRs for hedltvellbeing but did
recommended related changes to EPRs in areas such as biodiversity, landscape, visual and social. | support
GKS L!/ Qa O2yOfdzarz2zy |yR F0ly2¢ftSR3IS (GKIFIG GKS L1t
Department of Health antHuman Services, who indicated the project was not likely to result in significant

or measurable impacts on community health.

Environmental management framework

The broad structure of the environmental management framework was endorsed by most submitters an
the IAC An essential part of the proposed EMF is the environmental performance requirements. The EPRs
are proposed to set environmental standards, mechanisms and outcomes that the proponent and its
contractors need to implement to mitigate or manage thevironmental effects of the project. The EPRs
were the subject of many submissions and focussed consideration through the IAC hearing. This led to the
proponent tabling updated versions of the EPRs during the hearing, with refinements based on further
consideration of issues raised by submitters and advice from experts. | provide my assessment of the EPRs
in Appendix A.



The EMF set out accountabilities and auditing requirements for the EPRs to ensure the environmental
effects and risks of the project arevell managed.The proponent will prepare ra environmental
management strategythat responds tothe EMFto outline how the EPRs will be implementedn
Independent Environmental Auditor widlonductindependent reviews of activities and documentation,
approve subordinate plans to the environmental management strategy and audit compliditice project

with the EPRs

Nextsteps

Underthe Environmental Effects Act 19#ds assessmenis providedin the first instancefor consideration
by the Minister for Transport Infrastructure aghe relevant MinisterQMy assessmentwill also inform
subsequentdecisionsin relation to the specificapprovalsthat will be required, and the final form of the
projectonce a successful tenderer has been cortedc
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On 12 January 2018North East LinkProject (the proponent)submitted a proposal to the Victorian
Government for North East Link (the project).

On 2 February 2018, RS Of I NBR (G KS LINE 2 S Osaction 3(1) of SheEwlitnindidnth O ¢ 2
Effects Act 1978§EEAct). As a result of that declaratiorgn envireiment effects statement (EES)as
required tobe prepared for the projedby the proponent

In the declaration my procedures and requirements for the Effcifiedthat the EESvas todocument
investigations othe potential environmental effects of thpublic works including the feasibility of design
alternatives and relevant environmental mitigation and management measingsarticular the EES was
to address the potential effects of the project bn

biodiversily;

beneficial uses of surface water and groundwater;

ground movement;

cultural heritage values includingporiginalcultural heritage;

health and amenity;

temporary and permanergffects onthe transport network and services;
displacement or severance ocbmmercial and residential properties;
contaminated materials; and

land uses and the community, including recreational value of open space.

=8 =8 =8 =8 -8 -8 -8 -9 -9

While originally referred to me by North East Link Authogty administrativeoffice under the Department
of Ecaomic Development, Jobs, Transport and Resouaasachinery of government change 1 January
2019, renamedthe Authority asthe North East Link Projeamnaking itan organisatiorunder the Major
Transport Infrastructure Authoritywhich is aradministrative officaunderthe Department of Transport.

1.1t dzN1J2 &S 2F GUKA& R20dzySyi

This document constitutes my assessment of the environmental effects of the project. It represents the
final step in the EES process and providégiceto decison-makers on the likely environmental effects of
the project, their acceptability and how thegightbe addressed in relevant statutory decisions.

My assessment is informed by tHeES, theeport of the Inquiry and Advisory CommittedAQ that |
appointed, and the evidence and material that was provided to the IAC during its public hearing, including
public submissions

Works on the projectshall not commence until this assessment is completed and considered by the
Minister for Transport Infrastructuras provided for bysection 6(2) of the EE AcEhis assessment will also
be provided to other relevant decisiormakers (including statutory bodies, municipal councils, the
Environment Protection Authority EPA and agencies administering relevant approvals legislation) to
enable them to make decisions about the project in the knowledge of its environmental effectsiand
advice abouhowthe project will achieve acceptable outcomes.
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The EES described the projectawew freewaystandard road connection that would complete the missing
fAY1l AY aSto2dNySQa aSIiNRBLRtAGEY wArgadcomnactioRThe A JA Y
project is describeth Volume 1, Chapter 8 of the EE& shown in Figure e projectis comprised of the
following components
1 M80 Ring Road to the northern porta from the M80 Ring Road at Plenty Road, and the
Greensborough Bypass at Plenty River Drive, North East Link would extend to the northern portal
near Blamey Road using a mixture of above, below and at surface road sections. This would
include new road interchanges at the M80 Ring Road and Grimshaw Street.
1 Northern portal to southern portaftunnels)¢ from the northern portal the road would transition
into twin tunnels that would connect to Lower Plenty Road via a new interchange, before travelling
under residential areas, Banyule Flats and the Yarra River to a new interchange at Manningham
Road. The tunnels would then continue to the southern portal located southeo¥eneto Club.
1 Eastern Freewageast and west of Bulleen Roagljrom around Hoddle Street in the west through
to Springvale Road in the east, modifications to the Eastern Freeway would include widening to
accommodate future traffic volumes and new deated bus lanes for the Doncaster Busway. There
would also be a new interchange at Bulleen Road to connect North East Link to the Eastern

Freeway
= T T
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Figure 1: Project alignment and setting (EESrBxX&cutive Summary)
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The projectalso includesdditional elements such as:

T
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new land bridges over the new road, where it is in a trench, between Watsonia railway station and
Blamey Road, to maintain east to west connectivity

modifications to the Watsonia railway station car park

extension ofthe length of the current Hurstbridge rail underpass just north of Watsonia railway
station;

upgrades to rail signalling infrastructyre

noiseand floodwalls

new and modified walking and cycling paths

changes to waterways and drainage featuresluding thediversion and piping of Koonur@eek

in some areas

utility works aroundcommunications towers, electricity transmission lines, a water mains pressure
reducing statiorand the main sewer along Bulleen Rpad

new ancillary infrastructure to support the pegt, including additional power, an operations
centre, tunnel ventilation system and water treatment facilities

upgrades to the Eastern Freeway between the east side of Hoddle Street to Springvale Road

the addition of the Eastern Freeway interchangesmnect the existing freeway to the new section

of the project;and

a new dedicated busway along the Eastern Freewdty a new Park and Ride facility at Bulleen
Road and an upgrade to the Doncaster Park and.Ride

The area directly affected by the project comprises land currently usegéidential properties, industrial
and commercial properties, recreational reserves, wetlamdhkjcational and sporting facilitiems well as
existing road reservefroject worksare proposed tocommence in 220 with expected completion by
2027. Preparatory buildings and waslare proposed tawommence before thenain works.
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The IAC has done a commendable job integrating the disparate issues of the project into a cohesive report.
| thank the chair and panehembersfor their work.

The IAC presented 29 consolidated recommendations in their report to me. Gd,thascept, or accept in
principle, 24 (see my summary of responses to IAC recommendations in Chapter 7). The remaining five
recommendations relate variously to the use of a reference design (IAC Recommendation 27), the risk
assessment used by the propornie(IAC Recommendation 28) and project elements: northward tunnel
extension (IAC Recommendation 4), exclusion of Borlase Reserve for tunnel boring machine (TBM) launch
or retrieval (IAC Recommendation 5) and designatBignpson Barracks as #lo-go zon& (IAC
Recommendation 15).

31WSTFSNBYyOS RSaAdy

The EES used a reference design to assess the environmental effects of the project. Some submitters were
ONRGAOIET 2F GKS NBFSNBYyOS RSaAayQa dziAfAde FT2NI I a
of reference designs for assessment purposésvever, KS L ! / | £ & 2 seésipotentRmenit i G A
the use of a reference design for some large complex state government ptdjshtme this view.

The reference design is not intended to represéme final design for the project. Rather, it represents a
feasible means by which the project might be designed, constructed and operated. It also identifies a
project boundary, being the area within which all temporary and permanent works and structwsisbe
located.The proponenexplained to the 1Athat a reference design istaol to facilitate the assessment of
potential environmental effects and that it does not necessarily constitute the only means by which the
project could be delivered

Thereference design has been used as a means by which to:
1. identify andassess the environmentaffectsof the project; and
2. prepare an environmental management framework (EMF, see Sectignriel2ding environmental
performance requirements (EPRsee Appedix A, and aUDSthat will provide for management
and mitigation of those identified impacts.

As required by the draft incorporated documengtfinal designmustbe in accordance with an approved

EMF and urban design strategy (JDhesanayrequire modificationsto the design of the project to help
ensure the environmental impacts of the project are acceptable, or in ordanpoove the environmental
performance of the projectModificationsmay alsobe necessary to meet the outcomes spexdfiby an

EPR. In this way, the final detailed design of the project can be developed in a manner that will maximise
the positive environmental impacts of the project and mitigate the adverse environmental impacts of the
project.

The use of the referenceedign in the EES was the subject of much debate at the IAC hearing. Some
submitters were highly critical of the use of the reference design. Some even submitted that the reference
design made assessment tife project@® environmental effectsmpossible’ | do not agree with this
proposition and | note thatt was not accepted by the IA@ither expressly or in terms of the general
approach adopted by the IAC.

While the IAC suggested that the reference design approach made its task difficult in relatientam c
potential impacts, the IAC did not say that the position was so uncertain that it could not undertake its task

Lt/ wSLENG Fd LIF3IS mno
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of reporting to me on the environmental effects of the project. Instead, the IAC undertook a detailed
assessment of theJNR 2 g@niidd énvironmental effects and documented its consideration and findings
about these potential effects in a thorough manner, whias assisted m formulating this assessment.

The IAC documented thpicsin which itconsideredits task more chadinging because of the use of a
reference design, for examplendscape and visual, ecology, business and sogpcts | have paid close
NB3IFNR (2 0(KS Leselisas atihdireSedindn the galaicé of my assessment below.

Ultimately, e IAC concluded that the environmental effects of neject should be able to be mitigated
or managed to an acceptable level, subject to teeommendationsn its report. Again, | agree thathe
environmental effects of th@roject should be able to bmitigated or managed to an acceptable levait

I have not agreed with all the recommendations of the 1AC.

All land that could be directly affected by the project has been included within the project boundary of the
reference design. The types of enviroental impact (such as groundwater, native vegetation, air quality
etc.) thatare likely becauseof the project have been identified and subject to detailed considerafibe.

EES and the public hearing before the 1A€uded consideration ahe methodsor measures that might

be employed to mitigate impactshe type of EMRhat should be used to ensure that th@oject achieves
acceptable outcomes andhore specificallythe appropriate EPRer achievinghose outcomes.

In this regard, | agree with &L ! /ol§3&rvation that, where a reference design is used, the EPRsitical

in determining how the eventual project can be delivered within an acceptable frameWoi® 9t wQ&
provide the primary means by which the actual environmental impacts ofptiogect will be measured,
managed and mitigated.dm ofthe view that an appropriate set of EPRs can be developed foprthject,

and this has informed my ultimate conclusion that the environmental impacts of the project will be
acceptable.

I note the AQQ dbsenation that the reference design has caussdbstantial difficulty for the IAC, other
parties and the community in properly understanding the likely scope of the project and its potential
environmental effecté | agree that the assessment of impacts of a project of this scale is a difficult task,
and a detailed design may (in some circumstandes)e madethe assessment of certain impacts less
WifficultQespecially for members of the community. However, inapinion, significant benefits flow from
assessin@ reference desigimstead ofa detailed design for large, complex projects. A reference design
encourageslternatives or innovatbns to be explored during assessment and in the detailed design, that
respand to problems or impacts that may henforeseenin some casesThis may result inmproved
environmental outcomes A performancebased EMFand UDS, as will be requirddr this project, is
necessary to guide and suppdinie delivery of alternative or inovative design solutions.

In any event, tonsiderthat the EE$ogether withthe information prepared farand considered by, the IAC
during its public hearing, is sufficient to allow me to make an assessment of the environmeteatas of
the project. | am satisfied thatthe environmental effects of the project have been identified and
adequately considered, and th#te EMFwill ensure that the project achiegeacceptable environmental
outcomes.

In relation to IAC Recommendation 27, | agree there needs to be sufficient certainty about the nature and
extent of environmental effects of a proposed project for an assessment to occur. As outlined above |
consider that has occurred in this case. | asoalf the view that consideration should be given in all cases

ALt/ wSLERNE Fd LI 3IS wmn
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to whether it is appropriatdo use a reference design, and how a particular reference design sits alongside
the unique project and contextual circumstances and EMF to be created in each case.

However as a matter of principle | do not think it is appropriate to prescribe, in advance, the circumstances
AY B6KAOK | NBFSNBYyOS RSaAday YAIKG 0SS dzdaSR FyR
recommendation.
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outcomes that are certain to occur (i.e. planned impacts such as land acquisition) as distinct from risk events
where the chance of the event occurring and its consecgis uncertain Other risks were assessed using

the more conventional approach of assessing both the likelihood and consequence of environmental
impacts to define a risk rating.

Varioussubmissions raised concerns about the use of planned likeliesisessing some risks, asserting

that such risks had not been given the same degree of consideration for assessment and mitigation. The IAC
agreed that the terminology was not helpful and not consistent WitB/NZS 1SO 31000:2009 Risk
Management¢ Principlesand Guidelines However,despite its misgivings about the precise approach
GKSNBE GKS dzaS 27F Wik IAY ycknewedgéd thahe isks Jiveed sBifcENtly well
understood for it to prepare its repart

ThelAC recommended that thdescription of a risk or event as plannedghould not be used in the risk
assessment for future projects assessed by way of an EES (IAC Recommendation 28ackiuielédge

theL ! /lo§iG | do notsupport the recommendationThis is because | do not consider that it is appropriate

to strictly prescribe the way that future risk assessments can be undertakérat is important is that risks

are appropriately assessed; there may be many different ways of appropriately achieving that outcome.
Rather, | recommend that future assessments are cognisd the need for transparency and, in the
interest of simplicity for stakeholders, employ methods that deal consistently with events wherever they lie
on the likelihood continuum.

33t N22SO0G Y2RATAOFIGAZ2Y A

¢KS L!/ Q& NifredretimmangaidnsizRa®vauld require very significant changes to the
reference designTheserecommendationg(if adopted) have the potential to change the environmental
effects of the project, and the overall balance of benefits and detriments. | have therefore given very
carelzf O2yaARSNIGA2Y (2 G4KS NBO2YYSYyRI{GA2ya |yR (K
three recommendations are:
Recommendation 4
Pursue an extended, bored tunnel option northwards to the vicinity of the Grimshaw Street,
including a review of theeed for the Lower Plenty Road interchaXge
Recommendation 5
Exclude Borlase Reserve as a tunnel boring machine launch/retrie¥al site

5L NBIIFINR GKS g2NRa 2F (GKAA NBO2YYSyRIiGA2YySHRSYHESRR YEHNXE R ( dr
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Recommendation 15
Designate the Simpson Barracks a#ego zon€due to the potential significant environmental
effectsX®

These recommendations are, in many waiserrelated® LG ¢l & GKS L!/ Qa @ASgs
would:
9 significantly reduce social, noise, air quality, business, landscape and visual impacts on the
community along Greensborough Road and the Wasdigighbourhood Activity Centre;
9 protectthe residential community surrounding Borlase Reserve from the amenity impact of noise,
dust and spoil haulage for many years; and
9 significantly reduce ecological impacts on critically endangered and threatenetkspecological
communities, significant tree canopy, habitat fragmentation and the northern reach of the Banyule
Creek.

| have decided not to accept these three recommendations. In my view, the recommendations are not
necessary to ensure that the proje@thieves acceptable environmental outcomé&ke reasons why | have
formed this view are explored in this assessment. However, my summary view is outlined below.

1. Impacts to the Watsonia Neighbourhood Activity Centre will ,not my assessmentbe
unacceptale and accordingly is not necessary to pursue the extended tunnel to avoid or reduce
these impacts. The various impacts can be acceptably mitigated and managed through the UDS, the
EMF and EPRs. In particular:

i appropriate measures to minimise disruptiomrc be provided to theO S y (i lNBn@stes
through the business EPRSs;

T potential traffic impacts will be acceptably managed through the traffic EPRs;

T noise and other amenity impacts from construction will be acceptably managed through the
EMF and relevant topispecific EPRs; and

T matters of urban design, visual and landscape impacts (with the potential for resultant social
impacts) will be managed thugh a revised UDS (and subsequent urban design and landscape
plans) approved by the Minister for Planning.

2. Construction can be appropriately managed in this corridor so that the environmental impacts of
these activitiesare acceptable.

3. | am confident thait also possible to achieve a positive letegm urban design legacy for Watsonia
Neighbourhood Activity Centravithout needing to extend the tunnel. Indeed, the project
represents a significant opportunity to transform the current conditions around thrgreeand to
create a desirable and valued urban space for the residents, businesses and other uters of
centre.

4. It is not necessary to exclude Borlase Reserve BBM launch/retrieval site. | consider that EPRs
will manage construction impacts fromsing Borlase Reserve as a TBM launch/retrieval site to
acceptable levels. However, If Borlase Reserve is used as a TBM launch site, | consider that
voluntary acquisition of the most affected residences should be offered (in addition to the EPRs) to
assistto mitigate the amenity impacts to acceptable levels. EPRs of particular importance for
acceptably controlling and mitigatirgmenity impacts of using Borlase Reserve during construction
relate to noise control, and the traffic management plan.

i GKS NBFTSNByOS ws 02 Y YRS NBW2GS 05 162
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5. 1do not a&cept thatthe ecological impacts of the project on Simpson Barracks will be unacceptable.
In this regard | note that whilst the biodiversity values of the barracks are significant, | consider that
GKS LINBPLRYSyGQa LINERLRALI f ahrefegant gland dredappiiofriatd. K @il S A
provide for an outcome that achieves an appropriate degree of preservation of the Matted Flax Lilly
and the Studley Park Gum.

6. | consider that it is essential that the Lower Plenty Road Interchange be retainée idesign,
because | consider the benefits of its retention are very significant. If the Lower Plenty Road
Interchange is retained as | consider necessary, impacts on Simpson Barracks cannot be avoided
and it is neither practicable, nor necessary, to idgnit as aHo-gozoneQ

7. Further, if the Lower Plenty Road Interchange is to be retained in the design, many of the perceived
benefits of the extended tunnel option that are identified by the IAC are likely to be lost, or
substantially diminished.

It is my assessment that the project without these recommended changes can still achieve acceptable
environmental outcomes and that the UDS, EMF and EPRs that | have assessed as appropriate for the
project will ensure that this is the case. Further, | considtat each of the above recommendations, if
adopted, would have consequent environmental effects, resulting from, among other things, additional
cost, additional duration of construction, and the need for additional land acquisition. | am therefore not
satidied that there will be improved overall environmental outcomes if these recommendations were to be
adopted.

During the preparation of my assessment, | formed the view that | may be assisted in making my
assessment of these three IAC recommendations withthér information from the proponent.
Accordingly, | wrote to the proponent (pursuant to section 5(1) of the EE Act) and asked it to provide me
with additional information. My letter is included at Appendix B. On 20 November 2019, the proponent
provided aresponse to my request. The response is included at Appendix C.

In the intervening period between sending my request and receiving the response, | continued to rely on
the information available to me (being the ERBblic submissionsnformation providel to the IAC during
its public hearing and the IAC report) to make my assessment.

When | received the response, my assessment was substantially complete. Having reviewed the response, |
concluded that the information that had been provided was substdgtmrestatement of information that

| had already been aware of and had considered, or, was otherwise not relevant to my assessment. The
response therefore did not materially assist me in making my assessment, nor did the response influence
my assessmentith respect to these three recommendations.
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Following my public works declaration, draft scoping requirements were exhibited for three weeks, from 22
May 2018, for public comment. 6 June 2018, | issued the final scoping requirements that specified the
range of matters to be addressed in the EES. A technical reference group was convened by the Department
of Environment, Land, Water and Planning (DELWP) in accordance with normaiaEfi® to provide

advice to the proponent and DELWP on the preparation of the EES.

The EES prepared by the proponent was placed on public exhibition from 10 April 2D18rte2019. A

draft planning scheme amendment (PSA) to the Banyule, Manningharopi®lara, Yarra, Whitehorse,
Whittlesea and Nillumbik planning schemes (Amendment GC98) and a works approval application prepared
in accordance with th&nvironment Protection Act 197BP Act) were also exhibited with the EES.

On 23 April 2019, with the consent of the Governor in Council, | appointed an inquiry undectiosn 9(1)

of the EE Act, to review submissions and inquire into the environmental effects of the proposal. The inquiry
members were also appointed as an abriy committee under part 7, section 151 of tRéanning and
Environment Ac1989(P&E Act) to consider the draft PSA. The IAC was also to provide advice to inform the
9t ! Q4 O2yaAARSNIGAZ2Y 2F GKS g2N] a I LlLk&elod 11 AgdlL) A OF
2019. Planning Panels Victoria received 874 submissions on the EES, the draft PSA and the EPA works
approval application.

The IAC held a directions hearing on 21 June 2019 followedpoyplic hearing from25 July2019 to 16
Septembera mpd ¢KS L!/ LINPDBARSR Aidla NIBLI2 Nlogetherwitithe 2y H H
EES and public submissidras informed my preparation of this assessment of the environmental effects of

the project under the EE Act.

This document constitutemy assessment under the EE Act. My assessment must be considered by the
relevant Minister (ie. the Minister for Transportnfrastructure before any project works commence. My
assessment will also be of assistance to any other statutory deaisaiers that will be asked to provide
approvals for the project under Victorian law.

42t £ FYyYAYy3a YR 9YGBANRYYSyYyd ! Ol

The P&E Act sets out processes for the amendment of Victorian planning schemes. A PSA to the Banyule,
Boroondara, Manningham, Nillumbik, Whitehorse, flesea and Yarra planning schemdise(planning
schemes) iproposedto provide comprehensive statutory planning controls for the project. In the absence

of such a PSA, the project would be subject to multiple permit requirements under various prowisibas
planning schemes. The draft PSA included in the exhibited EES is disciBesetobith.2.

439 Y PANRYYSYG t NRBOGSOGAZ2zY ! Of

A works approval is required under the EP Act before commencing works associated with installing tunnel
GSYGAfrGA2y aeaiSvya 0SOldzasS (GKSe& IINB RSTAYSR I a
Environment Protection (Scheduled Premises anchjitiens) Regulation2017. An application for a works
approval (WA100003462) has been received by EPA and was advertised jointly with the EES, in accordance
with section 20AA of the EP Act.

Prior to the proposed construction of the projecigw environmer protection laws are intended to come
into effect. The Environment Protection Amendment Act 20@mending Act) willintroduce a new
legislative framework for environment protection in Victaridhe Amending Act willmend the
Environment Protection AcD27 (EP Act 2017and repeal thecurrent EP Actlt is intended that theEP Act
2017(as amended by thAmending Adtwill come into full effect from 1 July 2020.
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Until then, the EP Act remains in force and the works approval application is expectedd&idomined

under this legislation. However, under the EP Act 2017atasnded by theAmending Adt there are
expected to be different subordinate instruments, compared to those under the current EP Act. Some
subordinate instruments are discontinuing (edate environment protection policies) and some new
subordinate instruments are being introduced (eegvironmentreferencestandards). The stated aim of
these changes is tgroduce a simpler, more streamlined environment protection framework. The
framework will support industry, government and the community to minimise the risks of harm to human
health and the environment from pollution and waste

The EPA made submissions to the IAC about how to deal with the changing regulatory environment
described above; and the IAC also made recommendations on this(issti®@ecommendation 1d)accept
GKS L!/ Qa NBO2YYSYyRIGA2yao
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The Aboriginal Heritage Act 200€ets out triggers and requirements for the preparation and approval o
cultural heritage management plans (CHMR®)e trigger for a CHMPwhen an EES is requiredder the

EE Act.The Aboriginal Heritage Act also provides for approval of a CHMP by the relevant registered
Aboriginal partyFor localities where no regisid Aboriginal party has yet been appointedich includes

the westernmost part of the Eastern Freewagsponsibility for approval of a CHMP rests with the
Executive Director Aboriginal Victoria.

A5h G KSNJ +AOG2NATIY &0F ddzi2NE I LILINR O &

The project also requiis a number of additional Victorian statutory approvals:

9 apermit for impact to places on the Victorian Heritage Register and/or Victorian Heritage Inventory
under theHeritage Act 2017
consent to undertake works on or across a waterway undeitater Act 1989
a licence to undertake works near a waterway, construct groundwater bores, or extract
groundwater, under théVater Act 1989
I apermitto remove listed flora and/or fauna from public land under Bh@ra and Fauna Guarantee
Act 1988
potentially,a permit (or permits) to take wildlife under th#ildlife Act 1975and
consent to undertake works on a road and to connect to a freeway undeRta Management
Act2004

T
T

= =
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The project was declared a major tramspproject to which the project delivery provisions of tivajor
Transport Projects Facilitation Act 2008TPF Act) will apply, by notice dated 19 June 2018 and published
in the Government Gazette on 28 June 2018. The Minister for Roads and Road Zefetgctared the
Project Minister on the same day, but an administrative arrangements order transferred the appointment
to the Minister for Transport Infrastructure on 21 December 2018.

47/ 2YY2y oSl taK adl ddzi2NE | LILINR O f

The project is proposed to be partialgcated on Commonwealth land at the Simpson Barracks and has the
potential to impact on matters of national environmental significance protected under the Commonwealth
Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act (BBPBC Act). Consequenityy 15 January

2018, the proponent referred the project to the Commonwealth Minister for the Environment and Energy
(Referral 2018/8142) for a determination on whether the project is a controlled action under the EPBC Act.

10
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On 13 April 2018, the delegaterfthe Minister determined the project to be a controlled action requiring
assessment and approval under the EPBC Act through development of a public environmental report.
Hence, the potential for impact omatters of national environmental significanbasnot been assessed
under the EES via tt@ommonwealthVictorian Bilateral (Assessment) Agreement

48¢ N YALRNI LyGdSaNYy A2y ! Ol
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transport system objectives when exercising powers and performing functions under any interface
legislation, and to have regard to the decisimraking priiples in making decisions under any interface
legislation where these things are likely to have a significant impact on the transport system.

This project will have a significant impact on the broader transport system of Melbourneovimall
transport mpact of the project will be positive, as set out elsewhere in this assessiewever there will

also be didbenefits experienced, particularly during construction, and for some local areas and limited
arterial roads that will experience changed trafiied access conditions when the project is in operation.

The transport system objectives are set out in Division 2 of Part 2 ofdwesport IntegratiorAct. The
decisionmaking principles are set out in Division 3 of Part 2 offttensport Integratiorict. The objectives
include matters of social and economic inclusion, economic prosperity, environmental sustainability,
integration of transport and land use, efficiency-aalination and reliability, safety and health and
wellbeing. The principles includeatters of integrated decisiemaking, triple bottom line assessments,
equity, the transport system user perspective, the precautionary principle, stakeholder engagement and
community participation and transparency.

I have considered the various matteraiged by the transport system objectives and decigimaking
principles, where relevant, in making my comments and coming to my conclusions in the detailed chapters
that form part of this assessment. | also note that taken holistically, | consider thetivigi® and principles

to provide considerable support for the project, and for the conclusions reached in my assessment.

11
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This part of my assessment sets out the evaluation objectives and discusses the environmental and
planning regime that provides the framework for my assessment of environmental effects.

51/ 2YaARSNY A2y 2F SYy@ANRYYSydalt STFSOGa

My assessment is informed biyet IACreport, together with the EES®ublic submissionsand other material
that was received by the IAC.have also considered, where relevamgislation, policy, strategies and
guidelines and the objectives and principles of ecologisaitfainable development.

Evaluation objectives

To provide an integrated structure for this assessment, key aspects of legislation and statutoryapmlicy
reflected ina set ofdraft evaluation objectiveshat were provided in the EERoping requirementsThe
IAC also assessed the projagainstthe draft evaluation objectives.

The final evaluation objectivesare provided below. Theyhave beenreordered since the scoping
requirements and IAC repotb align with the structure of this assessmeho subsantive changes have
been made.

Final evaluation objectives

Trafficand transport

To increase transport capacity and improve connectivity to, from and through the northeast of Melbourne,
particularly freight movement via the freeway network instead of laoad arterial roads, while managing

the effects of the project on the broader and local road, public transport, cycling and pedestrian transport
networks.

Urban designvisual impactand landscape
To minimise adverse effects on landscape values, visuahigynrecreational and open space values and to
maximise the enhancement of these values where opportunities exist.

Social
To manage effects of the project on land use and the social fabric of the community with regard to
wellbeing, community cohesion, bimess functionality and access to goods, services and facilities.

Business
To manage effects of the project on land use and the social fabric of the community with regard to
wellbeing, community cohesion, business functionality and access to goodsesamit facilities.

Land useplanning
To manage effects of the project on land use and the social fabric of the community with regard to
wellbeing, community cohesion, business functionality and access to goods, services and facilities.

Biodiversity

To avoid or minimise adverse effects on vegetation (including remnant, planted and regenerated) listed
rare and threatened species and ecological communities, habitat for listed threatened species, listed
migratory species and other protecteffiora and fauna, and address offset requirements for residual
environmental effects, consistent with relevaftate policies.

Noise and vibration
To minimise adverse air quality, noise and vibration effects on the health and amenity of nearby residents,
local communities and road users during both construction and operation of the project.

12
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Air quality and greenhouse gz
To minimise adverse air quality, noise and vibration effects on the health and amenity of nearby residents,
local communities and roadsers during both construction and operation of the project.

To demonstrate that the project will contribute to the need for an effective, integrated and climate change
resilient transport system that provides a wide range of travel choices for all Vitsoria

Groundwater
To avoid or minimise adverse effects on the interconnected surface water, groundwater and floodplain
environments.

Ground movement
To avoid or minimise adverse effects on land stability from project activities, including tunnel constructio
and river and creek crossings

Surface water
To avoid or minimise adverse effects on the interconnected surface water, groundwater and floodplain
environments.

Land contamination ando$id waste
To manage excavated spoil and other waste streams genebgtdioe project in accordance with the waste
hierarchy and relevant best practice principles.

Historicalheritage
To avoid or minimise adverse effects on Aboriginal and historical cultural heritage values.

Aboriginal altural heritage
To avoid or minimisadverse effects on Aboriginal and historical cultural heritage values.

Health and wellbeing
To minimise adverse air quality, noise and vibration effects on the health and amenity of nearby residents,
local communities and road users during both construtaod operation of the project.

52al yIF3SYSyild 2F SYy@ANRYyYSyGlrft STFFSOi0a

The EES proposes an environmental management regime to be given statutory effect via a draft PSA
exhibited with the EES. The draft PSA includes an incorporated document with conditiesgalbish
obligations for the preparation of an EMF and EPRs. This model has been used for environmental
management of several recent major public infrastructure projects that have been approved following
assessment under the EE Act.

Framework forenvironmental management

Chapter 27 of the EES sets out the proposed EMF including the exhibited EPRs and use of an independent
environmental auditor. Chapter 15 of the IAC report presents its findings from the hearing in relation to the
EMF¢ KS L lorhnieadatids @bout risk assessment are discussed in Section 3.2.

The roles and responsibilities for environmental management are set out in TaldleRthe EES for each

stage of the project from approval through to design, consitand operaion aswell as independent

auditing. The proponent also indicated that it would develop, implement and maintain an environmental
management system that was consistent wi#6/NZS 1SO 14001:20&6EnvironmentalManagement

Systems; Requirements witfGuidancefor Use Figure XoverlealLINS A Sy 1a GKS LINR LR Y Sy
the key environmental management documentation and the relationship to other EMF components.

13



North EastLinka A YA a0 SNRa FaasSaavySyid 2F SyGANRYY

Regulator

Urban Des

Project

Morth East Link

Independent
Environmental
Ausditor

¢ !
Ervironmaental
Management
System

Environmental Uripan Design and
Landscape Flans

WO

| EPRs

Contractors

* Crperation Emvdranmantal Managemant Plan(s) are only
relevarit to the PEP eantract

-

Figure 2: Key environmental management documentation (EES Ch&ngep.10).

An essential part of the proposed EMF is the EPRs, which are proposed to set relevant environmental
standards, mechanisms and outcomes that the proponent and its contractors need to implement to
mitigate or manage the environmental effects dfiet project. The EPRs were the subject of many
submissions and focussed consideration through the IAC hearing. This led to the proponent tabling updated
versions of the EPRs during the hearing, with refinements based on further consideration of issuklyraise

ddzo YAGGSNAR YR ROAOS FNRBY SELISNIad ¢KS L!/ Q& NI
LINR LI2Y Sy (i Q& tHeERRs.f @GSNEAZ2Y 27

As part of the EMF, a series of environmental management documents would need to be prepared to

provide overarchingnvironmental requirements for construction and operation as well as specific plans to
manage and mitigate environmenteffects(Table 1overleaj.
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Table 1: Key environmental management documents (EES Chapter 27, p.12).

Level Owner Purpose Plans

1. Strategic framework NELP Set the strategic direction an{ Environmental management framework and
overarching requirements fo| environmental performance requirements.
project delivery. Urban design strategy

2. Management of projeet| Contractors | Guide specific programs ¢ Environmental strategy.

wide impacts works to consistently manag| Urban design and landscape plans.

potential impacts on the Construction environmental management pla
community or environment. Operation environmental managemeptan.

3. Technical plans Contractors | Address the requirements of the EPRs. Technical plans would include all
L I ya NBIdANBR o6& 9twad ¢KSasS Lk |

implementing the EMF and other regulataigguirements for specific impacts ¢
locations.

The IAC was comfortable that the proposed EMF and incorporated document in the draft PSA provided
enough transparency and certainty for managing environmental effects of the project, subject to the
changes it proposed. This included explicitly strengthening the role of the independent environmental
auditor to include an EPA appointed audifdEPA indicated at the hearing that it supported the inclusion of

an EPA appointed auditor as a member of theependent environmental auditor, rather than specifying
inclusion of this role in relevant EPRs. The IAC considered it necessary to specify the rolERK an
appointed auditorin the review of the groundwater model (EPR GW1). In additi@|AC recommnded

GKIFIG 9tw 9aCo AyOfdzZRS NBFSNBYyOS G2 wadl Gdzi2NE
AYRSLISYRSY(l Sy@ANRBYYSyGlft FdzZRAG2NI WgKSY ySOSaal Ne

| support the inclusion of an EPA appointed auditor as required in EPR BM#er, | also recommend
that this EPA appointed auditor bgpecifically involved in the assessment of contaminated soil and
groundwater given the potential risk of acslphatesoils, and to ensure there is no risk of vapour or gas
intrusion from formerlandfills. The inclusion of an EPA appointed auditor is not intended to trigger any
formal statutory audit, but to provide the appropriate level of expertise and experience to support the
independent environmental auditor in their role.

In response to subimsions they heard, the IAC proposed several new EPRs and amended others to ensure
that the EPRs are explicit and provide certainty to affected residents and businesses as well as assisting the
proponent and contractors in understanding their obligatiods.new EPR was added to those that
addresses the development of the EMF (EPR EMF4), which, consistenAS¥NZS 1SO 14001:2016
requires the establishment of a complaints management sysfm. IAC also recommended that the audit
timeframe be extended fnm two years to five years in EPR EMF3 and that audit reports be made public for
that time period. This of course does not obviate the need for ambient monitoring of noise and air quality

to be made publicly available for 20 years. | support the changd® EMF3 and the inclusion of a new

EPR, EMF4.

| am satisfied in principle that the proposed environmental management approach is appropriate. An EMF
is needed to establish clear accountabilities anffamework for environmental management for both
construwction and operation, and this will be achieved through the approach proposed.

TWSTFSNBYOS gl a YIRS (KN2JAAK?2 dzdt (0 KiSizii ke DABINN- VIR IR2ANR(G &1 KSy @A N2 WBEI2
LJdzNB dzk yiG G2 aSOGA2y po{ 2F (GKS 9t ! OGil®d ¢KNRdAdAK2dzi G)KAE | aa
0SS FLILRAYGSR (G2 OFNNE 2dzi ad0ly¥ziRr WDt dRES A Gy RuizNE Xzf 3 (1 S yi @A NKE
OSNIAFAOI(GSA 2N adGlasSySyida 2F SYy@ANRYYSydGlt FdzRAG AF adzOK
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In general, my assessment supports thedings andrecommendations of the IA®n these issues
recognising that the EMF will need to be updated to reflect the changes outhiyduls assessment.

Planning controls

In my role as Minister for Planning | am responsible for the assessment of the environmental effects of the
project under the EE Act and for statutory approvals, such as a PSA, under the P&E Act. In its rep@rt, the 1A
has made recommendations on the draft PSA in its role as an advisory committee under the P&E Act. In this
aaaSaavySyidx L ¢gAftf RAaOdzaa (GKS L!/ Qa NBO2YYSYyRI (7
relevant to thisassessment, noting that | Wionly make a detailed assessment of these matters under the

P&E Act once | have made thassessment of the environmental effects, and after a PSA request is
submitted to me.

A PSA to the Banyule, Boroondara, Manningham, Nillumbik, Whitehorse, Wtattees® Yarra planning
schemes is proposed to provide project specific planning controls for the project. In the absence of a PSA,
the project would be subject to multiple requirements under various provisions of the seven planning
schemes. A draft PSA (Antenent GC98 to the Banyule, Boroondara, Manningham, Nillumbik, Whitehorse,
Whittlesea and Yarra planning schemes) was prepared by the proponent and included in the exhibited EES
in Attachment V to the main report. The purpose d?8A for the project is to:

9 facilitate the delivery of the project in a timely, coordinated and consistent manner;

1 establish a framework to manage environmental effects during construction and operation;

9 protect project infrastructure from new development that may compromisesitsictural integrity

or operation; and
9 ensure the project can be planned with certainty and commence without delay.

LY ONRBIR GSNXYaz (GKS LINRLRYySydiQa RNIFOG t{! LINRLRAS
9 insert an incorporated document into the planning schemes to allow the use andagpenent of

land for the project in accordance with the specific control in the incorporated document;

apply the Specific Controls Overlay (SCO) to land required for the project;

make the Minister for Planning the responsible authority for #timinisering and enforing the

incorporated document, and any other provision in the planning schemes as they apply to the use

and development of the project; and

1 apply aDesign andDevelopmentOverlay (DDO) to land in Banyule and Manninghararsure new
development does not compromise the structural integrity or operation of project infrastructure.

= =4

The draft incorporated document was updated by the proponent and submitters throughout the IAC
hearing process. The proponent tabled a final dradtrsion of the incorporated documentabled
document 411 dated 12 September 2019) and the IAC recommended changes to this version of the
document.The draft incorporated document includeequirements for an EMF, UDS and urban design and
landscape plans @LPs) to be prepared and approved by the Minister for Planning before main
construction works commence and defthg@reparatory buildings and works that may be undertaken
before these matters are approved. The EMF rektb include the EPRs applicable toetfdesign,
construction and operation of the project. Other requirements in the draft incorporated document celate

to native vegetation removal and offsets which must be undertaken to the satisfaction of the Secretary to
DELWP.

The land proposed to be reqged for the project is defined by the SCO on the draft PSA maps. These would
LINE OARS (KS oFara F2NJ I ye a4doasSljdSyd RSar3yraAzy
of enacting the delivery powers under that Act.

Under the proposed arragements, a DDO will be applied to land in Banyule and Manningham above or
adjacent to project infrastructuréo trigger a planning permit for certain types of development that might
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compromise the structural integrity or operation of the project. The plagnpermit application will be
referred to the Secretarpf the Department of Transport (and the Roads Corporation after 31 December
2030) as a determining referral authority to consider detailed engineering issues associated with
development above the tumels.

The IAC identified the following matters as key questions related to the draft PSA.
T La GKS AYyO2Nl1RNFiSR R20dzyYSyid WFAG F2NJ LJzNLI2aSC
1 Is the schedule to the DDO justified?
1 How should mapping of the SCO be managed for the pidje

The IAC found that the planning controls in the draft PSA constitute an appropriate mechanism to facilitate
the project, including the use of an incorporated document, and the application of a DDO to ensure the
integrity of the tunnels and associatedfiastructure. The IAC recommended changes to the draft
incorporated document that related to the EMF provisio(see my assessment ireach section in
Chapter6), management of plaeepecific urban design matters and the urban design advisory panel
(UDAR see Section 6.2)otification requirementsfor plans (see Section 6.2¢xtent of the SC(see
Section 6.2) development of replacement open spa¢eee Section 6.3)management of proposed
construction compoundgsee Section 6.3nd preparatory buildingand works(see below)

The IAC also recommended changes to the draft schedules to the DDO that related to the design objectives
and application requirementsvhich | support in principle

Regarding the notice of UDLPs, the IAC recommended the minimuodpernotice and opportunity for
public comment be extended and that owners and occupiers of adjacent land be directly notified.

Regarding the extent of the SCO, the IAC recommended:
9 its coverage be refined within six months of the approval of the EMmitdmise uncertainty for
owners of land ultimately not required for the project; and
9 its coverage be expanded to include land identified for replacement open space and to facilitate
the development of replacement facilities.

| discuss matters relating tarban design framework plarend construction compounds isections6.2 and
6.3, respectively

The IAC noted its concern about the proposed extent of the preparatory buildings and works in the
incorporated document that could be carried out before ldnycuments are approved, such as those for
noise management and community engagement. In response to this concern, the IAC recadmend
changes tdhe extent of preparatory buildings and works listed in the incorporated docurteelinit such

works to thosethat are genuinely in the nature of low impact investigation works to facilitatther plans

and approvalsL & dzLJLI2 NI Ay LINAy Qonst S GKS L!/ Qa NBO2YYSYR

In summary, | consider that the broad plannirgmework recommended by the IAC with revisionade in
accordance with my assessment of the environmental effects would be appropriate to facilitate the project
and protect the ongoing integrity of project infrastructure.
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Victoriaisgromf 3 FF AGSNJ GKIy G |ye 2 iMeBduindiskoreSastiopecanteS & |
I dzA ( Ndho$t pdpulbis cityThe EES highlightssSt 6 2 dzZNy SQ& (NI ya L2 NI OKIF f f S
of 4.5 million to almost 8 million by 205Wjth that challenge alsowvell documented in Plan Melbourne
20172050 and other strategic documents @ (G KS YARRES 2F GKS OSyddNEI .
need to cater for around 10 million more trips per dayan increase of more than 80%. The growing
demand onthe transport network, in turn, demands an integrated approach to infrastructure and land use
planning, to support liveability, industry and choices for access to homes, jobs and services.

Along withthe EES,he IACobservedthat Infrastructure Victoria identified the North East Link akigh

priority project for improved accessibility through a congested road netwbhle EE&inforcedthe lack of

a freewaystandard connection between the M80 Ring Road and the Eastern Freed#yeamorthern end

of EastLinka St 0 2 dzZNy SQa y2NIKSFad NBfASa 2y with trigdBdavilyi A @St
reliant on a limited number of arterial roads, such as Rosanna Road and Fitzsimons Lane fsoutbrth
movements and Bell Stredbr eastwest movement. In addition to local network improvements, the
project will provide a vital orbital road connectivity to enhance access to major employment centres,
reduce travel times, improve the capacity and reliability of the freight netwoitk @nnect metropolitan

activity centres.

I have therefore concluded that the project will have significant environmental benefits for the community

of Victoria. However| acknowledge thathere will also be significanénvironmental impacts. Many of

these impacts will be borne by the communitfo a St 6 2dzNySQa y2NI K Sl &G RdzNR
period. Others will be longeterm permanent impacts on the local, and wider, community.

Havingd G dzZRA SR (i K EESlisRedid isScpnintuaity and other stakeholders and heard from the
IACthat | appointed to hold aindependentinquiry into the environmerdl effects of the projectit is my
assessment that the project will meet its objectives, and that its environmental effects will be acceptable.

Environmenal effects

The IAC made a numbef findings and recommendations in respect of the project. My response to its key
findings and recommendations, along with my assessment of the main environment effects of the project,
are detailed below (grouped according to the discretaluationobjectives identified in Sectiob).

In completing my assessmeifbur keyimpact themesmergedas thosemostlikely to generatesignificant
residual effects from the project. These wetraffic and transport urban design, visual and landscape
social and businessThat is not to say thahe environmental effects from aspects other than theeeir
are insignificantor that they have not beenconsidered. Rather, the legislative framework and
correspondingnitigation and management practicasipulatedin EPRsare more commonly implemented
across a range of projecend industriesfor these other aspects Additionally,as was the case faair
quality, or more specificallthe provision of space faretrofitting air pollution control equipmentn the
ventilation system it was the evidence presented during th&Chearing that helped resolve the issi@r
my assessment

Furthermore for all residual effecs, it will be important that appropriate mitigation measures are in place
to address the negative impts of the project and standards of environmental performance are
established.My detailed assessment in the sections that follbve focused on achieving this for all
aspects considered

6.1¢ N FFANDY B IR NI

Traffic and transport impacts are addresseddhapter9 and Technical Report Af the EE&nd Chapter 3
of the IACreport. Five EPRs deal with traffic and transport mattefayhich three were subject to minor
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editorial changes ypthe IACThe IAC made a further seven recommendations that relate to project design
elements and the reference design

Evaluation objective

To increase transport capacity and improve connectivity to, from and through the northeast of Melbourne,
particularly freigh movement via the freeway network instead of local and arterial roads, while managing
the effects of the project on the broader and local road, public transport, cycling and pedestrian transport
networks

Assessment context

The EESaddressed the potentiakffects of the project on traffic, freight, public transport, cyclists and
pedestrians. TheeESncluded analysis of strategic transport modelling outputs to understand potential
traffic and transporteffects across metropolitan Melbourne, as well as nlbdg to understand local
impacts within the northeast and along the project corridor.

As paraphrased by the IAGAC report,p. 36), the key transport outcomes anticipated from the project
were stated in the EES as:
1 redistributed traffic away from localnd arterial roads and onto the North East Link and freeway
network;
reduced congestion at existing bottle necks;
improved travel times across the northeast;
reduced truck volumes on local and arterial roads;
improved Doncaster Area Rapid Transit bus travel times; and
new and upgraded shared use paths.

=A =4 =8 =8 =9

| am satisfied that the that project will achieve these outcomes, and that the environmental benefits of
these outcomes for both the local and wider community will bestantial.

The IAC while notingtraffic and transport impacts have far reaching influences on other evaluation
objectives such as health, amenity, environmental, social, business and landerstfied the key traffic
and transport issues as follows.
1. Adequacy of the strategic modelling
2. Adequacy of the reference design, including:
T interchange design
I Bulleen Road alignment and access issues
i Eastern Freeway expansion
I extent of tunnelling by TBlMand
I activetransport infrastructure
3. Project operationaimpacts including:
I Rosanna Road conditions and residprmposed full time truck ban
T increased traffic and redistributed traffic on selected roazalsd
T public transport services and functionality
Construction impacts
T haul routes
T disruption and diversios, and
T compound traffic impacts.

4,
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Discussion

Trafficmodelling

Thestrategic modelling in the EES utilistae® Zenith model, consistent with other contemporary strategic
transport models in Australia. Strategic models tend to follow a consistent medhddare used for both
long term strategic planning and to assess projects and services.

While the IAC agreed that the model was conservative and produced slightly higher estimates of future
demandthan may occurit considered this was unlikely to matellia affect the design of the project.

Indeed, the IAC found the strategic model outputs suitable for project development considering the
inherent uncertainty of forecasting to 2036. & dzZLJLI2 NI G KS L!/ Q& FAYRAYy3I& |
model isfit for purpose and provides a sound basis$absequent project development.

The strategic model estimated traffic volumes as an input to the microsimulation model to assess local
impacts on the road networkszrom this the EESoncluded thatthere would be redistribution of traffic

away from local and arterial roads and onto the projéldte largest change is expected to be on Rosanna

and Greensboroughoads (reductions of up to 1200 and 19,000 vehicles per day respectively). There is
anticipated to te atraffic increase on a number of feeder routes including the M80 Ring Road and the
Eastern Freeway as well as some arterial roads south of the Eastern Freeway (Bullen Road, Elgar Road,
Surrey Road and Springvale Road) and near the Greensborough Bypassirashaw Streelinterchange
(Watsonia Road and Erskine Road in Macleod).

Overall, the diversion of traffic onto the project is anif@ted to have a positive impact on the road
network resultirg in a significant redistribution of medium and longer oty trips away from local and
arterial roads compared with the no project scenario. Traffic volumes on all five existing roads crossing the
Yarra River are also anticipated to reduce significantly by a total of approximately 50,000 vehicles per day
(two way)?®

| consider that there will be very significant environmental benefits that result from theegect
outcomes.

A number of submissions to the heariggeried whether the project could appropriately integrate with the
existing network particularly aroundthe EastLink Tunnel and the Hoddle Street/Eastern Freeway
interchange or whether there would be unacceptable traffic impacts from the project

| am satisfied that the project will appropriately integrate with thésting network, and that consequential
traffic impacts will be able to be appropriately managed. Expeitience provided to the IAC byhe
proponentdemonstratedthat forecast traffic volumes would be modest and would not result in extended
traffic queuesand the increase in demand would be accommodated throunglligent transport system
upgradesand widening of the Eastern Freewdyedicted increases to arterial roads would be managed
through signal modifications rather than any major upgrading works.

| note that EPR T(bptimise the desighand EPR T&nonitor traffic on arterial and nowrterial road$ are
designed toenhance the traffic movements at interchanges and intersestthrough detailed desigrand
to require monitoring ofthe surroundingnetwork to address any capacity issubat are attributable to
the project. The IAC believédese mechanism8 2 6 S | LILINRLINAF GS | yR L adzlLi2 |

Reference design
'YRSNJ GKS KSIRAYy3I 2F WNBTSNBsusSirst mSelakiod yoCthe wesi§n L ! /
footprint of the reference design, and second in relation to alternative design options.

899{ /KFILIGSNI p ¢NIFFAO YR ¢NJ}yalLRNIo®
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In creating the reference design, and therefore the design footprint, the proponent had régaettain
road design parameter These include:

1 network connectivity;

1 completingthe high productivity freight vehicle network;

1 relevant motorway design standards;

1 meetinglevel of service PLOS Dijor density and delay; and

9 urban design objectives.

Theuse of LOS as a design parametgas the subject of considerab#gtention in the hearing.Level of
serviceis a standardised qualitative measure used to categorise traffic flow based on performance
measures such as vehicle speed, density and congesttfiectively howdulihe road &. In simple terms,

LOS D equates to a level of congestion that would result in some driver frustration, and moderate delay at
the peak periodLOS Dwas adopted by the proponent as the appropriate standard with respect to the
reference designThis approah was challenged by some submissions, and by some of the expert witnesses
at the IAC hearing.

a NJ h Q onNakh&lf/of Banyule, Boroondara and Whitehorse (BBMMNcils, indicated that he believed
that it was unrealistic to achieve LOS D in all instandssMarshallon behalf of Manningham City Council
(MCC)said that the functionality of[Manningham Road Interchange]should be given priority ovex
theoretical level of service that would most likely decrease over time as traffic volumerEgeistion
continue to increasg

The BBWcouncilfdsubmission s to the effect thatit would be inappropriate to adoptOS D as an
immutabledesignstandard and that it would be possible to arrive at improved designs if it was not viewed
that way.

| am satisfied that LOS D wam appropriate design parameterand that the reference design can be
assessed as having acceptablecomes. However, | also agree that the process of detailed design, it
may be possible to modify the reference design to aehienproved outcomesy allowing for a reduced
footprint. This may, where appropriate, result in sections of the project achieximifferent level of
service.

The use of collectedistributor lanes along the Eastern Freeway in the reference desigmadgoattention

in submissions, with competing views expressed about whether or to what degree they enhanced safety,
and, hence were necessary or desirab{aoting the amount of width that their use added to the design by
way of barriers and the likeHowever, | accept the position of the proponent that colleetistributor

lanes are an appropriate element of the reference design and that they deliver positive traffic benefits,
including by enhancing road safety.

Various alternative design options wer presentedboth in the EESand in the IAC hearing, by the

proponent, in individual submissions arar by expert withessesalledon behalf of counciland others

The alternative design options includ@alt were not limited to)the following

1 Watsonia &tion
I The proponent proposed an alternative design at Watsonia Statigalving either tweway

vehicle access or a folaine roadway on the land bridge. This would involve the extension of
the trench further north compared to the reference desi§iThisdesign would improve access
between Elder Street and the WatsorieighbourhoodActivity Centre, improve ground level
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pedestrian and cycling access to both sides of GreensborBogldand the station carpark and
providemore efficient network connectivitwith Greensborough Road.

Bulleen and Doncasté®ark and Rdesfacilities

T Ms Marshall(for MCQ presented alternative desigrfer both park and ride facilities. Based on
the alternative design option provided by the propondat the Bulleen Park anRide facility
the transport conclave agreed that both facilities needed to be reviewed to improve

T The proponent presented an alternative design to Bulleen Road involving the relocation of
Bulleen Road to a new giiment west of the present alignmenivith the southern portal
constructed largely on the existing Bulleen Road alignment, which would avoid the need for
Bulleen Road to bridge over North East Uihkurther refinement was proposed by expert
witnesses on bhalf of councils schoolsand a landowneralong the alignment, to improve
access to the Bulleen Park and Rittee schoolsand Manningham Club and to provide right
hand turns for vehicles at Thompsons Road.

T The proponent presnted an alternative desigmvolving the relocation of the intersection at
Strathallan Road approximately 100m further south and the ramps connecting Lower Plenty
Road relocated onto Greensborough Ro@lge proponentsaidthat this design had the added
benefits of greater design flexibility around reinstatement of Banyule Creek and the potential
to reinstate more open space at Borlase Reséfve

T The proponent presented an alternative desigmadlving the direct access for vehislgavelling
north on North East Linto access Manningham Road.

T An alternative design put biyls Marshall(for MCCyemoved the need for westbound traffic to
perform a U turn on Banksia Street in order to head south and provided for direct access to
Bridge Street'® The alternative design also included the option to move the North Easekink
to Bulleen Road north to retain Avon Street access to Bulleen Road.

T Although not presenting an alternative desigvis Marshallcommented that the iolusion of
additional barriers and the associated increase in the freeway @®stson should be weighed
against its adverse impacts on the loss of parkland.s@iathe proposed widening appeared
excessive and could be reduced by3Wn if the lanes wear not physically separated (other

i aNJ hQ. NR S goundild) priddented & alternative design to the reference design that
included orramp metering to manage weaving on the freewaysimplified M80nterchange
that reduced the number of structures; a diverging diamond interchange at Grimshaw ;Street
an additional connection to Alexandra Parade at the city end oEtstern Freewayelocation
of the dedicatedbusway to the centre median of the Eastern Rweg from Hoddle Street to
Bulleen Road, crossing to the north side of the freeway east of Bulleen Raddemoval of
the braided ramps between Tram Road and Middleborough RGaherally speaking, the
WF220LINAYGQ NBIdZANBR F2NJ aNJ hQ. NASyQa | f SN

1
functionality and access.
9 Bulleen Switch
1 Lower Plenty Road Interchange
1 Manningham Road Interchange
i Eastern Freeway
than the central divider).
1 Alternativedesigns
design.
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i Mr Buono,a submitter,proposedii K SMART taxpayeR S & ihatyw&s said tosimplify and
reduce the size and cost of the propds&180 Interchangegxtend the TBM tunnels 3.2km
further north, to just south of Grimshaw Streetedirect Greensborough Road over the rail
alignment;allowfor a boulevardstyle treatment for Greensborough Road to improve amenity;
andallow for the later onstruction of the Lower PlentiRoadIinterchange Mr Buono said lie
SMART desigrquireda smallerfootprint than the reference design.

There were many nuances in the design optignesented abovgand others)that sought changes to
address access issuéaither during construction and/or operation, inding to the Buleen Industrial
Precinct(BIP)and Bullen Rogd further intersection configurations, and changes to signalised intersections.
Of note, is that there was no consensus between the transpoqperts on their preference between
reference and alternative desighs

The IAQoncludedthat the alternative designs provided by the proponent all had superior elements to the
reference design.

In addition, the IAC notethat the improvements in functionality and reduced footprint apparent in Mr

hQ. NASY | yR aa al NE Kdwere Qaithy RfSudtiieTcgnaideratiomRin thieSiNgh diesigh. y°

The IACINitsRSO2 YYSYRI GA2Y c¢X adzZaA3SadSR GKFG FEGSNYFGAGDS
be provided to the tenderers for consideration.

b2igA0KAGF YyRAY A & dzopyri theliLS NAGENgOtRay tDeSthadfica finctidnalitit dekin
principles used for the reference design are appropriateonsider that the reference design would result
in an acceptabl®utcomefor traffic performance and functionality and would be acasge having regard

to its environmental impactddowever | alsoconsider that itwould be approprite for the detailed design

of the project(the next design phaséd explore whetheithe same level of service can be achieved imith
smaller footprint, or whether a different level of service might be acceptable for certain parts of the
project

Consequently | acceptACRecommendation6, that the alternative desigs be providedo tenderersfor
their consideration

| also accept the. ! /cdR@usion thatthe traffic performance and functionality of the project neetb be
balanced against the environmental effeat$ the built form. Adetailed design that balances these
occasionally competing objectives is the appropriate outcomlais Tis dscussed elsewhere in my
assessment.

Other aspects of the reference design are discussed below.

Extent of tunnelling by TBM

Various written submissions proposedtended tunnel optiongn response to the EE&8nhdsomewere the
subject ofsubmissions and evideneg the IAChearing.Submissiongended toput forward conceptsather
than detailed designs angenerallyinvolved longer tunnel alignments starting fimishing at the M80 Ring
Road or Eastern Freeway.

The EE®&ferred tothe range of optionsthat were considered in the development of the reference design
includingan extension ofthe tunnel both south and north. The northern option included an extensadn
the tunnel to the north of Grimshaw StreetOption A), or a trench from Wésonia Station carpark to

“el ot SR R20dzYSyid HmT @
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Blamey Roaddption B, the reference designThe assessment presented in the EES shdh&dOption A
would minimise and, in some cases, entirely ayoidpact to Grimshaw Street, AK L:nReserve, the
Watsonia Primary School, WatsoailwaySation and Simpson Barracks.

However, averse impacts of aaxtended tunnel to the nortlin Option Awere also identified, includings
follows.*®

I Toavoid impacting the HurstbridgBail Line, the tunnel would need to be well below the ralil
corridor near the intersection with Greensborough Road. This would mean that the tunnel would
be too deep to provide entry and exit ramps to Grimshaw Street that have appropriate and safe
gradients for vehicles.

91 Despite avoiding impacts at Simpson Barracks, this option would still require acquisition of
residential properties on the east side of Sellars Street.

1 Dueto the challenging topography the gradient of the ramps from the tunnel would be too steep
for vehicles to exit the tunnel athe Grimshaw Street and Low@&lenty RoadInterchangegramp
gradients of around eight pecent). This is because the ground densiderablyhigher at the
northern end of theproject and steadily falls towards the south. Undeisttunnelled option, the
Lower Plenty Roabhterchange could not beonstructed,and rampscould only beprovidedto the
north at the Grimshaw Stredhterchange This would provide connections north the M80 Ring
Roadand the Greensborough Bypass but not to the south. This would remove access onto the
project fromLower PlentyRoad and significalytlimit access from Grimshaw Street.

Because of thelimitations noted above including the inability to construct the Lower &ty Road
Interchange OptionBwas chosen as the reference design.

The 1ACwas presented with twodetailed extended tunnel optionsThe first washe SMARTaxpayer
designas previously describedhe second alternative was developed kly Babendererde oBabmg
Engineering Consultants behalf ofBanyule City Coungihat extended the TBM tunnels approximately
2.5kmnorth with a trench approximately 60® extending to a location just north of Grimshaw Straed
maintaired all interchangesvith a deeper cut and cover structure at Lower Plenty Road Interchange

Because the BabEng option retained Lower Plenty Rosaichange,subject to the need forfurther
analysisand potential modificationgt would result in a similar footprint of impact as the reference design
The BabEng option considered the issues around the Hurstbridge Rail Line and connecting in with
Grimshaw Road and concluded that an engineesilgtion to avoid theail line and still provide all ramps

was possible However, Mr Babendererde also said that additional geotechnical investigations would be
required and that the project would take long&r construct in the order of 1.5 years Mr Babendererde

was not able to say what thstal cost implications of his alternative option would,l#s he did not have
access to construction ratebut instead compared changes in construction volumes as an indicator of cost
savings The Banyule Counciltilised this information to estimate costimplicationsto be an overall
increase in the order of $350 million excluding additional works at Grimshaw Street, structural support to
the rail line, savings due to reduté&enching works and land acquisitioh

In submission to the IAC, the proponent did not suppgbe SMARTaxpayerdesign, on the basis that it
would not preserve the functionality of the projett!| agree with the proponent that the consequential
diminution of the network performance that would result from thaspect of thealternative desigri.e.,
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the removalof the Lower Plenty Roalsterchange)would be inconsistent with the key design principles of
the project.

In reference to the BabEng design, the proponent submitted that this design was feasible, could be
provided within the existing pregt boundary and could maintain the same degree of connectivity between
the project and the arterial network as shown in the reference de$ig#owever, the proponent also
noted that it may require further acquisition of residential properties adjacenth® alignment on the
northern side of Grimshaw Street, although this was likely to be offset by lesser land acquisition south of
the HurstbridgeRail Line.

The proponet also identified that the Babitg option would cost an additional $1.49 billion moreththe
reference design and would increase construction duration by approximately 18 monthgdars. The
proponent also noted that the additional land acquisition required to accommodate the change to the
northern portal and the diversion of GreensbogiuRoad would impact both the Watsonia Primary School
and the Concord School Watsonia Campus for an extended period of time.

The IAC recognised that there would be a significant cost to extending the tunnels, and tipad poaent

had identified signifiant cost, land take, construction and access issues with the BabEng proposal. The
evaluation of the adverse impacts of delivering the road trench solution against the additional cost, time
and complexity of delivering longer tunnels were referred to asvaht factors by the IAC.

Ultimately, the IAC recommended that an extended tunnel Ygrirsued2(IAC Recommendation 4)
northwards to the vicinity of Grimshaw Street, including a review of the Lower Plenty|Reachangeto
reduce the social, noisair quality, business, landscape and visual and ecological impacts.

Although the extension of the tunnehay respond tosome broader objectives and address some of the
L1/ Qa O2yOSNya ¢AGK GKS AYLI Ola 2F (GKS NBFSNByOS
pursue a longer tunnel.

As will be explored below, | do not accept that the adoptionmkatended tunnel, or the removal of the
Lower Plenty Roathterchange, is necessary to ensure that the environmental impacts of the project are
acceptable.l consider that impact®f the projecton the Greensborough Road corridor, the Watsonia
Neighbourh@d Activity Centre and Simpson Barratik be acceptablewithout an extended tunneffor the
reasons | explain i@hapter 3 andections 64 and 66. Hence,an extendedunnel is not required.

| also consider that amenity impacts on Borlase Reserve caacbeptably managed, as | set out in
sections6.3and 6.7 respectively

As| have sated above | consider that it isiecessaryo retain the Lower Plenty Roddterchange because

of its significant traffiand transport benefits The impacts on Simpson Barracks and BofReserve that
result from the existence of this interchange aom balance, acceptable and do not cause me to say the
interchange should be deleted.

The necessityto retain the Lower Plenty Roddterchange tlen has interrelated impacts upon the rationale
and benefits that would flow from a longer tunnel and limits them somewhditave made an overall
assessmenabout all of these matters in arriving at my views.

8ol 5t SR RBPOdZY 8y

25



YSyiG 2F SY@ANRYY

QX
QX
(0p))
QX
QX

North EastLinka A Yy A & 1 SNRa |

| amalsonot satisfied that theoverallenvironmental impacts of the longer tunnelould necessarilype less
significant than the reference design. Rather, the impacts would be different, and | am not satisfied that an
overall superior outcome would be achievednote that the IAC concluded that thathile an extended
tunnel is clearly feasible, [it] would carry a significaost, extended construction period and potential
additional land acquisitionl. note the increased cost to deliver an extended tunnedsestimated by the
proponentat approximately $1.5 billionwith anincrease in construction timef between18 months an®

years.

I am not satisfied that these (and other) potential adverse impacts would be outweighed by the benefits of
a longer tunnel

Nonetheless, support providingthe alternatives for a longer tunnel ttenderers for their consideration
during detailed desigrecognising that innovation in final design and a greater understanding of geological
and hydrogeological conditions througthis process may well be able to incorporate sofoeevenmany)
aspects of these proposals while maintaining an acceptadeall environmental outcome.

Activetransportinfrastructure
The project includes provision for new and upgraded shareelpathsincluding the eastern bike corridor,
two new Yarra River crossings and completion of other missing walking and cycling connections. The
LINE L2 y Sy G Qa SELISNI ¢ A W Krakidisgviendd allibmiFsiord regaytliRg aitidg: y & L
transport and suggestedn his presentation to the IA@,further five projects:

1 on road bicycle lanes between Civic Drive, Greensborough and existing lanes on Heidelberg
Kinglake Road in Diamond Creek;
underpas or shared use path in the shoulder trench at Drysdale Street, Yallambie;
walking and cycling bridge across the Yarra River connecting Yarra Street and Banksia Park;
provision of sharedisepaths on Templestowe Road; and
walking and cycling accessBulken Park and Ride facility from all directions

= =4 =4 =

An additionalfive active transport projects were identifidny Mr Kiriakidisas needing minor improvements
such as wayfinding or improved lighting.

After considering the detailed submissions in relatiommany potential active transport additions to the
project, the IAC concluded that the proj&tactive travel linkages are reasonable, but also deferred to Mr
YANRF]TARAAQ |yl f&aA AwhighFfwasbe®ed loji tBewh Deiniy ldineEtly dffiddiRBIBeO ( &
project, within or proximate to the project bourdy andmanagingadverse effects of the project

Itis my assessment that the compientary active transport options proposed by the proponent within the
EES are satisfactorflowever,l supportthe IA Qa NB 02 Y Y Sy Rddiiional projettéuggestad K S
by submittersbe assessed as part of the detailed design of the progediject to the criteria noted above
(IAC Rcommendation &

Rosanna Road

Multiple submitters raised concerns about truck traffic on Rosanna RRa@shnna Road airrently subject
to a truck ban from 10pm to 6am for trucks in excess of 16.5 tommekthis is not proposed to change
with the project

The project is anticipatetb deliver a significant redistribution of trucksvayfrom arterial roads, including
Rosanna Roadndl agree with the IAC that there will be improved amenity and safety on Rosanna Road
once theprojectis operational However Rosanna Roatkmains a kerterial route for overdimensional
trucksand placardedrehicles and any further restriction on its use was not supported by the Department
of Transport.

26



YSyiG 2F SY@ANRYY

QX
QX
(0p))
QX
QX

North EastLinka A Yy A & 1 SNRa |

L &dzLJLI2 NI G KS L! / @pan codpledryoYtBeyprjedi, fuhgr inlektigaiiostiould be
undertaken by VicRoads and the Department of Transport to assess the level-lafcabinuck traffic on
Rosanna Roadnd to ascertainthe need for additional management measuréehese measures may
include the possibility of extending the existirigick curfew (including to other arterial roads) afod the
need to upgrade the road givdts limitations with respect to road safetyAC Rcommendations 9b and
10).

Access to Greensborough Road

The key challengeith respect tothe M80 to Watsonia section of the project is the need to fit a freeway
standard road ira relatively narrowalignmentin a builtup urban environmentOne of the consequences
of the alignment is the referencedesigm2 &uncation of several local roadsgventing direct access to
Greensborough Road.

There were submissions from residents that closure of Nell Street and others such as Thamgpsemby
Streets at their intersection with Greensborough Road would create unacceptable changes to traffic
volumes and patterns in local streets. Further analysiased on microsimulation traffic modelling
presented at the hearing for the proponent indicated that approximately 66% of-wagtlling traffic
currently uses Nell Road to avoid the Grimshaw Streetrthiange'® A portion of this traffic was predicted

to be rerouted with the implementation of the projectvith consequentimproved reliability and travel
times through Grimshaw Street, with local traffic likely to divert to higher capacity collector seiisas
Elder and Doris Streets as opposed to the more constrained Santon and Teresa Streets.

| am satisfied that the impacts of the redistribution of traffic have bappropriatelyassessedhrough the

use of thetransport and traffic model and can beppropriately managed through the EPRs. | accept
however,that there is a level of uncertainty associated with gmgdictive traffic modelling particularly
when attempting to predict driver behaviour and their propensity to change route and adjust travel
patterns.

I therefored dzLJLJ2 NJi firidiKgS subjéct/toatadeview of traffic movement on completion of the project,
that a local area traffic management strategy may be required, including the provision dafmeatraffic
information to provide meaningful information to driver decistoraking.l also support theexpert witness
recommendationghat in some specific circurtences, the directly affected community should be provided
with the opportunity to participate in deciding the appropriate treatment of the local access rfads

The IAC has indicated a preference for Nell Street to remain open noting that access hasedeimahe
alternative designs presented in both the SMA®®Mayerr Y R h Q. NX'3ydistuSsadrealifrithere

will be additional investigations undertaken as part of the detailed design of the project, and | encourage
the proponent to explore all mtions to identify any potential alternative that may provide an improved
outcome.

Public transport services and functionality

Severalsubmissions raised issues relating to public transport, including suggestions that public transport
projects were more dgrable than road projects, and that more or better public transport should be
delivered as part of the projectdaving consideredhese submissionsthe IACconcluded that while
improvements, upgrades and additional public transport services are wortbwahidlwarranted they are

not required toform part of this project.
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The IAC found that bus public transport users should experience improved conditions once the project is
operationaldue to the provision of the dedicated busway on the Eastern Freemaydid not find any
adverse public transport impacts from the proje€helAC concluded that thBoncaster Rail option is not
excluded by the projectand that a public transport led solution would not negate the need for the project

L | OO0SLI (i Kdtheseiss@d TFAYRAY I &

Compémentaryroad projects
Various submitters made presentations to the I&@t several further upgrades to the network were
required or desirableto ensure the satisfactory operation of the road network post completion of the
project
1 Templestowe Road
I Ratio Consultants considerdgbtat the Templestowe Road duplication should be included as
part of the project noting it had been assumed in the project modelling
1 Greensborough Bypass/Diamond Creek Road
i ¢KS LINRLRYSyidiQa GNFYFFAO SELISNI aNJ YAaNR | 1 AR
Greensborough Bypass/DiamofiteekRoad and Civic Driveene required due to the uplift in
traffic volumes once the project was complet&dt was confirmed that this issue had been
identified in the business case and the reference case assumed thatuid be duplicated
prior to 20312 Mr Kiriakidis also acknowledged in Hasidenceto the hearing that tlese
upgradeseeded to be delivered in paralleith the project
1 Kingsbury Drive
T LaTrobe University suggested the need desirability,to upgrade Kingsbury Drive as part of
the project

There is no doubt that there will be changes to the lacald network during and following the completion

of the project. | am satisfied that EPR, Tich requires traffic monitoring up téwo years after the
completion of the project, will be able to identify the need for complementary projects or upgrades and the
timing of such worksl consider that the works identified above are not required to be delivered as part of
this project. Nonetheless, | expect that Templestowe Road duplication and Greensborough
Bypass/Diamond Creek Road will be delivered irrespective of the project as has been agsmedrage

the proponent, together with the Department of Transport, to undertake furtherlgsia regarding the
extent and timing of such complementary projects.

Construction traffic impacts

As is the case witlny large infrastructuraindertaking the projectwill undoubtedlyhave a significant
impact on thenearbylocal communities and road nebrk during constructionThese impacts range from
construction traffic on local roadslisruptions and diversions to local traffiestricted access to facilities
and loss of car parking.

| am however, satisfied that the constructio impactsassociated with trafficdave been appropriately
assessedacknowledging that a detailed construction schedule and final design may genedifferant
delivery program to that currently proposed.

EPR Z has beerformulated to effectively manage constrticn and haulage routes ensuring that they will
minimise impact and maintain traffic flow on the local road network. It is understood that this will need to
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take into consideration all road network users including pedestrians, cyclists and public transestas
well as ceordination with any other relevant major project.

L adzlII2 NI GKS 206aSNII (A 20 Kiriakidisiat a holists appibideh_3RolI8 gel Q a
undertaken to determine the preferred routes for construction trafficcludinghaulage routeslt is my

view that implicit in this holistic approach is the need to limit the impact on the local community, as a
priority, even if it requires consideration of longer haulage routes to avoid or limit the impact on local roads
and constrution parking remote from alreadgongested areasAC Rcommendation 9a).

The impact of construction compounds on public open space and opportunities to reduce the size of
construction compounds for the project is discussed lé§eeSection 6.3) as is tle construction impact on
access tdocal business and servicgseeSction6.4).

Overall, | am satisfied thawhile there will beconstruction traffic impactsthat theseare manageable and
that the EPRs as modified by the IAC are appropdateéwill reduce impacts to an acceptable level.

Assessment
9 The strategic model outputs are satisfactory for the development of the project design.

91 Overall the diversion of traffic onto the project is anticipated to have a positive impact on the road
network resulting in a significant redistribution of medium and longer caigstrips away from

local and arterial road&hencompared with the no project scenario

The traffic functionality principles for the reference design are appropriate.

Idonotsuppdlli G KS L!/ Qa NBO2YYSYRIAGRymmetaticddNE dzS |

| consider that the Lower Plenty Rolderchange should be retained.

Alternatives presented by the proponeappeared to havet least somesuperior elements to that

of the reference design, as did the design alternativésoa a al NBRAKF f £ Z a NJI . dz2y 2

& dzLJLJ2 NI RécénBneriddtién&Xtiat the proporent provides these alternatives to tenderers

for consideration

I The complementary active transport items proposed by the proponent within the EES are
alrdAa¥tlk OG2NE ® L RécommendaiiaBliiaiztiéIadditiokad projetts idedtifiedy
submitters k& assessed as part of the detailed design of the prdpettsubject to the criteria
developedthat they be of airect consequece and/or have a direaelationship to the project

f L & dzLJLJ2 NJiRecdnin®ndatiols /910 and 10regarding Rosanna Road requiring further
investigations to assess the level of Howgal truck traffic on Rosanna Road and to ascertain the
need for additional management measures.

1 While the project should not be delivered in isolation from other plannpdradedo the transport
network, this assessment does not endorse network upgrades not addressed in the EES.

91 1 support the need for a broader holistic approach to construction trgftcticularly in relation to
minimising impacts on public open spaca@dathe local road network even if it requires
consideration of longer haulage routes and construction parking remote from already congested
areas.

1 The project can be constructed and operated with acceptable traffic impacts subject to the
implementation ofthe findings and recommendations of this assessment.

=A =4 =4 =9
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Urban designis addressedn Chapter 7and the draftNorth East Link Urban Design Strategyincluded in
Attachment llof the EES. Landscape and visual ingpaceé addressed in Chapter 16, Technical Report G

(Arboriculture) and Technical Report H (Landscape and visual) of theT&tE®ical Report Hwvas
supplemented by additional photomontages prepategthe proponent i G KS L ! Ghdpter 768 |j dzS &
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the IACreport addresses urban design, visual impacts and landscape. BEPRsleal with urban design,
visual impacts and landscape, all of whigére the subject d recommendations by the IAC.

Evaluation objective
To minimise adverse effects amdscape values, visual amenity, recreational and open space values and to
maximise the enhancement of these values where opportunities exist.

Assessment context

The project alignment traverses land in suburban Melbourtleat includes established resideat,
commercial and industrial areas, the Yarra River and associated parklands, valued open space with high
amenity and landscaping, sport and recreation facilities, schools, community facilities, and other valued
cultural and natural places'hedraft UDSand Technical Report tdentified three maindesigncharacter
areasalong the project alignment beintpe Ridgelinearea(Lower Plenty Road Interchange to the N80

Yarra River Vallegrea(Manningham Roathterchangeto Hoddle Steet) and Koonung Creélalley area
(Eastern Freewafyom Bulleen Road to Springvale Rpad

TheM80 Interchange anthe Eastern Freeway Interchange will createvatedroad infrastructurethat will
directly impact nearbyesidential propertiesand open spaceand, in Bulleen, schools and associated sport
and recreation facilitiesManninghamRoad Interchange will directly impadhe BIPand is adjacent to
Heide Museum of Modern Art as well abe Yarra River and associated parklands. Lower Plenty Road
Interchange will directly impact nearby residential properties and open space includdmylase Reserve.
The ventilation structureswithin Simpson Barracks and near Bulleen Park will impactisual amenity,
landscapevaluesand open spaceOther project infrastncture such as rise walls and flood walls will also
contribute tovisual impact along theproject corridor.

The widening of Greensborough Road and the Eastern Freewayedilte green space and buffers
between roads and residential properties, and iropapen space and watercourse$he widening of
Greensborough Roadn particular will further increase the existing divide between local communities,
most notably at the Watsonilleighbourhood Activity Centre. The introduction of new elevated structures,
including a multistorey carpark at WatsoniRailwayStation,has the potential @ createvisualimpacts for
local communities and businesses during construction and operation of the project.

The IAC identified the following key issues relevant to the assessment of landscape and visual impacts:

9 the adequacy and utility of the visual iact assessment;

1 the identification of types of visual impact and those locations likely to be most affected by the
project, including the impact of proposed tree removal and capacity for local replacement canopy;
1 the extent to which the reference desighauld demonstrate compatibility with the draft UDS (see

also Sectior3.1);

1 whether the draft UDS provides a rigorous framework for the project that can be implemented
through the draft incorporated document and the EMF;

1 key locations that require urban digs framework plans to inform the preparation of detailed
plans;

1 the process for the approval of UDLPs and the involvement of the UDAP; and

1 capacity for urban design and public realm improvements.

Discussion

Landscape and visual impagsessment

TechnicaReport H assesddhe potential landscape and visual impacts of the project during construction
and operation using a method that includlan assessment of selected viewpoints within the public domain
(69 viewpoints) and from residential properties (12wpoints) across the three design character areas.
Each viewpoint is attributed a positive visual impact, no impact negative visual impacgor public
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domain viewpoints the assessment of visual impacts is based on four cniisitzlity; distance landscape
character and viewer sensitivitgnd number of viewers.

| agree with the IAC that the landscape and visual impact assessment and photomontages suitably
identified the types, distribution and potential scale of visual impacts that may result fronptbject. |

also generally support the approach to identifying landscape character areas and sensdtigited to as

design character areas in the draft UDS. | atisad that the EES providesufficient information to assess

the landscape and visual impacts of the project, notwithstanding some of the criticisms of its method.

In this regard, | note that the reference design inclddee identification of the projetboundary, so that |

can identify all the land that may be directly impacted by the project and thatimight be subject to
indirect impacts. | have a clear understanding of what currently exists on the ground throughout, and
adjacent to, the project bondary.

I have derivedthrough my consideration of the EES and the material produced during the IAC hearing, a
good understanding of the road infrastructure elements that will be associated with the project. In this
regard, | note that there have been sal major road infrastructure projects either planned or
constructed in thistate in recent years. Consequently, the kinds of physical structures that are associated
with these infrastructure projects (such as noise walls, ventilation stacks, intercharmpel pavements

etc.) are generally well understood, as is the degree to which structures of this kind may impact upon
landscape in a visual sense. | therefore consider that the reference design allows me to make an
assessment of the likellandscape andiisual impacts of the project, including the significance of those
impacts.

I note that the IAC had the benefit of expert evidence from a number of very experiesiteesses,
including Mr Barlow, Mr Czarny and Mr Schuthis and other evidence andubmissions that were
presented to the IAC has assisted me to gain a good understanding of the likely impacts and informed my
ultimate conclusion that those impacts are acceptable.

The landscape and visumdésessmentoncluded that the most sensitive viewints are located adjacent to
proposed ventilation structures, noise walls and elevated road infrastrucpagicularly when viewed
from residential properties and open space.

The IAC identified the following key interfaces that are likely to be mgsad@ted by project infrastructure:

9 residential properties with close views to freeway infrastructure with minimal landscaping,
particularly as a result of road widening and elevated road infrastructure at the Eastern Freeway
Interchange, M80 Ring Road an@MInterchange;

1 noise walls shifted closer to residential properties with a reduction in linear open space, particularly
at Estelle Street in Balwyn North, Gillingham Street in Watsonia North and Hamlet Street in
Greensborough;

9 taller noise walls shiftedlaser to residential properties and shared use paths, especiaBpdase
Reserve, alongoonung Creeindsouth of the Eastern Freeway;

9 elevated infrastructure, including overpasses, transmission towers, {stoltey carparks and noise
walls, near resiéntial properties and open space, particularly at Sellars Street in Watsonia,
adjacent to the Watsonia powerline easement, and near the Watsonia Neighbourhood Activity
Centre;

1 views to ventilation structures and related equipment, particularly from rediéémproperties on
Greensborough Road in Yallambie and opposite Simpson Barracks;

9 visual impacts on open space and schools, particularly in the Bulleen Park area and Koonung Creek
Valley and
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1 visual impacts during constructipmamely as a result of consiction compoundsat Borlase
Reserve an&oonung Creek and Yarra River valleys.

As observed by the IAC, there is a strong correlation between the extent of land required for the project
alignment and potential landscape and visual impacts especially becdule constrained nature of the
corridor. This results in the introduction of new project infrastructure (both temporary and permanent)
closer to sensitive interfaces that, in turn, reduces buffers, such as open space and vegetation, currently
providingsome relief from existing infrastructure. There was considerable discussion during the IAC hearing
about the capacity of the draft UDS and EPRs to effectively minimise these potential landscape and visual
impacts in the absence of a detailed design.

| accet that the project will have significant landscape and visual impacts particularly at the key interfaces
identified by the IAC.

The proponent submitted that the content of the draft UDS woeltdhble innovative and targeted design
solutions to emergeduring the tender evaluation and detailed design processes. In contrast, the 1AC
contended thatit is vital for the objectives and detailed content of the UDS to inform and direct the
preparation of a reference design, since the reference design is put foagande way in Wich the project
could feasibly be deliveretlhave considered these competing perspectives.

In this case, | am satisfied that the potential landscape and visual impacts can be minipnsaded a
robust framework is established guide detailed design. The draft UDS and EPRs exhibited with the EES
provide a starting point for such a framewobdut | consider that further changes are required as set out
below.

Urban Design Strategy and EPRs

The draft UDS includes principles, objectivkey design directions, plaegecific requirements and
detailed requirementsto guide development of the project during the tender evaluation and design
process.

I consider the draft UDS establishes high quality ambitions and prind@pleisable anintegrated design
response for the project. However, | accept that the principles and objectives in the draft UDS are general
and high levelfurther direction on how to balance competing urban design outcomes for the project is
desirable.

The IACrecommertded that a set of guiding principlebe developed and included in the UDS (IAC
Recommendation 19). | support in principle this recommendatitmwever,] am satisfiedhat appropriate
guidingprinciplesare alreadyexpressedn the draftUDS but that the UDS can be improved lpyioritising
the principles, objectives ankley design directionsThe principles, objectives anay design directionsn

the draft UDShat require an integrated design responsand those that seek to minimise theroject
footprint and reduce the physical and visual impacts of the progwbuld be prioritisedver others, such
as thosethat seek to provide a great experience for road users

The draft UDS would also benefit from:

91 the inclusion of design directions to ensure the jprt achieve an acceptable urban design
interface with schools along the project alignment and its surrounds having regard to the setting
and operational requirements of each schqtAC Recommendation 22b) do not, howevey
consider that it is necessato mandate that this process occurs in consultation with those schools,
although I would recommend that such consultation can and should occur where appropriate

§ the use of more definitive languagé dzOK I & WI @2 A RQ) th guidédbttoRes2 T WY
particularly in relation to potential impacts on residential properties and open sjzae;
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1 the inclusion of design directions that seek to minimise visual impacts by prioritising the siting of
infrastructure elements away from sensitive rece@aor reducing their scalen preference to
other alternative measuresuch as material treatmenis

L O2yaARSNI GKIFG GKS AYLIX SYSy !l A2y (IRCFRedorntendatibbn’ Q a
18) will likely assist inachieving anarrowing of the ltimate road alignment tgorovide improved visual,
landscape and urban design outcom@&his EPR applies to the entire project alignmént it is particularly
important that consideration is given to the key interfaces identified by the IAC, incladbngthe Eastern
Freeway where it is adjacent to residential properté®l valued open spaceand the proposed locations

for construction compounds (sedso Sectior®.3 for further discussion about construction compouhpds

| also agree in principle witthé IAC that the extent of the SCO should be revised once final plans are
approved so that it only applies to land that may be reasonably required for the project.

| have concludedhat my recommended changes to thdraft UDS, therequirement for aconstruction
compoundplan (see SectioB.3), along with a proper application of EPR LP1, will ensureirthzdcts on
open space including Borlase Reserve almhgthe Koonung Creek, residential properties including those
adjacent to theEastern Freeway (where landscaping is being lost and privjigaestructuresuch as noise
walls aremoving close), schools andusinessegan bereducedwhen compared to the reference design.
Any such reduction would be desirable and have significanetisn even though it is not essential to
achieve an acceptable overall outcome.

A reduced footprint would also havihe benefit of the potential forretaining increasedsections of the
Koonung Creek and the Banyule Creek at surface Bawtketaining moe of the visual and landscape
amenity thesewatercoursegrovide (in addition to improved ecological outcomes).

In addition to EPR LP1, | am satisfied that implementation of a suite of complementary EPRs will assist to
minimise the potential landscape anisual impacts of the projecas follows
f 9tw !'woX 3ISySNrftte Ay I OO02NRIyOS dehduktheil KS L
replacement of canopy (native vegetation and amenity plantings) removed as a result of the project
(seeSection6.6);
1 EPR LP2 Wiensure new services and utility infrastructusee located in amannerthat minimises
impacts to existing land uses;
 EPRLP4viththeL! / Qa NB O2 Y Y &ndtR theRextén&shippdit&idy my assessmentll
minimise impacts of overshadowing from noise walls and elevated structures and overlooking from
elevated structures;
 EPRLV2viththeL ! / Qa NI O2 Y Y, Wil RifiRisetakdsoApe &ri visual impacts during
constructionthrough design and siting
f EPR L\3with theL! / Q& NXB O2 Y Y SwilRrGirtmis® kght \sll&g& and glare during
construction;and
f EPRLVAithGKS L!/ Q& NI O?2 Wil Siyirfise Rghtr®® iripatts Guéing operation,
provide sensitive lighting to shared use paths apeén spaceand contribute to public safety.

In my assessment, the cumulative effect of these (and other) EPRs will Hartlatapeand visualmpacts
of the projectwill be acceptable.

Urban design framework plans
The IAC identifiedive key locationsalong the project corridor that it consideredwould benefit from an
Urban Design Framewarlor adequate alternative addressing land use and design constraints and
opportunities more holistically before more detailed plans could be apprétede five locations are:

1 MB80 Interchange;
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1 Watsonia Neighbourhood Activity Centre;

1 Lower Plenty Road Interchange;

1 Manningham Roathterchange; and

I Eastern Freeway Interchange.

Each of the fivéocationshas its own contextual setting and the project interacts with each of the locations
in a different manner.

M80 Interchange

The project proposes elevated road infrastructure and noise veddiseto residential properties thatvill
impact on visual amenity. There is a need to minimise the project footprititis area thoughtfully design
and locate elevated infrastructure, drfurther consider how to integrate the project with its residential
surrounds to minimise impacts on nearby residents.

WatsoniaNeighbourhoodActivity Centre

Watsonia Neighbourhood Activity Centre heesveralexisting locational constraints as discusséskehere

in this assessment (se8ection 6.4). The project will impact onaccess anatonnectivityto the Watsonia
Neighbourhood Activity Centrparticularlyduring constructiorbut will also make permanent changes to
the landscapendvisual experience dhe centre during operation, and permanent changes to access and
connectivity

| considerthat the potential landscape andisualimpactsof permanent project infrastructurén this area
can be acceptably managetihe permanenprojectinfrastructure includingthe multi-storey car parkand
road trenchto the east of the railway linewill result ina changed landscapé identify and recognise the
impacts of these elements, and of the linear road project traversing this location. Howede not
consider that the landscapar visualimpacts of the project in this location are unacceptable.

| considerprioritising access to and from the Watsonia Neighbourhood Activity Cethtiring the design
processs of particularimportance.The proponent proposed an alternatidandbridge design for Watsonia
during public exhibition of the EE$at providedconnectivityto Elder Streetl recommendthat this option
be considered during preparation of an urban design framevptak.

Furtheropportunities forimprovedurban desigroutcomes are identified in theWatsoniaNeighbourhood
Centre Concept Plan, Fiféport 7 May 2019 WatsoniaConcept Plajtabled document 364) prepared for
BanyuleCity Council and the proponeniThe Watsora Concept Plahuilds on current concepts in the UDS
and strategic planning worlindertakento date by Banyule City Councllrecommendthat the Watsonia
Concept Plashould also be considereatliringpreparation ofanurban design framework plan.

| note that the IAGecommendeda longer tunnel option be pursuedh part to reduce impacts othe
WatsoniaNeighbourhoodActivity Centre | havealsodiscussed this option elsewhere in my assessment
(seeChapter 3and sectims6.1and 6.9.

| have identified thdandscape and visual impaai§ the projectin this locationand understand theitevel

of significancel am satisfiedheseimpactsare acceptablegbut | also accept that it is possible that thegn

be further mitigatedby a combination of changes to thigaft UDS and relevant EPBs recommended in
my assessmenPreparation ofurban design framework plansill alsoprovide an opportunity to improve
the existingfunctionality of the WatsoniaNeighbourhood Activity éhtre.

Accordingly,it is my assessmenhat the longer tunnel option isnot necessary in order to achieve
acceptabldandscape and visuahpacts on théNatsonia NeighbourhooActivity @&ntre.
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Lower Plenty Road Interchange

A numbe of project infrastructure elements are proposed in this location. These include elevated
structures, a ventilation structure and constructioglated infrastructure associated with a TBM launch site
at Borlase Reserve, resulting in visual impacts ordeesial properties &s well asamenity impacts)A
considered urban design response is required in this locatidth the objectiveof redudng the project
footprint as far as practicablend minimisngimpacts on surrounding residents.

Manningham Road Interchange

The project will have a significant impact on this location, including the loss of most BfRHEhat impact,

while significant, will not be unacceptablelowever, thedetailed designprocess has the potential to
reduce the project footprint to lessen business impacts, avoid the RiveGReq maximise residual land
available for development after project construction is completed and ensure future access arrangements
are appropriately condered. Opportunities for an enhanced precinct around Hdwleseum of Modern
Artand the retention of Bulleen Art and Garden should also be considered.

Eastern Freeway Interchange

The project proposes elevated road structures, a ventilation structure, ne@ks and a road alignment

that will significantly impact on the visual and landscape amenity of open spaces, schools and residential
properties in this area. A park and ride facility is also proposed in this location.

| consider the urban design issudescribedfor the five locationsabove require a nuanced response
Setting up a considered framework to manage them is important to maintaining visual amenity, landscape
amenity and the functioning of these five locations. | accept these issues warrdmerfwonsiderationin
detailed desigrio improve integration of the project with surrounding areas to minimise potential impacts.

| also consider the design approatdh the five locationscould beimproved from that proposed in the
reference designl agee with the IAC that urban design framework plans are an appropriate wagsist
with achievingan improved outcome. Tlse plans will provide further direction to guide detailed design
and ensure thatandscape and visuahpacts on these sensitive areae minimised.

The design response for each of these foveationsshould amongst other things, ensure that the project
footprint has been reduced as far as practicable to (among other things) minimise visual impacts and the
need for land acquisitianHowever, if detailed designcamot reduce the project footprint it is my
assessment that, while the impacts would be significanthéncontext of the overall benefits of the project

they would be acceptable.

The IAC regarded urban design framework plans@sfortably within the domain of the UD®ut
considered the plans would need to be approved separately from the UDS by conditittis the
incorporated documentThe IAC recommended that the proponent prepare urban design framework plans
after the approval of a revised UDS and prior to the preparation of the UDLPs

A dzLILI2 NI Ay LINAYOALX S (KS L! /p@pare Maddedigh Samiwork plany (0 K |
for my approval prior to the preparation of the final detailed designs in the UBldRgever, disagree with

the IAC that an additional step in the approval process is required for the urban design framework plans.
Raher, | consider the urban design framework plans shouldinmuded as part of the UDS. This will
strengthen the capacity of the UDS to minimise landscape and visual impacts and influence the urban
design outcomes of the project.

The IAC made recommendats about what the urban design framework plans mustadlyinclude in is
draft version of the incorporated document. | suppasgrecommendationgegardingthe content of these
plans | expect he urban design framework plans within the UDS willpbevided as a combination of
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written principles, and diagrams or drawings, reinforcing dimas and objectives of the UDBeach specific
context Theurban design framework plarshouldspatially testhe placespecific requirements in the draft
UDS andlemonstrateK 2 f AaGA O O2yaARSNI A2y 2F (KS LINR2SO0Qa

The IAC recommered (in its version of the draft incorporated document) the proponent consult with
various parties, including councilsertain government authorities,and the Wurundjeri Woi Wurrung
Cultural Heritage Aboriginal Corporation, and give public notice ofitban design frameworglans.

| agree that thepreparationof the urban design framework plaislikely to benefit frontonsultationwith
councils,certain govemment authorities,and the Wurundjeri Woi Wurrung Cultural Heritage Aboriginal
Corporation.The IAC recommended changes to EPR LP3 to require consultation with councils and land
managers responsible for the implementation of strategic land use plamseparingthe urban design
framework plans. kupport these changes to EPR LABwever, | do at think that it is necessary to
mandate this in an incorporated documentor to provide specific direction as to how that consultation
should occur. Rather, | consider the extent and nature of consultation will be a matter for consideration
when approvinghese plans, and that such matters can and should be taken into account when a decision
is made as to whether or not the plans are acceptable. Given the UDS, including the urban design
framework plars, is to be approved by the Minstdor Planning,following advice from the UDAR,am
satisfied that this will occur.

Many submitters soughfurther information on the design of the project While the urban design
framework planswill include more locationspecificguidancethan the draft UDS these pans will still
compriseconceps rather thanfinal desigis for the project Designdetail will be available in the UDLR3n

this basis] considerpublic consultation on the urban design framework plans is not warrapggticularly

as the UDS (including the@ban design framework plans), which is subject to my approval, will include a
sound basis for an integrated design response in the UDh&ead public consultation on the UDLPs will
provide a more meaningful opportunity for the community to commentlo& desigrof the project

In relation to the UDLPsslpportthe consultation procesasa SG 2 dzi Ay GKS L!/ Qa8 NB
the draft incorporated documentincluding the requirement that councils and certain government
authoritiesbe provided with a copy adn UDLFor consultationprior to submittingit for my approvalThe

IAC alsorecommendedthat consultation be expanded by requiring the UDLPs be available for public
comment for 21calendardays (rather than 1businessdays) ad that direct notice be given to owners and
occupiers adjacent to the area/s to whicdn UDLP applies. | suppoih principle these expanded
notificationrequirements

Urban design advisory panel

Thedraft UDSwas informed by expert advice and guidancenfran UDAP as well as valuable input from
the Wurundjeri Woi Wurrung Cultural Heritage Aboriginal Corporation, councils and public authorities. The
UDAP is chaired by the proponent and comprises representatives from the proponent, Transport for
Victoria, \icRoads and the Office of the Victorian Government Architect. The proponent intends to retain
the role of the UDAP during future phases of the project including the tender evaluation process and in
advising on whether the UDLPs comply with an approved UDS.

Past infrastructure projects have demonstrated the benefianfUDARN providing expert designadvice
during different phasesof project development and | see no reason to depart from this approach. |
consider that the ongoing role of the UDAsHmportant in ensuring the project delivers on the principles
and objectives set out in an approved UDBe UDAPwiIll assist greatly with formulating a detailed design
that appropriately reconciles the ambitions of the UDS wittany competing road infrastructure
requirementsor other relevant objectives
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The calibre of the UDAP membersaiso importantto the review and assessment of the urban design
outcomes of the project. While | am confident that the current members have the necessary sHills an
expertise, | consider that the UDAP would benefit from additidaatiscape and urban desigxpertise

during the tender evaluation process and at key stages of the development of the UDLPs. To this end, |
recommend that the UDAP is expanded to includ®e inew independent design experts witecognised

design review skills, demonstrated expertise in urban design and experience in design delivery or design
NEOASG 2F AAYATI NI WOAGE akKFLAY3IQ AYTFNI adNHzOGdzNBE L.

Along with the IACI acknowledge the effetive relationship that developed between the proponent and

the Wurundjeri Woi Wurrung Cultural Heritage Aboriginal Corporation during the preparation of the draft
UDS and | expect that the proponent will continue this engagement dymiogect design anddelivery.
Consistent with the 1AC, | recommend the proponent invite the Wurundjeri Woi Wurrung Cultural Heritage
Aboriginal Corporation to nominate a representative for membership of the UDAP to ensure the cultural
heritage values intrinsic to the projeatignment are reflected in the final design. | also agree with the IAC
that the revised UDS should include a response to the Cultural Values Assessment Report prepared by the
Wurundjeri Woi Wurrung Cultural Heritage Aboriginal Corporation as well as tbearg principles of the

Yarra River Protection (Willigin Birrarung Murron) Act 2018nd the Yarra Strategic Plan (when released).
(IAC Recommendation 22see Sectiord.5).

| expect that anyyDS(including urban design framework plansy subsequent UCPsthat are submitted

for my approval under an incorporated document will be accompaniedtigen advicefrom the UDAP
addressing the extent to which they are consistent with the recommendations of my assessment, the EPRs
and, for the UDLPs, the appexy UDS. This advice will be valuable in informing my assessment of any UDS
or UDLPs.

The IACalso recommended expanding the membership of the UDAmdtude councils and land or
waterway managerd.disagree with this recommendatipwhich | do not regard as necessary.

As discussed aboveamsatisfiedthat implementation ofEPR LP3 generally as amendethieyl ACandthe
expanded consultation procesand notification requirementsfor the UDLPs will provide adequate
opportunities br these parties tgrovide input on urban design outcomes.

Urban design and public realm improvements

Many submittersraised concerns about those elements of the plapecific requirements in the draft UDS
that were identified azomplementaryto be provided by othersvhen in their opinion such elements were
central to the delivery of amtegrateddesign response.

The IAC recommended th@oponentreconsider those elements of the plaspecific requirements that
should be changed from complementary ¢btiherefore optional) to mandatory (and therefore core project
requirements) (IAC Recommendation 22c). | support this recommendation.

The proponent must reconsider the complementary elements of the pdpeeific requirements and revise
the draft UDS tonclude, at a minimum, the following additional mandatory elements:
1 Item 4A, Manningham Road Interchange, enable future land use opportunities at this location and
ensure new built form provides a sensitive interface with the adjoining Yarra \faltklands;
1 Item 5A, Manningham Road Interchange, provide habitat infrastructure beneath the Manningham
Road bridge to support habitat connectivity along the Yarra River corridor;
1 Item 5B, Manningham Road Interchange, implement water sensitive urban design aheudrra
Valleyparklands to treat stormwaterand
i facilitateenhancement of local areas in line withjectives in the draft UDS.
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project to assist irpffsetting its impact on affected local communitiésy enhancing the local area and
creating a positive project legadynote that the proponent for the West Gate Tunnel Project is required to
implement acommunity involvement andparticipationplan for the duration of construction in consultation

with relevant councils and representatives of affected local communities. dh dise, the community
involvement andoarticipationplan provides funding for a range of initiatives including community support
grants, small capital works projeasd sponsorship of local sporting clule®mmunity events and festivals.

I recommend that theproponent develop and implement a similar plan artd give effect to this
recommendation) recommenda new EPR SC7.

Assessment

1

The landscape and visual impact assessment in Technical Report H of tredBEBESsubmissions

and evidence before the IA@ppropriately identified the types, distribution and scale of visual
impacts that may result from the project.

The project will have significant landscape and visual impacts particularly at key sensitive
interfaces but these impactswill not be unacceptableThe level of impact can be appropriately
managed and mitigated during the detailed design process, prouidediraft UDS and EPRs are
amended in accordance with the recommendasaf my assessment

The draft UDS is to be revised to include urlo@sign framework plans for the Eastern Freeway
Interchange Lower Plenty Roathterchange Manningham Roadnterchange,M80 Interchange

and the Watsonia Neighbourhood Activity Centre.

The proponent must consider the setting and requirements of schoolgatos project alignment
and includedesign directionsn the UDS to achieve acceptable urban design interfaces with these
schools.

The proponent must reconsider the complementary (and therefore optional) elements of the
placespecificrequirements and revise the UDS to include, at a minimum, additional mandatory
elements as set out in my assessment above.

Implementation of EPR LP1 together with a suite of complementary EPRs, including EPRs AR3, LP2,

LP4, LV2, LV3 and LV4, will be cértzaninimising the potential landscape and visual impacts of
the project.

The extent of the SCO should be revised once final plans are approved so that it only applies to land
that may be reasonably required for the project.

The UDAP i® be expanded tanclude two independent design expemsd its role is tocontinue
during future phase®f the project includingduring the preparation of the revised UD&th its

urban design framework plans, the tender evaluation process and in advising on whether the
UDLPs comply with an approved UDS.

The effective relationship between the proponent and the Wurundjeri Woi Wurrung Cultural
Heritage Aboriginal Corporation should continue during design and delivery of the project. The
proponent should invite the WurundjeWoi Wurrung Cultural Heritage Aboriginal Corporation to
nominate a representative for membership of the UDAP to ensure the cultural heritage values
intrinsic to the project alignment are reflected in the final design.

The draft UDS is to be revised talide a response to the Cultural Values Assessment Report
prepared by the Wurundjeri Woi Wurrung Cultural Heritage Aboriginal Corporation as well as the
relevant principles of therarra River Protection (Wilkigin Birrarung Murron) Acand the Yarra
Strakegic Plan (when released).

| support in principle an expansion of the consultation requirements for the UDLPs including the
provision of direct notice to adjacent owners and occupiers and increasing the time for public
comment from 15usinesslays to 2Icalendardays.
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1 The proponent must implement@mmunity involvement andparticipationplan, or equivalent, to
facilitate a range of initiativeto assist in offsetting the impact of the project on affected local
communities by enhancing the local area anelating a positive project legacy (new EPR SC7).

6.3{ 2 0A | ¢

Social impacts are addressed in Chapter 17 and Technical Report | of the EES and in Chapter 5 of the IAC
Report. Six EPRs deal with social matters, five of which are the subject of recommendattbasIAg.

Some land use impacts relate to social impacts, which were addressed in Chapter 13 and Technical Report E
of the EESnd are addressed in Chapter 5 of the IAC report. HP&®s deal with land use, four of which
werethe subject of reommendations by the IAC.

Evaluation objective
To manage effects of the project on land use and the social fabric of the community with regard to
wellbeing, community cohesion, business functionality and access to goods, services and facilities.

Assessmentontext

Once in operation, this project will deliver community benefits as a consequence of reduced travel times
YR AYLINRBGSR 0O2yySOiA2y 0SigSBeppledrdelingaNidigSadg thg 2 NIi K
project corridor will benefit from lessucks on arterial roads and enhanced active transport infrastructure

and better bus services along the Eastern Freeway. Amenity at some residamtespen spacewvill

improve through reduced traffic noise compared with existing and no project conditia@msider these

benefits to be very significant.

Regardless of social benefit,amy submissions to the IAC identified significant negative social effects,
especially for those established communities near the project, with people litaking recreatio or
working closest to the project most directly affectedlosure of the BIP and impacts on other businesses
will cause social effects. These effects are related to business impacts and are therefore digtussed
Section6.4.

¢ KS LINP2SOG oCAR@EG ST FLIYNEINBISYR | aa20AF SR 6AGK (KS
is highly valued for environmental, social and wellbeing reasons. While the proposed tunnel will avoid the
LINE L2 v S¥ & QB theR§idgBanyule FlatsWarringal Parkindsand the Yarra Rivethe projectas
described in the reference design wouldpact approximately 35 hectares of open space (Road Zone and
passive and active recreational areas), with 18.2 hectares required permarnatkland and green space

in numeaous parks andeservesalong Koonung Creek, Bulleen Road and Greensbhor&agtu will be
impacted by construction and the project will permanently acquire some areas.

Sport and recreation infrastructure in the project corridor will be subject to significhange during the
LINE2SO00Qa 02y adNHz2OGAZ2Y FYRZ F2N) a2YSs (GKAa oAttt 0o
businesses associated with these public and private facilities will experience disruption. In many cases,
replacement facilitiegan be provided temporarily or permanently, but this often includes loss of access for
periods and relocation.

Sport and recreation facilitiesubject topermanent impact are near thhlB ¥ S NB y Osduthiers @rma y Q &
portals and Bulleen Roddterchangeand include the privatepwned Bulleen Swim Centre and publicly
owned Boroondara Tennis Centre, Freeway Public Golf Course and Bulleen Park, home to the Yarra Junior
Football League. Proposed temporarily impacggirtsfacilities along the project corrad from north to

south are the publickpwned AK Lines Reserve, Winsor Reserve, Gabonia Avenue Reserve and Elgar Park.
The proponent identified many other open spaces as potential sites to relocate displaced sports clubs.
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Three private schools located ad@nt to Bulleen Road in the Yarra green belt, Marcellin, Carey and Trinity,

will be impacted by the project during construction and, in more limited ways, during project operation.
The project willoccupy sports fields, accessadsand car parks during ostruction along with permanent
acquisition of small areas and changes to access. Construction will also increase dust and noise and reduce
visual amenityUrban design and traffic noisesues for the schools are discussedections6.2, and6.7 of

this assesmentrespectively

Construction will create major change and disruption for residents and others who visit and travel through
the project area in terms of temporary occupation of land and reduced amenity and connectivity along and
across theproject corridor. Community feedback on the EES highlighted elements of the urban
environment that contribute significantly to community identity within the project footprint and the desire

for them to be retained. Construction compounds are a particglauirce of impact where they occupy

open space and are adjacent to residential areas. Some of these changes will continue to generate social
impacts during project operationAcquisition of up to 36 residential properties to allow project
construction and peration creates significant upheaval for affected individuals and their loss will be felt by
the broader community.

Discussion
The project raises many social issues. The IAC heard from many community submitters and experts on
social effects of the proje@nd discussed their submissions and evidence in its report.

Stakeholder engagement

Some nembers of the community expressed disappointment and frustration with engagement on the
project Among other things they expressedoncerns about a lack dfertainty associated with the
reference design and sense thatheir suggestions were not seriously considered. Some people felt that
their efforts to influence the EES process and its outcomes were futile when the government announced
during the hearindhat the early works tender for the project had been let.

| acknowledge that stress and uncertairduring project consultation and EES process has caused social
impacts.However, | also acknowledge that the proponent has engaged often and broadly féttealf
communities with the input of substantial resources.

Open space

| agree with the IAC that the social ramifications of the impacts to parklands deserved more prominence
and examination in the EES. But | am also satisfied that these impacts haveeeowrobustly and
appropriately examined through the IAC hearing and report.

Impacts on parkland arise primarily due to the extent and duration of use of existing parkland by the
LINE2SO0x 6KAOK A& LISNXIyYySyd TF2N asividising Nbdcta an L |
parklands should be pursued as far as is practicable in the detailed desiigtubsminimising the
construction and desigfootprint duringdetailed designn Section6.2 and below in regard to construction
compounds Caeful stagng of works will also help tdecrease the duration démporaryparkland use and
F2a20AF0SR | 00Saa FyR | YSYAI ERRYBEICHTRIPLPR and Bith JLJ2 NJi
principlewhere the IAC sought to minimise amenity and land take impacts on open.space

The temporary occupation and permanent acquisition of land with sport and recreation facilities along with
relocation to other sites will disrupt numerous clubs and tens of Hamas of players. | agree with the IAC

that these impacts could have been better considered in the EES. However, | consider that the IAC hearing
has now clarified the nature and extent of likely impacts, which can be properly regarded as significant.

| corsider that the project shouldseek as far as is possible to avoid aegudion to open space oto
seriously constrain existing uses of open spdcalso consider that, where this is unavoidablejs
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incumbent on the proponent teeek toprovide replaement open spacé a mannerconsistent with state
planning policywhich igo ensure that where there is a reduction of open space due to a change in land use
or occupation, additional or replacement parkland of equal or greater size and quality idgor(®@lause
19.026S of the Planning Roy Framework).

Inote i KS L!/ Qa NI OMeEMSikeRépiaderdeyit offopdilspace and improvemety
AYOSNLIINBGIF GA2y 27F (i foblikelopeh Space NBaOeeny iS suRGdRsed in Table 2
and discussed below consider likefor-like open space replacement should be achieved if possible.
However, lalsoacknowledge that, in practice, a strict application of {ikelike open space replacement
may not be practicable or achievable.

Accordirgly, while | accept that it would be desirable for lice-like to be achieved, | do not consider that
this is an essential outcome in all circumstances.

Table 2: Likdor-like open space replacement.

Open space type Temporary losgconstruction) Permanent loss (operation)

Active (e.g. sports) Support sporting functions to continue throug Support sporting functions to continugarough
alternative temporary locations with facilitie arranging alternative permanent locations wi
before the current site becomes unavailable facilities before project operatian
Passive (e.g. parkland)| Improve qualityor quantity of open space befor{ Investigate and acquire accessible land of
open space required for the project becom| similar area and develop it for use as parkla
unavailable before project operation

Replacement of temporary and permanent lossofive open space

In terms of active open space replacement, | consider that a workable coeroeptged during the IAC

hearing for temporarily and permanently relocating most sports clubs, recreational facilities and private
school facilities to alternaty £ 2 OF A2y ad 3ISYSNI f f & foQiReyrécammerdiafion ¢ A i K
(for example, tabled documents 105, 390, and 432). él@w, | accept that itwill be challengingo retain

the current level of functionality of all sports and recreation faeisitand some compromises may be
required.

EPR SCaims to minimise impacts of displacement éormal active recreation facilities. The IAC has
recommended amendments to EPR5&@t include minimising displacement and specifying the scope of a
required fad A GAS& NBft20FGA2y LIXIyd ¢KS LIIFyQa &ao2L)S Ay
replacement facilities and restoration of facilities that have been temporarily vacatedpport these
amendments.

TheYarra Junior Footbalkague will bepermanently displaced from its facilities at Bulleen PaBkicting
Oval 1) The proponent has not yet been able to identify a replacement site or facilitasis considered
acceptable tothe league.The proponent is proposing to upgrade Ford Park for tempomarpermanent
relocation, with the potentialfor the leagueto return to other existing ovals at Bulleen Park after
construction if desired. However, this is a matter for negotiation between the proponent and the club and
| am confident aeasonableoutcome will be achievedven if it is not theone favoured currentlyby the
league

As well as displacing the Yarra Junior Footbedigue, he Bulleen Park areia the focus of a number of
competing interests including the Freeway Public Golf Course, Boroondara Tennis Centre, the archery and
aeromodeller clubs and the private schools and compromises will be neededThiesavill be amatter for
negotiation between theproponent andrespective facility stakeholderd am confident thanhegotiation

will reachareasonableoutcome, even ifit will requireconcessionfrom some stakeholders.
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Submissions by Macleod Cricket Club and Martldonior Football Club state a strong preference to
relocate to Macleod Collede Ay aiSIR 2F GKS LINPLRYySyGQa LINBTSNNB
Reservebecause it is closer, safer and more integrated with the community. This is supported hyléBany
Council Once again, | am confident thatreasonableoutcome will be achieved, even if itis otk S  Of dzo &
favouredoutcome.

Depending on the outcomes of negotiations, | accept that there may be some instances of reduced access
or functionality for 8me sporting and recreational clubs. However, | consider that this will be an acceptable
impact of the project.

The hockey facilities at Elgar Park can continue to be used during project constrlicbosider as didthe
IAC, thathe EPRganprovide br appropriate management of amenity impacts, such as dust and noise.

Along with the IAC, note that a mutually acceptable outcome has been reached between the proponent
and Trinityrelating to its sports grounds and faciliti€Similarly] am satisfied thabutstanding issues about
access and parking i/ | NS & Qa shduld bhelakdle tcdb@apdtiRr@solved. | support the IAC in
considering that the proponent will need to avoid or minimise the construction use of the front portion of
Marcellin land as explained furthén relation to construction compoundselow, in order to achieve an
aceptable outcomel agree with the IAC that the revised UDS should provide detailed direction to achieve
acceptable urban design interfaces with the schools (IAC Recommendatiomh22proponent will also
needtog 2 N] SAGK al NOSft f AofailitaterdplRcemedtbffsgmsXakilifies.i S| Ya

| agree with the IAC that the proponent shouldnsiderways in whichit could support displacedports
Of dzoa Q @Al oAt A (and iRshN pravideO@ograss Nepatsiabaityfélocation to councils,
affected clubs and sporting facilities, and the Community Liaison Group (BERR SC

Based on the progress made to date by the proponent working with the sporting organisations, | am
confident that satisfactory arrangements can be made to enable these organisations to continue operating
during project construction and operation. | consider that this progres®imbinationwith the UDSEPRs
(including EPR S@Gwhich requires a facilitie®location planwill manage impacts to an acceptable level.

Replacement of permanent loss of passive open space

¢2 FRRNBaa (KS -fdrliké @placehidhBof gadsNGSdRen Spade Permanently acquired for
the project (IAC Recommendation 14 anBRELB), the IAC recommendethe proponentinvestigae
optionsfor land acquisition acquie land of a similar area and develop it for use as parkland before project
operation. The IAC also proposed investigation of several altayy the Yarra Rivehat are currently
reserved for future acquisition as open space under a Public Acquisition O(RA®2. These sites are
also identified in thedraft Yarra River, Bulleen Precinct Land Use Framework RR2019 for expanded
parklands andotential active recreationThe IAC suggesd fast-tracking the acquisition of these sités
serveas replacement open spafer the project.

| accept that the recommendatiofor replacing lost passive open space is generally consistent with state
policy and the relevant principles of the Yarra River Protection (WgilfiBirrarung murron) Act and is a
reasonable expectation of the proponent, and government more broadly. In light of this, | support IAC
Recommendation 14 in principle together with tHed Qa LINE LJ2 & ERR RBaDreguile2thea § 2
development and implementation of a relocation and replacement plan. | agree with the IAC that the
implementation of this recommendation an&PR L% gives rise to a range of important practical
considerdions related to the selection and acquisition of land and its subsequent development as open
space.This recommendation also gives rise to important governance considerations that will ultimately
need to be resolved by government. As a first step to gitect to this recommendation, the proponent, in
consultation with relevant stakeholders including DELWP, Parks Victoria, Melbourne Water and Birrarung
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Council, should develop a process for selecting and acquiring suitable replacement land. This proltess wo
AYF2NY (GKS RS@OSt2LIYSyYyd FyYyR AYLXSYSyidlFrdAz2y 2F GKS
plan.

In developing the plan for replacement of passive open space | consider that the proponent should:
1 investigate the acquisition of sites along the@rta River that are reserved under PAO2 as
replacement open space along with any other suitable options that were not identified during the
IAC hearing; and
1 exclude proposed land bridges that are part of the access network as potential sites to pradde lik
for-like replacement of open space.

Improvement of residual passive open space during temporary loss

It is my assessment theffects of losing open space during construction can be sufficiently mitigated by
minimising temporary occupation and enhancirggidual open space. | do not consider that replacement

of temporarily occupied open space is necessarily required. Residual open space should be enhanced
through the provision of playgrounds, paths and plantings, for example, before adjacent open space is
occupied and becomes unavailable. My recommended changes to BRBguiPe enhancement of these

areas. This will be particularly important for residual areas of parkland along Koonung Creek where large
areas of existing parklands are expected to be uilalgke during construction.

Land acquisition associated with replacement of permanent loss of passive or active open space

The IAC recommered that landto be acquired, or converted tmpen space be included within tHeCO
boundary for the project (IACeRommendation 2), wh the incorporated documentfacilitating the
development of tlislandand improvement of other land in accordance with specified design requirements

| agree in principle with the IAC that implementing project spegifamning controls for new or upgraded
open space or sport and recreational facilities would facilitate timely delivery by streamlining the
conventional permit application process. However, | recognise that the precise process and timing for
relocation andreplacement of open space requires further consideration at this stage and a separate
process may be required to implement specific planning controls for open space. Notwithstanding that the
precise process and timing is still to be resolved, | am corffither acceptable replacement of open space

will be achieved.

Amenity impacts

General construction amenity impacts

The duration of occupation (anywhere from two to seven years) and intensity of use and, hence, amenity
and access effects during constructiail vary along the corridor. Residents who are home much of the
time will experience the effects of noise, dust and reduced visual amenity most keenly. Residents may also
have to deal with reduced connectivity, transport and access changes and inctegfieccongestion, with

overall reduced access to open space, businesses and social networks.

The types of amenity and access impacts from construction are generally well understood, as are measures
to manage them. | am satisfied that these impacts canaoceptably managed through the EPRs and
through plans that will be required under the environment managem&amework apart from the
impacts of construction compounds, which are discussed further below.

Construction compounds amenity impacts

The activies and locations of construction compounds was the subject of much discussion at the IAC
hearing with a focus on the proposed use of open space at Wiksmmung Creek and BorlaReserves.

The green, treed and open space areas along Koonung Cree#laee by many residents who highlighted
their importance for views, recreation, dog walking, socialising, play, ecological values, active transport
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pathways and buffering freeway amenity impacts. Borlase Reserve is also clearly highly valued by local
resicents for its natural and open space qualiti#ke scale of the project also means that the construction
compounds, while temporary, will be in operation for periods of three to six years.

In relation to the construction compounds proposed for open spdoagaKoonung Creek, | am satisfied
that my generalrecommendations about open spagabove)and construction compoundéelow) will
control these impacts to an acceptable level.

The reference design nominated Borlase Reserve for a construction compound that will include either TBM
launch works or TBM retrieval works in addition to other cut and cover tunnel and general construction
works. In regard to TBM launch/retrieval sitethe EES considered two possible TBM launch sjtas
northern TBM launch site (Borlase Reserve) and a southern TBM launch site (south of Bridge Street,
Bulleen). For either of these scenarios, the area near the other site would be used for TBM retrieval. Th
IAC also suggested that the area in Banksia Park just north of Bridge Street be explored as a potential TBM
launch site.lt is my view that the environmental and cultural sensitivities in Banksia Park north of Bridge
Street are such that this option neet be pursued

Many submitters identified a range of significant impacts that may result from using Borlase Reserve as a
construction compound including visual impacts, loss of open space and amenity impacts such as noise (see
Section 6.7), dust, vibrimin and increased traffic movements (see Section 6.1).

The IAC ultimately recommended that Borlase Reserve not be used as a TBM launch or retrieval site (IAC
Recommendation 5). The basis for this recommendation was its conclusion that the amenity infgects
use for this purpose would be unacceptable. | do not agree with this conclusion.

TBM launch sites have the potential for greater amenity impacts than TBM retrieval sites due to a longer
construction period for assembling the TBM, establishing spailagement facilities and supporting TBM
tunnelling operation Supporting tunnelling would include receiving, managing and disposing of spoil
including 24hour spoil haulage from the site. TBM retrieval is focussed on TBM extraction, disassembly and
removal activities,the logistics ofwhich are far less complex and time consuming than TBM launch
activities.

A number of EPRs are proposed to manage and mitigate impacts on sensitive land uses near TBM launch
and retrieval construction compound&or example as discussed in Section 6.7, | am satisfied that the
noise impactsat Borlase Reservean be successfully managed through several EPRs including my
recommended revisions to EPR ANYAdditional key EPRs to manage these impacts will be EPR T2 (which
requires transport management plans covering construction haulage), EPR CL1 (spoil management) and EPR
AQ1 (which requires a dust and air quality management and monitoring plan to be prepared and
implemented).

| am aware that the southern TBM launch site optiahthe Manningham Interchange construction
compound has the potential to cause less significant amenity impacts than a launch site at Borlase Reserve,
in large part because residents are further away. However, there are some disadvantage of this site
compared to Borlase Reserve that must also be considered in selecting the preferred TBM launch site.
These disadvantages include the potential for peak construction spoil truck numbers on Rosanna Road of
1,450 compared to 60 per day (IAC report, p. 77), asd tene for relocating BIP businesséle IAC has
recommended that alternative routes to Rosanna Road for construction spoil haulage be adopted (IAC
Recommendation 9a) and | support this recommendation, as discussed in Section 6.1, to minimise impacts
onthe local community.
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Having regard to all relevant matters | am satisfied that impacts of the construction compounds for the
northern and southern TBM launch and retrieval site options can be managed to acceptable levels through
EPRs. | am satisfied thiéte use of Borlase Reserve as a TBM launch or retrieval site would not result in
unacceptable impacts or impacts that are so significant as to require that it not be used for either of these
purposes. | am also not satisfied that an overall better envirental outcome for the community would
result from adopting the IAC recommendation that it not be used for this purpose.

However, | accept that the impacts on residents that live near Borlase Reserve are significant. Accordingly,
if Borlase Reserve is usad a TBM launch site, | consider it appropriate to accept the recommendation of
the IAC(IAC Recommendation 13)at a voluntary acquisition scheme hestablished, and that it be
available for residents that live near Borlase Reserve who meedpbeified criterigsee also EPR SC8).

Marcellin College also submitted that the use of a considerable proportion of its land for a construction
compound would have significant impacts on its operations, includingalapy access to the school, loss

of the use of sporting facilities and general amenity impacts. In making its submission, Marcellin expressed
concern about the lack of justification in the EES for the proposed use of the school as a construction
compound. | note that the proponent engageddiscussions with Marcellin during the IAC hearing about
reducing the footprint of the construction compound, but the matter remained unresolved. | agree with the
IAC that alternative locations for the construction compound in Bulleen should be investigaiid

al NOSttAyQa flFyR dzaSR 2yftée AT GKSNB FINB y2 20G§KSNJ
limited in extent and duration to reduce impacts on the school.

The IAC made a number of recommendations to manage the impacts ofrwctist compounds. |
generally support these recommendations and expect that controls in the planning scheme amendment
together with the EPR will require the proponent, and its contractors to take all reasonable measures to
minimise construction impactacluding the following.

9 prioritisation of locations for construction compounds that have the potential for less amenity
impacts;

T AYLIX SYSyidlrdAaz2zy 2F (G4KS L!/ Q& LINRLRASR GSNBRAZ2Y
combined with EPRs SC1 an® 8@d the suite of EPRs that will manage other amenity impacts
from constructioncompounds and

1 implementation of a voluntary acquisition scheme for residential properties that satisfy defined
criteria (IAC Recommendation 13). This is discussed further betgWR SNJ WwSaA RSy (A |
FOlidzZA aA A2y Qd

The IAC also recommended that all other realistic siting and use options for construction compounds be
assessed to identify potential for reducing amenity impacts, even if it involves higher costs, such as for
leasing or material or workforce transport. The IAC further recomnaeitiat a construction compound

plan be approved by the Minister for Planning due to the significance of their associated imigect\C

has recommended changes to the draft incorporatimtument to require the approval of a construction
compound plan that shows (among other things) the location, category and duration of works at each
compound, demonstrates that each compound has been sited to reduce impacts on sensitive uses and
includesmeasures to restore the use of land pasinstruction. | generally accept these changes.

Whilst | am satisfied that the locations for construction compounds identified in the EES are generally
acceptable, | expect the proponent to carefully consider alisgale locations befor¢hey finalise their
construction compound plan and submitd me for my approval. | consider that a construction compound

plan in combination with existing EPRs and the UDS will assist to address issues associated with the locatio
and management of construction compounds.
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L R2 y204 FFOOSLW GKS L!'/ Qa LINRLRaSR yS¢ 9tw [/ m
compounds becauskconsiderevery element of this proposed EPRagequatelycovered by othelEPRs
Accordingly, its unnecessary.

General operations amenity impacts

Adverse social impacts during project operation are generally more localised and limited than during
construction as residents subject to acquisition are relocated, some of the open space is returned and
connectivity and amenity generally improve. However, | accept that some residential areas will experience
ongoing or longerm adverse effects from traffic increases and the impacts of noise walls, elevated ramps
and the slow establishment of replacemeneés that will contribute to changesf views This new
infrastructure would alsincrease lightingovershadowing and overlooking of private open space.

I acknowledge that project infrastructure will change open space in the project footprint, particularl
through new, closer and taller noise walls and ni#eod walls, elevated roads, arttirow screens and
ventilation structures. fiese changes will affect open space users and residents who currently enjoy views
of open space. Accordingly, it willbe impior yii G2 YAYyAYAaS GKS LINRB2SOi0Qa
Section 6.2), and to reduce as far as practicable encroachment of infrastructure, such as noise walls, on
open space. Bulleen Road near Bulleen Park and Carey and Marcellin Collegesiaddies Bulleen Road
Interchange will be a focus for new infrastructure.

The UDS and EPRs that | have recommended should be adopted will require sympathetic urban design of
permanent project infrastructure and protection of local amenity to the extemigticable.

Overall, | consider that the amenity impacts of the project during its operation will not be unacceptable,
and would not, either when considered in isolation or in conjunction with other environmental impacts, be
of such a scale as to outweitfie project benefits.

Residential land acquisition

The construction and operation of the project will require the permanent acquisition of residential
properties. The EES estimates that up to 36 residential properties may be acquired with the impact most
acute in Macleod, Yallambie, Greensborough, Watsan@Bulleen. | am satisfied that the proponent has
sought to minimise the extent of residential acquisition for the reference design. | consider that, for a
project of this scale, the extent of residential acquisition is reasonable and its impacts eptadte.

However, | agree with the IAC that the severity of the impact on affected residents may have been
underestimated in the EES. Consistent with the comments of the IAC, | acknowledge that affected residents
have experienced considerable stress andiety. Tamitigate this impact, | agree with the IAC that there is

a strong case for immediate acquisition of residential properties, if the owners are agreeable
LYLX SYSy Gl GA2y 27T RSE®WI aksist/withaminlmidiBgl dddinSaRagirdy timaof land
acquisition and occupation particularly for special needs and vulnerable residents.

While | generally support the proponent minimising the amount of compulsory acquisition of residential
properties, | agree with the IAC that there are propertibat have not been identified for acquisition to
date, which may experience significant amenity impacts as a result of the project. The impact of this on
those individuals could be mitigated by a voluntary acquisition scheme for residential properticsitisét
defined criteria (IAC Recommendation 13). Critshauld include distance from major works, likely extent
and duration of proximate works, predicted adverse effects on amenity and the presence of vulnerable
occupantsl therefore support such ackemeand recommend a new ER&juiringthis schemgEPR SQ.
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Community identity

| accept, along with the IAC, that the River Red Gum on the edge of the Caltex service station in Bulleen is a
source of social identity. It iseen asa proud survivor thateminds us of the pré&uropean contact
landscape. Tharban designsi N 6§ S3& aSS{1a WSTFF2Nlia (42 0S RSY2y:
proponent has advised that it has been unable to identify a road design that could do tage.

In this regard) share the view of théAC that traffic engineeringonsiderationshould not be regarded as
Y2NB AYLRNIFyYyG (KN gonsidek B appropitate foall designsisrhathedor practical
opportunities to save the tre¢o be explored, and ishould only be removed if that removal cannot be
avoided (IAC Recommendation .7it)is appropriatethat the proponent makes every effort to retainigh
tree. If this is ultimately not possiblehe proponentshould identify and implement appropriate legac
actions in consultation with key stakeholders.

The business Bulleen Art and Garddso has high social value due to its connection with the community
through its natural setting and sustainability and artistic focus, which is reinforced through its waitgm
activities, classes and gallery as well as its garden supplies and services. The IACmecgisadmissions
describingBulleen Art and Gardéba Y I ye& @+ f dzSR O2y iNRodziAzya (2 LIS2
not be closed or relocated.

| agree with the IAC in recommending that this business be offered every opportunity to continue operating
through avoiding or minimising acquisition and amenity impacts. If the site cannot be avoided, then the
proponent should investigate opportunities fpartial, full and temporary relocation, such as at the nearby
Greenery Garden Centre.

Assessment

1 The project will cause social impacts. These impacts are acceptable provided they are managed as
recommended in my assessment.

9 Stress and uncertaintgssociagd with consultation about the project during the EES process has
caused social impacts.

1 Replace albermanently lostpassiveopenspaceand relocate uses of active open space on a like
for-like basis where possible.

9 1 consider that continued progress kyet proponent in working with sporting organisations and the
three private schools ircombination with the UDS andEPRs(including EPR SQ& FI OAf A (
relocation plan) will manage impacts on sporting organisations and the schools to an acceptable
level.

91 Alternative locations for the construction compound in Bulleen should be investigated, with
al NOStftAyQa flFyR dzaSR 2yfté& AT GKSNB INB y2z2 2/
activities are limited in extent and duration to reduce impactdfmmschool.

1 Replacing permanently lost passive open space is a reasonable expectation of the proponent, and
government more broadly but the process for doing this will need to be resolved based on
AYVF2NNIEGAZ2Y FNRY GKS LINE Lkeplasgner@gian.2 LISy & LJ OS NB

91 1 consider that the effects of losing open space during construction can be sufficiently managed by
enhancing residual open space

1 While project specific planning controls for new or upgraded open space or sport and recreational
facilities would facilitate its timely delivery, a separate process may be required to implement such
controls.

1 General amaity impactsfrom cmstruction can be acceptably managed through the E&irb
plans required under the environment managemé@mework

1 Impacts of the construction compounds for reference design TBM launch and retrieval site options
can be managed to acceptable levels through EPRs. | do notwignethe |1ACthat Borlase Reserve
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cannot be used for these purposes. However, | consider tivatuntary acquisition scheme should
be available for nearby residents of Borlase Reserve if it is selected as a TBM launch site.

1 The location and category of activities fall construction compoundsvill need to be investigated
by the proponent and apmvedby the Minister for Planningnder the incorporated document to
avoid and minimise amenity impacts on sensitive land uses

1 The revised UDS and EPRs will address the need for sympathetic urban design of permanent project
infrastructure and protectiorof local amenity.

1 Immediate acquisition of residential properties to reduce stress and anxiety should occur if the
owners are agreeable. EPR2S@ith changes recommended by the IAC, will also be critical to
manage impacts of land acquisition and occupatio

1 Implementation of a voluntary acquisition scheme for residential properties affected by the project
that satisfy defined criteri@onsistent withmy recommendechew EPR SC

1 Every effort should be made to retain the River Red Gum at the Caltex service gtéton
Recommendation 7@nd allow Billeen Art and Gardeto continue operating.

6.4. dza Ay Saa

Business impacts are addressed in Chapter 14 and Technical Report EBStlaad in Chapter 4 of the IAC
Report. Eight EPRs deal with business matters, four of wiech the subject of recommendations by the
IAC.

Evaluation objective
To manage effectsfathe project on land use and the social fabric of the community with regard to
wellbeing, community cohesion, business functionality and access to goods, services and facilities.

Assessment context

The project will need to acquirg02 business propertieaccording to the EE&Shd many other businesses

could be adversely affected by disruptive changes to access, connectivity and amenity. These changes will
be experienced at the Bulleen Industrial Precinct (BIP), Watsonia Neighbourhood Activity Centre and a
range of othebusinesdocationsin the project corridor.

Construction of the Manningham Road Interchamg# require the land associated withll the businesses

in the BIP, which employs about 770 people. Options for relocation and the availabdity cfsidualand

within the precinctfor industrial use after constructionave beerunclearto date. However it is expected

that these businesses will need to relocate or close, which will cause a major disruption to business owners
and employees. The m@tation or loss of these businesses will also impact customers and other businesses
that depend on them.

Watsonia Neighbourhood Activity Centre provides convenient access to a range of retail outlets. The
project has the potential toexacerbate the existop divide created by Greensboroudkoadand the
Hurstbridge Rail line between the centre and its catchment to the east. Connection and amenity impacts
from the project could lead to a decline in customers and added business presgiioh wouldput the
sustainability ofndividual businesses artde centre at risk.

Several other businesses near the project will be acquiredeorporarily occupied (including sports
facilities, sports clubs and private schools) and they may experience changes in bustivéysdae to
reduced connectivity or amenity, especially during construction.

Discussion

Bulleen Industrial Precinct

The loss of an entire industriabned business precindue to an infrastructure projeds unprecedented in
Melbourne and the disrupton to BIP business owners, employees, customers, suppliers and the local
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economy will bevery significantHowever, | agree with the 1AC that the project offers broad economic and
business benefitthat outweigh the financial impacts from the loss of thH&®BNo expert concluded that the
scale of the loss was reason not to proceed with the project or the Manningham Road Interchange
However, all agreed that the displacement of over 80 busieesgassignificant andthey recommended
focussing on mitigationféorts. Land acquisition under the MTPF Act provides for compensation to those
with an interest in land, but impacts go well beyond this and so must avoidance and mitigation measures.

The proponent has been consulting businesses and stakeholders aboes @sd managing the impacts

that would result from the projector nearly 18 months. However, no definitive options are yet on the

table for businesses that wish to relocate. This protracted period of uncertainty about such a major
upheaval for the BIP camunity has created a high level of stress. | am grateful for the efforts of the many
members of this community who have articulated how the project will affect them in submissions and
presentations to the IAC in these trying circumstances. This inputieththe scale and dimensions of the
challenges to businesses and employees and catalysed changes to the EPRs that broaden and strengthen
the support available, investigation into relocation sites areturn of residual land around the
Manningham Road Intehange to viable future land uses (such as commercial and industrial).

L FOOSLIi G4KS L!'/Qa |aaSNIAzy GKIFIG STFFSOGa 2F GKS
unlike the IAC, tonsiderthat while BIP businesses and employees willegigmce major change and
disruption, support will be available to managiects and to mitigate them as far as possible

| consider that EPR LP1 will reduce the Manningham Interchange construction compound to the minimum
requiredsize noting that itwill likelyincludea TBM launch or retrieval site (see Sec#cd). This may allow

some businesses, such as Bulleen Art and Garden, to continue operating from the BIP. Staging of
construction activities, as provided for by EPR, ®€ay also allow somBIP business to defer relocating or
closing.

During the IAC hearingK S LINR LR Yy Sy i SELI YRSR 9tw . wm Ayid2 G§KNBS
has augmented EPR B2 and B3 to include planning and support for each BIP business and employee on
request. Isupport these changes on the basis that effective support must be informed by the specific needs

of each individual business and employee. However, | consider the proponent, as the representative of the
state, is best placed to implement individual plarmiand support rather tharthe Department of

Transport as proposed by the IAC.

MCRQ&aYR (KS LINRLRYSyidiQa ¢2N] G2 ARS \opparfEiritiesvtedier y S a &
groups of businesses from BIP could potentially relo@atduding a possle site at Websters Roa@AC
Recommendation 12)This is discussed further 8ection6.5. That said, | strongly agree with the IAC that

the Manningham Road Interchangiesign shouldnaximisethe return of residualland for employment,

including industria land uses (IAC Recommendation).7Longterm uses for this land that provide
employment could, importantly, provide opportunities for displaced BIP businesses to return.

Stronger and more broadbased community support for Bulleen Art and Gardesmpared to other
businessesnd its locatbn on the margin of the project area leads me to agree with the IAC that it should
continue operating from its current sitéd possible This may involve partial relocation of some of its
FOGAGAGASE YR YIFylI3SYSyd 2FménkyS LINRP2SOGQa O2yailN

Watsonia NeighbourhooActivity Centre

Watsonia Neighbourhood Activity Centre is already cut off from its eastern catchment due to the north
south Hurstbridge Rail Line cutting and GreensborolRjpad The reference design focus on the
GreensborougtRoadcorridor may exacerbate this divide during project construction and operation. The

LINE LR YSY(d YR 2F0a2yAl ¢NFRSNAEQ 4&K2 lehdpdddessdaiange o U
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and a friendly, appealing environment is valued by shoppers dsdMe Neighbourhood Activity Centre.
However, it alsdound that around one third of shoppers felt that project construction will impact their
decision to shop at the activity centre. | agree with the IAC that five to seven years of project construction
could lead to business failures and, possibly, threaten the sustainability of the activity cemtess
appropriate measures are taken

| agree with the IAC that design will be central to achieving greater connectivity and an attractive and viable
activity centre. | recommend revision of theDSto provide greater directiorthrough an urban design
framework planfor the activity centrethat builds on current concepts in the UDS and strategic planning
work to date.Theurban desigrframework planshould chrify how to improve functioning of the activity
centre along with mitigation measuresthat could be facilitated by project works or in partnership with
othersto reduce impactson these businesses to acceptable leveéxpectthat the proponent andBanyule
Councilwill work in partnership tonvestigae opportunities for the activity centre.

Severapossibleinterventionsthat could mitigate impacts on the Watsonia Neighbourhood Activity Centre
during constructiorwere identifed by the proponentsubmittersanda? | § a2y Al ¢ N} RSNE Q &
including marketing and communication initiatives in the lead up to and during construcdioa suite of

works to improve car parking, provide a community space (for example ka playground or skate park),
upgrade shop and street appeal and minimise disruption to access. | recommend that the proponent
ensures that these measures are considered in Businessdisruption mitigation plan for Watsonia
Neighbourhood Centre, whichiisquired by EPR1B

L 3ISYySNIFffe adzZJi2 NI (i KESEPR BtHatrinimié&Eacaesy andamnBriiyRpac@is | v 3 S a
businessegrom construction but | recommend revisinthem so thatimpacts to business viabilitgnd

travel time areminimised as | accept thatiability may be affected and significant increases in travel time

from residential areasould occur

Several design alternatives were identified at the hearing with potential to manage ongoing impacts on
connectivity and ameity of Watsonia Neighbourhood Activity Centre from project operation. The
LINELRYSyidQa It SNyl GAGS RSaAiAdy AyOf dzRA yedel car paakNh R3S
in the existing Watsonia train station car park would add an importardt-@@st connection. Other
alternatives and opportunities for good urban design are identified in the Watsonia Concept Plan (tabled
document 364) prepared for Banyule Council and the proponent. Good urban design could also lead to
multiple uses of the mulstorey car park, protecting views to the Dandenong Range and providing
connections across the train line.

As set out above hie IAC considered it highly desirablepiarsue an extension dhe tunnel further north

to Grimshaw StreetPart of the reasoni behind this recommendatiors a desireto reduce impacts on
businesses at the Watsonia Neighbourhood Activity Centre, amenity and community cohesion (IAC
Recommendation 4)if not extended, the IAC considered that, at minimum, a covered tunnel should be
considered| do not agree with the IAC in this regavtihile extendingor covering the tunneimay reduce
impacts further,which would be desirabld, do not consider it necessabecause g recommendations

about the centre, the revisedSanda range othe EPR¢e.g. EPRB1,B6, LP1LP5 LV1, LV2, 2@nd T2)

will controlimpactson the centre and the nearby communiiy anacceptable level.

Other impacted businesses

Businesses to be acquired beyond the BIP will be significantly affected whereas others outside the
Watsonia Neighbourhood Activity Centre will suffer to varying degrees from disruption caused by
construction or from changes caused by the permanent prajgcastructure. Management of effects on
private schools and sporting facility and club businesses is discussed further in $&tlazonsider that
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the compensation provisions of the MTPF Act for businesses with an interest in the land and the business
EPRs wilhitigatetheseimpactsto acceptable levels.

Assessment

1 Loss of the BIP will entaignificantupheaval for business owners and employees, with economic
and social effects at a regional scale. Impacts on the BIP community havedmgemghto date,
but | am satisfied that recommended planning and support measuresnitijate impactson this
community to acceptable levels.

1 EPR LP1 and staging of construction activities will reduce the Manningham Interchange
construction compound to the miniom required and this may allow some businesses to continue
operating from the area or allow some BIP business to defer relocating or closing.

1 I support poviding planning and support for individual businesses and employees on request as per
IAC Recommendiain 11.

1 I support further investigation of relocation options that offer opportunities for the continuation of
BIP businessesuch as Websters Ro8dAC Recommendation 12)

1 | support return of residual land at the Manningham Road Interchange for empldyimetuding
industrial land uses (IAC Recommendation 7).

9 Efforts should be made to provide for Bulleen Art and Garden to continue operating from its
current site.

1 Watsonia Neighbourhood Activity Centre is vulnerable to reduced-wast connection and
amenity during construction and operation of the projemnhd design will be central to achieving
greater connectivity and an attractive and viable activity centre. This will be achieved by revising
the UDSo provide greater direction, together with EPRsJuidling a business disruption mitigation
plan(EPR B).

1 Extendingthe tunnel (IAC Recommendation 43 not necessary because my recommendations
about the Watsonia Neighbourhood Activity Centrine revisedJDSand a range of the EPRs will
control impacts orthe centreand the nearby community to an acceptable level.

1 The EPRs will control impacts adequately on businesses outside BIP and Watsonia Neighbourhood
Activity Centre.

65[ YR dzaS LIX I yyAy3

Land use planningnpacts are addressed in Chapter 13 and Technical Report E of the E&spacts of

Chapter 4 (Business impacts), Chapter 5 (Social impacts) and Chapter 7 (Visual impact, urban design and
landscape) of the IAC RepoRive EPRs deualith land use plannig, four of which were the subject of
recommendations by the IAC.

Evaluation objective
To manage effects of the project on land use and the social fabric of the community with regard to
wellbeing, community cohesion, business functionality and access ts geervices and facilities.

Assessment context
The projectwill traverse land that is subject to seven planning scherneisig Banyule, Boroondara,
Manningham, Nillumbik, Whitehorse, Whittlesea and Yarfde planning schemewill require an
amendmentfor the project to proceed(or a multitude of planning permits)Land useswithin and
surroundingthe project boundary include residential, industrial, commercialpen space, educational,
community and culturalLand use planningmpacts from the projectre intrinsically linked withsocial
impacts, business impacts, and visual impacts, urban design and landscape. Holeeveajrt impacts of
the projecton land use planningre:

1 consistency with planning policy;
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land acquisition impactsparticularly n relation to the BIPand residential propertiegalso see
Section 6.4);

impacts on the Watsonia Neighbourhood Activity Cenparticularly during constructior(see
Section 6.4);

impacts on amenity and wellbeing arising from changes in outlook, trafiisenvibration and dust
(see section$.1, 6.2, 6.3, §,6.8 and 6.15

impacts on parkland and open spacecluding the Yarra River and its parklandkiring
construction or from permanent lossde Sectio.3);

impacts on sport and recreation fadiéis during construction or from permanent losse¢
Section6.3); and

impacts on schools and associated sporting facilises Sectiol®.3).

The projecthas broad strategic supporin planningpolides, includingPlan Melbourne 2012050 (Plan
Melbourne) and the Planning Policy Framework.owWever, a key challenge for the project is balancing

transpo

rerelated policies with other planning policies in the context of integrated decision making.

Plan Melbourne identifies the project as potential transport infrastructure project (subject to

Infrastructure Victoria advice and VictorigBovernment approval to improve the efficiency of the
motorway network by completing the missing link between the Eastern Freewd80 Ring Road. The
project is expcted to contribute to Outcome ®f Plan Melbourne thatMelbourne has an integrated

transport system that connects people to jobs and services and goods to market

In 2016 Infrastructure Victoria releasel A O (i 30N@atInfrastructureSrategy identifying the project as
a short to medium term initiative tduild new transport links to enhance the accessibility of the major
mentcentres angf ONBS I &S GKS OF LI OAde IyR O2yySOGADAie

employ

In October 2017the Victorian Government released N4ctorian Infrastructure Plarwhich responds to
Ly TNJ &G NHzO( daydar infrasteidt@eN Ktriat€nst. The ngovernment supported  Infrastructure
+AO02NAI Qa4 NBO2YYSYyRIFIGA2ya | o 2fdidevéidorBentolptBc@Snéni

Discus
Strateg

sion
icassessmenf the project

Iy R

As set out in theVictoria Planning Provisionthe role of planning is to achieve an acceptable balance

betwee

n competing objectivesn favour of net community benefit and slainable development for the

benefit of present and future generation§vhile | am satisfied that the project is expected to deliver a
range of significant, positive transport outcomes, | accept the comments of the IAC that it is equally
important to consiler planning poliges relevant to economic development, environment and landscape

values, open space, and urban design and ameHiying carefullgonsideredhese competing objectives,

| am satisfiedhat, provided the recommendations of this assessmarg implemented duringts design

and delivery, the project will achieve acceptable land use planning outsam deliver a net community

benefit.

Yarra River and its surrounds

The significance of the Yarra River and its surrousdecognised in legeion and planning policies. The

Victorian Government releasdtie Yarra River Action Plan February 2017 setting out actions to ensure

the lon

gterm protection of the Yarra River and isurrounds This was followed by th&arra River

Protection (Willipgin Birrarung Murron) Actwhich provides for the management and protection of the
Yarra River and its parklands as one living and integrated natural entity. In line witatheRiver Action
Plan Melbourne Water is curnetly preparing the Yarra Strategic Plan to provide an overarching plan for
the length of the riverand DELWP is preparing a complementary land use framework plan for the Yarra
Riverc Bulleen Precinct.
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| agree with the comments of the IAC that regardle$svhether the Yarra River Protection (Wit

Birrarung Murron) Act applies to the project, the significance of the Yarra River and its surrounds warrants
further consideration of that act together with the Cultural Values Assessment Report prepared by
Wurundjeri Woiwurrung Cultural Heritage Aboriginal Corporation and the Yarra Strategic Plan (when
NEft SFaSROU® hy GKAa oF&aAa L adzZWDRiodhe prdfest shodld b@aa NI
informed by, and respond to, these documeritAC Recommmeation 22) | also supporin principlethe

L ! /re@ammendedchanges to EPR LP3 to ensure the project is designed to minimise inconsistency with
strategic land use plans.

| am satisfiedthat the project will be consistent with the intent of legislatiomdaplanning policies to
protect the Yarra River and its surrounds through the following measures:

9 tunnelling under the Yarra River;

1 providing replacement passive open space;

f AYLX SYSY(GAy3d KS chahgesQeEPRIIBRL 2ahdYLBBEefRR ShHese changeare

supported by my assessment
1 implementing an approved Cultural Heritage Management Plan; and
1 implementing the suite of EPRs related to flora and fauna, groundwater and surface water.

Bulleen Industrial Precinct

The business and social impacts of gneject on the BIP community are significant and swenmarisedn

Section6.4. The acquisition of land in BIP for project infrastructure will also result in the permanent loss of
industrial lard in the regionPlanningpolicy seeks to ensure the availability of land for industrial purposes

and, while BIP is not identified as a state significant industrial precini the primary area ofindustrial

land in Manningham ana valuabldJ- NIi 2 F S| &G SNY lan8$upp® dzNy SQ& Ay Rdza (

| accept that the construction of the project requires the permanent acquisition of industrial land at the
BIP. To reduce the impacts of this loss, | suppogrincipleii K S  ledonGeadedchanges to ERRP1

and LP3 to minimise the praje footprint and maximise the postonstruction developable arefdAC
Recommendation 7a)l also support the investigation of opportunities to replace some of the industrial
land in a new location, subject to separate planning processes.

On 23 October 2, the Mayor of MCCwrote to me seeking my support for, and consideration of, its
proposal to investigate the opportunity to develop land a2 Websters Road, Templestowe as a future
employment precinct to mitigate impacts of the project on BlRisproposal was also raised during the IAC
hearingand thecouncil and the proponent adopted a common position that the land should be explored as
a potential relocation siteThe councibwned land is zoned Public Use Zone 6 (Local Government) and is
currentlyused as a garden waste recycling centre. | note that the proposal would result in the development
of land for commercial or industrial purposes outside the Urban Growth Boundary. Howewgport the
investigation of alternative locations, including Wedrs Road that would enable the continuation of
suitable industrial or commercial land uségxpect the proponent to work closely wiMCCto investigate

all possibt options including any planning assessment processes that may be required to makanaew |
available for development in a timely manner.

| agree with the IAC that restablishing employment land use, includindustrial uses, in the Manningham
Road Interchange area is an important objecti#s. discusseth Section &, | alsosupport the use of a
revised UDS to provide greater certainty for the future of this area. | congldérthis approach will
maximise postonstruction opportunities. | note that therdft Yarra Riverg Bulleen Precinct Land Use
Framework Plaii2019) (dré framework plan) has been exhibited and an advisory committee will consider
the plan and submissions after the completion of this assessment. The draft framework plan recoedmend
a renewal of community and employment uses in BIP, where suitable, foljaveinstruction of the project.
Thiswork will helpinform the future land use options for the interchange area.
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Assessment

9 The project has broad strategic support in planning polidgretuding Plan Melbourne and the
Planning Policy Framework

1 acknowled S GKS &aA3ayAFAOIYyOS 2F GKS | I NN} wig@SNI
recommendation to refine the exhibited version of thHDSto respond to legislation and planning
policies to protect the Yarra RivBAC Recommendation 22)

1 supportin principle(i K S  te¢omreidedchanges to EPR LP1 deeate opportunities fora
meaningful reduction in the construction and design footprint to avoid both temporary and
permanent impacts on land usgscludingthe BIP

1 The Manningham Road Interchange design shoubéximisethe return of residualland for
employment, including industrial land useACRecommendation d® L O2y aA RSNJ (K
recommendedchanges to EPRs LP1 and LP3 together with the urban design reepiisefor the
project can provide a foundation for further strategic land use planning in this location.

1 | support further investigation of alternative locations for replacement commercial and industrial
land, such as Websters Road in Templestowe, as weilther alternative industrial locations that
may offer opportunities for the continuation of BIP busines3é® proponent, as a representative
of the state,should work in consultation witMCCin relation to the council land in Websters Road
(IAC Recomandation 12)

66. A2RAODSNEAG

Biodiversity impacts are addressed in Chag@Brand AppendixQ of the EESwith arboriculture and tree
canopy addressed in Chapter 15 and Technical repo@h@pter6 of the IAC reportonsiders the impacts
and submissions nuee on these matters. The proponent offered three arboriculture E&Risnine flora
and fauna EPRs. All of the arboriculture EPRs were subject to amendment by théhila@ight of the
flora and fauna EPRs saw changes from theTAEIAC also proposed additionalflora and faun&PR.

Evaluation objective

To avoid or minimise adverse effects on vegetation (including remnant, planted and regenerated) listed rare
and threatened species and ecological communities, habitat for listed threatened spedaniggratory
species and other protected flora and fauna, and address offset requirements for residual environmental
effects, consistent with relevant State policies.

Assessmentontext

The project traverses highly urbanised environment. Remnant, or-established, native vegetation is
fragmented and described by the proponent in its EES as ranging from poor to moderate condition.
Nevertheless, significant biodiversity values remain in the area, particularly along the Yarra River floodplain
andKoonung ad Banyule Creekand within Simpson Barracks. These areas include protected flora species
and communities and provid@abitat for many faunaspeciesprotected under the Flora and Fauna
Guarantee Act 198¢FG Agtand/or listed on the DELW&RIvisory lists.

The IAC identifieflve key issueselevantto the assessment dfiodiversityimpacts:

1 whether there is enough information before the IAC to assess the ecological impacts of the
reference design;
whether sufficient measures have been takeravoid and minimisecologicaimpacts;
whether proposed mitigation measuregarticularly for impacts tahe Studley Park Gum and the
Matted Flaxlily, are acceptable;
whether the proposed offsets are acceptable and achievable; and
whether the EPRs rege more prescriptive requirements, particularly in relation to groundwater
dependent ecosystems and tree canopy.

)l
1

= =
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The IAC also made three recommendations pertaining to biodivensdiyding the designation of Simpson
Barracks as a ngo zone the requirement for submission of a revised native vegetation removal report
incorporating any additional clearance due to relocation of community facilied lastly, the proponent

is to acquire all offsets prior to any native vegetation removal occurring.

Discission

Assessment adcological impacts

Biodiversity valuesvere described in th&EES with reference tiiterature, database information and field
investigations As well as measures to avoid, minimise aheén offset impacts on biodiversitythe
proponentcommitted to achieving a net gain in canopy cover lost from the project. Canopy cover consists
of native vegetation as well as amenity plantings, and its replacement@janctionto the proposed 2 to

1 treereplacement ratio.

| agree with the IAC andcknowledge lte proposedtwin tunnels underneath the Yarra River and its
floodplain avoids impacting the most significant habitat corridor in the area. The proponent committed to
establishingno-go zones for key sensitive are@PR FF23uch as Bolin Bolin Billabong, the Ghexaded
FlyingFox campsite within the Yarra Bend Park, the Plains Grassy Woodland community near the Plenty
Road Interchange of the M80 Ring Road, and the vegetated portion of the formetimisite in Bulleenas

well as for surface impacts ®anyule FlatandWarringal Parklands and ¢hHeide Museum of Modern Art

The IAC heard submissidinem the joint BBW and MCeE€ouncilsthat argued thatthe EES doesot provide
adequate information to determine the environmental effectgarticularly in relation to groundwater
dependent ecosystemdThe IAC was also informed by DELWP that the EES did not providersufétad
with regard to describing the extent of imp to the Matted Haxlily, Sudley Park Gum, the Arching Flax
Lily and River Swamp Wallaby Gralse |1AGlIsoheardevidencefrom ecological expertsalled on behalf
of the proponent, the councils, arntie Yarra Riverkeeper Associatiomhe evidencsupplementedhe EES
in documenting and considering biodiversity values and potemtiphcts.

The IAGstated that the ecological expertaigreed thatthe EES comprehensively identified and accurately
described the existing ecological values and potential impadsng from the project area.The IAC
acknowledgé the joint BBW and MCO 2 dzy €dinfisdiddghat the EES does not provide adequate
assessment, particularly in relation to groundwater dependent ecosystétagever, thelAC concluded
that, for the most pat, there was sufficient informatiobefore itto assess the effects of the project.

My assessment is that there is sufficient information available to appropriately assess the effects of the
project on biodiversity. | consider that, to the extent that tB&ES was lacking with respect to information
there has been further information provided through the IAC hearing that has provided a proper basis to
make an assessment of the nature and extent of likely impacts.

Measures to goidand minimise

The IAC agreed with theint BBW and MCO 2 dzy shlnissiadithat it was wholly unsatisfactory that any
proposal of the scale of th@oject would adopt as its starting point the removal of all vegetation within the
project boundary The IAC concluded that the EES did not demonstrate avoidance and minimisation
YSIadzaNBa (2 aldra¥fe GKS 99{ SdgI f dpodiian?lydo odba@eeO i A S
Rather, | consider it too great a simplification to equate the assumptian all vegetation is losas the

basis for animpact assessmentyith a conclusion thathe project has not met avoid and minimise
requirements stipulat® Ay 020K GKS 99{ S@lIfdzr A2y 202SOGABS |

To further explainmy position, | firstly acknowledge the design specificationisich have substantively
avoided the most significant ecological values in the project #rezugh tunnelling under the Yarra River
and its floodplain. In addition, EPR FF2 requires the proponent to undertake further avoidance and
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minimisation of removal of vegetation through detailed design and EPR LP1 requires minimisation of both
the constrwction and design footprint and avoidance of parks and reserves. EPR FF2 also stipulates a
requirement for the proponent to comply with th&uidelines for the Removal, Destruction or Lopping of
Native Vegetation These guidelines require a proponent to demtate how it avoided and then
minimised clearing of native vegetation, prior to DELWP endorsing any proposed offsets. The cumulative
effect of these measures provides me with satisfaction the proponent has demonstrated and will continue
to demonstrate tmough the detailed designprocess that the project satisfactorily addresses the
biodiversity related EES evaluation objective, namely, the principles of avoidance and minimisation.

Removal of and itigation measuredgor Matted Flaxlily and SudleyPark Gum

The project as depicted in the reference design would require the removal of a significant quantity of native
vegetation, including the removal of significant populations of the species Mattedilaxd Studley Park
Gum from Simpson Barracks.

Theremoval of this native vegetation would be a significant environmental impact. However, | do not agree
with the IAC that the impact is so significant as to require the designation of SimpsokiaasadRo-go
zoneQWhen considered in the context of tleserall benefits of the proposaldo not consider the impact

of the clearance to be unacceptable.

The proponentwill be required to prepara salvage and translocation plan for Matted Higx(EPR FF7)
and a management framework for Studley Park GURR(EF10) anitigation measures to reduce impacts
from the project on these speciekhave concluded that salvage and translocaigan acceptable process

by which to mitigate project impacts on these speciBsiring the hearing,hte proponent stated that
translocation measures for Matted FHily are recognised as a successful and viable method to reduce
residual impactg* The proponent also referenced ecology experts, representing both the proponent and
MCCduring the hearing, as agreeing thtéhere have been many hundredsif not thousandsc of
successfully translocated Matted Ry plants in Victori&® | also note that the CommonwealtBpecies
Profile and Threats Databageeferenced in the EES) supports translocation and stdtesrhizomatous
nature of Matted Fladilies allows plants to be translocated

Nevertheless, e efficacy of thesemitigation measure was raised by submitters and the IAC was not
comfortable they would adequately mitigate the impacts, citing agreement betwkerecological experts
that there is currently no evidence of successful reproduction in translocated populations of Matted Flax

lly.

While | acknowledge these concernisgo not consider that uncertainty as to the potential for successful
reproduction intranslocated populations of Matted Fldiky substantially reducethe value of this practice.
Further, Iconsider that the chances of successful translocation can be maximised by wRBRdFF7, which
requires the proponent to prepare the translocationapl to the satisfaction of DELWP and the
Commonwealth Department of Environment and Energy.

Furthermore, EPRFF7will ensurethe translocation plan implemented by the proponent only conssder
approved translocation sites and inclugleneasurable survivorship targets that the proponent must
achieve. Additionally, thepdateddraft translocation plartabled during the hearingtipulates contingency
measuresf the survivorship targets not achiezed on an annual basigor up to ten yearspostplanting
Contingencymeasures includeetention of a sufficient number of clones in the nursery to replace any
losses at the recipient sites to ensure 100 percent genetic survivorship of salvaged material.
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TheStudley Park Gum is not listed as threatened under the EPBC Act or the FEGdAmtcording tohe

BBWc2 dzy OA f Qa S @ zdnmoatdly eEdgided as threatened with extinction because both
parent species are abundant and the hybrid coarfige sporadically or from deliberate crgsslination

even if every existing one were to &id alsoacceptii K S  LINER sulnysSigfthathere is now more

known about this hybrid than ever before, due to efforts madthbyproponento understand tepNB2 2 S Ol Qa
impacts upon i#’! RRAGAZ2Y I ff&X 3IAABSY (KS aCiB@dngeal®d orfSta® 2 F
legislation the management framework (EPR FEibeyond the legislative requiremerfts a species not

listed as threatened

I amtherefore comfortablethat EPR FF7 and EPR FEdf@stitute an appropriate way of mitigating the
impacts caused by the clearanceMétted Flaxlily and Studley Park Guwithin Simpson Barracks.

The IAGiso head submissiongrom the joint BBW and MCE€ouncils thathe Matted Flaxlily and Studley
Park Gumhave not been offsetbut rather the proponent commited to preparing a salvage and
translocation planrand management frameworfor the two species This led the IACto express the view
that such plans should not be consideresiodfsets. | agreethat translocation is not a form of offseand |
have not considered it to be equivalent to an offsetowever, | do not accept that this means that
translocation is1ot an appropriate and effective tool to mitigate impacts.

The IAC alsacknowledgd that there was no dispute that native vegetation loss could potentially be
mitigated through provision of offsets in accordanceith the Victorian Guidelines for theremoval,
destruction or lopping of native vegetatoh | INBS @A GK (KS fole of @ffsetsini I G SY
mitigation and draw attention toEPR FFwhich requires the proponent to offset all native vegetation
cleared in accordance with the Guidelge

In accordance with EPR FH2e toffset requirements presented in the draft Native Vegetation Removal
Report® in the EES(and in the revised version presented during the public heaffj)gincludes
consideration of all vegetation within the Simpson Bargadihe draft report does not ascribe specific
offset requirements for these species, as they do not meet the disturbance threshold of modelled habitat
within the project aredor speciesspecific offsets.

The proposedplans stipulated in EPR FF7 and BPR$hould be considered as mitigatiomeasuresvhich

are in addition to any offset requirements required by the Guidelines. Consequently, | am satisfigith that
securing all required offsefhaving regardtai KS L1 / Q& | O ysech préedsslidvnStigaie G K I
native vegetation logsalong with implementation of the proposed translocation plans for these species, as
well as the continuing work to further avoid and minimise disturbance as per EPR LV1 and EPR FF2, the
impacts to these species arecaptable.

| therefore do not agree with IAC Recommendation 15 and do not support designating Simpson Barracks as
I P2 1 2 gohatdonsider that the environmental impacts are so significant as to require this
outcome.

Offsets
The IAC recommendeddtproponent submit an updated native vegetation removal report to DELWP once
detailed design is complete, mmendand finalise the required offse{($AC Recommendation 18)support

2%¢F6f SR R20dzYSyid HyTo
27¢ 6f SR R20dzYSyid nonod
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this recommendation, and the need to ensure final offset calculatioclud®e any vegetation clearance
required to deliver additional works and projects necessitated as mitigation for project impacts.

The IAC also reiterated the importance of securing all offsets prior to any clearance for the project,
including clearance regred for construction site§lAC Recommendation 17)generally agree with this
sentiment, however| believe it appropriate thatwhile the total offset requirement must be determined
up-front by a project, it is not necessary to secure all such offsets prior to any clearance. Rather, it think
would be acceptable fooffsets to be secured in stages befor@ny corresponding removal of native
vegetation occurs.

Additional works and projects

The IAC raised coarns about unassessed biodiversity impacts arising from additional iornedocate
active open space and community facilities to new locatithrad might berequired to mitigate impacts
from the project. The IAC recommendadevised native vegetatioremoval report be provided to DELWP
that includes native vegetation impacted by such wo(k8C Recommendation 16l).agree with this
recommendation.

Groundwater dependent ecosystems

Discussion regarding groundwater dependent ecosystems, particularly Baolim Billabong, focused on
predictions of groundwater drawdown and the subsequent reduction in aquatic hadstatell as negative
impacts on large trees that access groundwater, sudRiasr Red Gums and Studley Park Gums

Irrespective of the commentgrregarding the appropriateness of the groundwater model, and its ability to
predict potential groundwater drawdown (sekection6.9), | am satisfied that following implementation of
GKS L!/Q&d8 NBO2YYSYRIFIGA2yazX 9tw CCooundwité® dependent D2 H
ecosystems, such as Bolin Bolin Billabondarge treesto an acceptable level. The efficacy of EPR FF6 is
LI NI AOdz  NY¥ @8 aGNBy3IdKSYySR o6& GKS L!/ Qa LINekLRAaS
construction. | support theseecommendationsL. y23iS GKS L!/ Qa 1S& 02y0O
groundwater dependent ecosystensan be monitored and managed through the EPRs. | agree.

R
f

1

Terrestrial fauna impacts

The IAGspecifically commented upopotential impacts toSwift Parrot,Powerful Owl and Grelieaded

Flying Fox, while acknowledging they would be minimal in natDespite its conclusion of minimal
AYLI OG&ax GKS L!/ NEODWKY S RISRIzE a0NI b MresioriswifePakdt o A G |
at Macleod Railway Station. The EES suggested minor impacts to these trees, such as pruning, may be
necessary for safe access to signal boxes. While | agree that every effort should be made to protect these
trees, | do not support a®@yY RAYy 3 9t w CCH {2 -3Ry OGoprde bk ¥f the & |
potential impacts to these trees described in the EES

Regarding terrestrial fauna more generally, the IAC concluded that while the project will further fragment
habitat and reduce fiure opportunities to enhance connectivity of increasingly rare habitat within an
urban environment, it did not believe this would lead to a decline in any specific fauna species. | support
this conclusion.

The IAC also recommended a kangaroo management pé prepared in response to the Eastern Grey
Kangaroo population in Simpson Barracks, kaigaros around the M80 intersection during construction.
| agree with this recommendation.

Aquatichabitats
The IACconcludedthat impacts on aquatic environment&ould not be significant and accepted the
LINE LJ2 yaSessnerthat the project will not have adverse impacts on aquatic habitat beyond some
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localised impacts. The IAC also noted that listed aquatic species mostly occur within the Yarra River, not
Banyue or Koonung creeks | YR AYLI OGa G2 &dzOK &alLISOASa gAftf (K
findings.

Native vegetation

Eighteenecological vegetation classes (EVCs) were recorded within the project @teaf which are
O2yaARSNBR SNBERSNE NIS eieprifaf Ripakiah F@e@t and Grassy Dry Forest (both
O2yaARSNBR WiSIFadg O2yOSNYy QU IyR ¢Fff al NBK gKAOK
52.11haof theseEVC40 be cleared

As stated abovel acknowledge thathe potential native vegetation loss is presented in the EES as a
conservative worstase assessment, whide anticipated tobe reduced through the detailed design
process, in line with EPR LP1 and EPR FF2.

While I expectthe proponent will reduce the t@l area of native vegetation to be cleared, | conversely
expect thatthere will be no losses of native vegetation, including large remnant trees, beyond those
explicitly documented in the EBSvould not support a detailed design that resulted in anyHertmaterial

loss of native vegetation.

Arboriculture

The IAC acknowledged an ongoing challenge for Melbourne is its loss of urban tree canopy: with nearly 5%
reduction in tree cover from 2014 to 2018. The IAC stated the loss of 25,947 amenity plantednkethe
associated canopy cover will be a significant imjpdthe project. | agree with this conclusion.

The IACecordeddissent among submitters as to how the total number of amenity trees was calculated,
and the IAC agrees with the councils that degding on the method used, the tree count numbers may be
an underestimate.

| have concluded that the approach taken in the EES to counting trees is approphat&ES does not
count the loss of trees that are less than 3m high. The usa & minimum kight to identify treesis
consistent with the definition of a trem the VictorianGuidelines for the removal, destruction or lopping of
native vegetationandis commonly applied in arboriculture and biodiversity assessmeras comfortable

it is a reasonableriterion for the proponent to have employednd acknowledgethe assessment was
undertaken by consultant arborists with a minimum Australian Qualification Framework Level 5 in
arboriculture The IAC continuk stating that understorey plaimigs should also be accounted for in the
tree canopy replacement plan described in EPR AR3.R2y Qi | ANBS Al ¢2dAZ R o
proponent did not undertake understory plantings, however on balance, | consideryibe appropriate to
undertake sgh plantings for replacement areas within the project area owlgere feasible as permy
recommendation inrAppendixA.

The IAC also described the difficulties facing the proponent in implementing a tree canopy replacement
plan, given the limited spacevailable in the corridor. The IAC modified EPR ARS3 to include a hierarchy for
replacing canopy, whereby the top priority is within the project area and a descending priority is given with
increasing distance from the project area. | agree with this reconmation, as it will be important for the
proponent to identify areas of disturbance which can be revegetated as a matter of preference to
undisturbed areas removed from the project area within the municipalities. Furthermore, the IAC
emphasised the need faeplacement planting to commence as soon as possible given the lag that will be
experienced as the planted vegetation matures. | agree with the IAC and encourage the proponent to
implement the tree canopy replacement program as a matter of urgeAdgiionally, | would expect the
proponent to, wherever possibleprogressively rehabilitate areas of the project area as construdgon
completed, which should include implementation of EPR AR3 where practicable.
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The Bridge Street River Red Gum was the stljpéa large number of submissions requesting the
protection of this tree, and the IAC particularly noted the submission fromVtheundjeri Woi-wurrung
Cultural Heritage Aboriginal Council and National Trust, among others, all seeking the tree be réthaed

IAC acknowledged the principle value of this tree is the intrinsic social significance, rather than ecological
values| agree with this assessmeititence the impact of the loss of this tree is discusse®kiction6.3.

| alsonote the matter of cumulative impacts was raised in theblichearing. | have considered this matter
andit does not change my overall conclusiofibe cumulative impacts are not unacceptable.

Assessment

I The mpacts on native vegetation are significanitkacceptable However, &ery effort should be
made to minimise the actual disturbance of native vegetation through detailed desigand
sympathetic work practicesVegetation disturbancebeyond that described in the EEB not
endorsed by this assessmemidwould not be considered acceptabl® me.

1 1 do not support the IACs recommendation to include Simpson Bareaxkihe trees adjacent to
Macleod Railway Statidn & -gé yo2aeQ ¢

1 While terrestrial fauna will be impacted by the project, the impacts apasiwered minimal
following implementation of the EPRs.

I The tree canopy replacement plan is paramount to mitigating the impacts of the lost tree canopy.
The recommended inclusion of a hierarchy of planting locations by the IAC provides a good
foundation to 3dzA RS G KS LINRPLRYySyidiQa F20dza F2N GKS N
proponent to commence plantings as a matter of priority, and to continue progressively
throughout construction.

91 In general, he project can be constructed and operated with acceainhpacts on biodiversity
values, subject to implementation of the recommendasarf the IAC endorsed and/or refined
through this assessment.

67b2A&S YR GAONI GAZ2Y

Noise and vibration impacts are addressedcihapters 11 and 12of the EES, which were infoed by
Technical Reports C and Ofapter 8 of the IAC report considered the impacts and submissions made on
these matters. Fourteen EPRs deal with noise and vibration, a number of whérle subject to
recommendations by the IAC. The IAC also proposed two new EPRs.

Evaluation objective
To minimise adverse air quality, noise and vibration effects on the health and amenity of nearby residents,
local communities and road users during botimstruction and operation of the project.

Assessment context

The project will generate noisduringoperationeither through direct, reflected or reverberated noise from
elevated roads and interchanges, breakout noise from tunnel portals other openingsndosed
structures, or tyre interface with the road or engine brake noise. The projecaladfenerate noise and to

a lesser extent vibratioduring construction The impact of this noise and vibratiaill vary accordingly to
the proximity to sensitie receivers, the overall duration of construction works, the time at which the works
are undertaken and the character of the noise and vibration emissions.

Noise and vibration impacts can affect the amenity of receptors, and-tkemg sleep disturbance uk to
traffic noise can also contribute to adverse health outcomisration can also result in structural damage

to infrastructure, through ground borne vibration or regenerated noise, or as a result of soil settlement.
There is also the potential for 2 and vibration to adversely impact wildlife in the Banyule Flats and Yarra
River CorridorgeeSection6.6).
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The IAC identified the key issues relevant to the assessment of noise and vibration impacts. For
constructionnoise and vibration, they are
1 management of construction noise impacts to residential areas andrasigential areas especially
in relation to unavoidable works;
1 whether construction noise level targets for active open space shoviimeilicPRNV4 are suitable
for school recreational gronds and
9 vibration effects to residential and sensitive nmsidential properties.

For qerationali N FFAO y2AaSzxareiKS L!/ Qa 1Se& AaadzsSa

9 road traffic noise limits to residential areas and whether a nighe limit is warranted

9 road traffic noise lirits to upper storeys of residential building

1 the application of afproperty treatments and relevant noise targets when such treatments are
installed

9 road traffic noise to noxriesidential areas including schools and private and public recreation areas
andopen space

1 noise modelling of notproject roads to achieve traffic noise objectiyes

91 the appropriate maintenance period for operational ngised

1 whether on going, reatime noise monitoring in the operational phase should be installed.

Discussion
Construction noise and vibration is to be managed in accordance with the Construction Noise and Vibration

Management Plan (CNVMP) as required by EPR T CNVMP is informed by additional EPRs, namely:

1 EPR N¥whichsets out the appropriate ternal or external noise limits to be achieved

1 EPR N\Awhichdescribes the need for temporary noise walls if permanent noise walls cannot be
installed in advance of work and sensitive receptors will be exposed to increased traffic noise over
extended peiods of time

1 EPRs NFand N\0-14 which set out the appropriate vibration values to protect properties and
amenity, and

1 EPR N\&which requires the proponent to implement measures to reduce use of engine brakes
although not limited to construction, wilbe particularly importantduring this time, given the
construction timeframe and the substantial spoil movement outside normal working hours

Operational noise and vibratiois to be managed in accordance with NV1 and2N¥hich set out the
external traffic noise levels to be achieved at sensitive recept@s well as public open space and
recreational groundsAssessment of compliance against these traffic noise levels are implemented through
EPR NV3 and NV6. Compliance against SEPR Fbor fixed infrastucture and the tunnel ventilation system

is managed through EBRRV8 and N\O.

Constructiorvibration

Vibration will be generated during the construction of main tunnels, cross passages and portal dive
structures. The IAC noted that the construction vilma thresholds for building damage and human
comfort were not questioned by any party. Operation of TBMs to excavate the tunnels will be the primary
cause of vibration with the degree of vibration experienced at the surface influenced by the operating
power of the TBM, its depth and the nature of the intervening rock and soil. As well as being directly
perceived, vibration can be manifest inside buildings as regenerated noise.

As the vibration EPRs are biased towards human comfort criteria | am satisfiethe EPRs will limit
structural damage to infrastructure around or above the tunnel alignment. Specific sensitivity exists with
services, such as stormwater assets, which given their age, may well be more susceptible to vibration
damage. The IAC alsedrd from Heide Museum of Modern Art and in response, the proponent accepted
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that reference to the Heide Museum of Modern Art be included within EPEOMMorotect the integrity of
the building and its internal art collection as well as outdoor sculptures

The IAC noted concerns raised in submissions regarding rectification of building damage caused by
vibration. | am satisfied that this will be addressed through EPR GM2 which requires baseline monitoring
within susceptible areaand identification of appropriate mitigation measures

The EES refers to a high number of receivers that may fall within the safe working distances for vibration
intensive plant equipment due to proximity to large reoleakers and vibrating rollerdvore detailed
assessment and vibration monitoring as part of the final design will inform the need for mitigation
measures and management controls during this period of construdtiam satisfied that the vibration and
regenerated noise levels producediviie perceptible but generally acceptable and manageable and will be
appropriate managed through EPR™NANd EPRs N0 ¢ NV 4.

Constructiomoise

Construction noise will be generated through a range of equipment and associated activities, including
conventional road construction equipment for roads and ramps, such ashos#kers, earth moving, piling
equipment, paving plant, and cranes as well as the equipment specific to tunnel construction. Additional
noise will be generated at construction compouraisd through the movement of spoil trucks. The EES
notes that the duration of noise generating construction activities will vary from site tpksitendicative
timeframesrange from one month up to three yeaysvith mined tunnelling (tunnelling, spoil hdling and

tunnel lining) having the longest duration of up to 36 month4 is inevitable thatsomeworks will be
undertaken outside normal hours, at some sites, including the delivery of oversized and precast items to
construction sites and crane liftwhich require lane closures, which otherwise would create major
congestion problems during the day. The proponent has adoptemmbination ofnoise limitsderived

from EPApublication 1254Noise Control Guidelines (2008phd EPA publication 48&nvironmeteal
Guidelines for Major Construction Sites (1986)EPR NMo address after hour works. The IAC did not
propose any changes these limits other than to comment on the description of unavoidable works which

is discussed further below. | am satisfiegtfEPR N4&/are the appropriate limits to manage construction
noise impactsl note theyare consistent with those adopted in other infrastructure projects.

Constructiomoisec unavoidableworks

The IAC heard submissions from EPA and councils and haa BipS R G KSANJ @A Sg G KI
should not be predefined. | agree that this approachpgropriate It is alsoconsistent with that taken on
previous projects including West Gate Tunnel and Melbourne Metro project. In conjunction with the need
to develop a clear rationale for unavoidable works, | am satisfied that the prior approval of the
independent environmental auditor will ensure that unavoidable works will be appropriately managed.

The IAC specifically referred to the construction nois@dots on residents in the vicinity of Borlase
wSAaSNIBSs: 3IAPSY (KS LINPLRYySydiQa LINRLRZAFT ThelAQziAft A
indicated that ifi KS A Y RSLISYRSY G I dzRA G2 NJ & dABN32Pgdrtzactiiti€sSare LINE LJz
unavoidable works, theiit has significant reservations that even with EPRI,NKe proposed mitigation
measures would be feasible or reasonable.

. FASR 2y SOARSYyOS LINRPOARSR o6& (KS bas@&knavedydian SEL
additional mitigation measures would still be required for unavoidable works. Further to the standard
mitigation measures such as shielding, use of-tural reversing alarms, scheduling very noise works to be

¢ oMBYY{ CSOKYyA®@ f ! LIWISYRAE /
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completed before 11.00pm etcthe EES described options for respite offers and alternative
accommodatior??

| acknowledge alternative accommodation as a mitigation measure is not always viable or practical over
extended durations nor does it contemplate the social dislocation thatccoocur. | therefore support the

L!/ Qa FAYRAy3Ia GKIFIG | @2ftdzydF NB | OljdzAaAidAz2y &aoOKS
properties(see further discussion in Secti6rB).

The IAC further indicates that whilst tHeES describes the additial mitigation measures, it does not
provide a transparent framework for affected residents. The IAC has recommended changes tcSE®R NV
include the development of such a framework, to be approved by the independent auditor, and to include
noiselevel K NE&dK2f Ra IyR RSOGFAf&a 2F YAGAIIGA2Yy YSI adaNBa

The IAC has recommended that the Borlase Reserve be excluded as a TBM launch/retrieval site given the
impact on amenity from noise, dust and spoil haulaggC(Recommendatio 5). From a noise impact
perspective, | note thathe definition of unavoidable support works within EPR AVhdicates defined
activities such as spoil treatment facilitieghich would typically be enclosed within specially designed
acoustic shedasreflected in the indicative layout of the compound near Borlase Regaesented at the
hearing®? Whilst this activity would operate continuously, it does not necessarily follow that all activities
associated with the support site would similarly operate toawmusly.

Hence,in contrast to the IAQ,am confident that the noise impacts associated Wixed infrastructure at

this location can be managed through a combination of siting, acoustic enclosures, and restrictions on
some activitiegarticularly during night time hours. This would be managed through EPRs NY&nhV
NV15 and informed by a more accurate understanding of the detailed design and construction schedule.

However, for clarity, and consistency with the relevant guidelined atandards, | recommend the
following minor changes to EPRAIV
9 thatin relation tosensitivereceptors, the construction noise guideline targets apply to construction
worksandconstruction compounds.
9 in referencing Australian Standard AS/NZS 201hiwiEPR N3, the standard does not refer to
maximum recommended sound levels hugper levels €.g. when the sound level is greater than
the upper level of the range most people occupying the space will become dissatisfied with the
level of sound)This corection should be made to avoid any misinterpretatiSn
1 Where any reference is made to the rating background level (RBL) or background LA9O; the
Y gSNI IS @ppled ® N&hiafiser&te time period to ensure that averaging does not
necessarily occurver day, evening or nighime hours. For example, background noise between
0100 and 0400 may be substantially different to that between 2200 and 0100 and hence should not
be averaged over the entire night time period. Averaging is only specified in SERRdNloes not
apply to construction noise assessments.

3¢ | 6 f-yS &l yPRY COPAKY A Ol o | LIISYRAE [/
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Having said all of the above, | O1y2¢f SR3IS GKS L!/ Qa O2yOSNya I yR i
of spoil vehicles which are intended to operate continuously. Whilst it is recognised ihzading and

loading areas can be shielded, the ability to minimise the disturbance to local residents once the vehicles
have left the construction compound is considerably restrained.

Constructiomoise¢ schoolrecreationalgrounds

It was accepted by the proponent that any buildings on school recreational grounds that are used for
GSFOKAY3I LizN1LI2aSa8 &K2dzZ R 0SS AyOf dzZRSR | & WOha & & NP
applied when the classrooms are in use. However, theré&€ived further submissions from the schools
located near the proposed Bulleen Interchange, regarding the impact of construction noise on active and
passive recreational areas and, where grounds involved teaching related activities.

The IAC supported Ca@ Q& adzoYAaairzy GKFEG NBONBIFGA2Y L 3ANRdAzy |
that subsequently the construction noise management levels for passive recreation should apply to all
school grounds along the project alignmeifithe construction noise manament levels applied to nen
residential receptors described within the Ef&hd adopted by the proponent in EPR4\Afe from the

NSW Interim Construction Noise Guidelines (INCG).Z00Bese guidelines indicate that in identifying
sensitive land uses, pagse recreation areas such asutdoor grounds used for teachinghould be
considered andhence, Itherefore & dzLJLJ2 NI G KS L!/ Qa FAYyRAy3Ia GKIFG @
levels for passive recreation areas should apply to school grounds along thet @ggament.

Whilst | support the amendment to EPR AV also recognise that mitigation across school grounds,
O2yaraitSyid sAGK GKS Lb/ D akKz2dzZ R 0S5 & dz @&Siddiation 2 WNXE
of the cost of noise mitigation, théorm of the additional measures provided, and the practicality of
installing such mitigation measures and their visual impact.

The IAC noted that the proponent confirmed that modelling of noise impacts on school grounds would
need to be undertaken as dicted by EPR N\And as part of the preparation of the construction noise and
vibration plan (CNVMP). It is my view that in the case of school grounds used for both teaching purposes
and active recreational activities that if a substantial area of the iglsumeets the more passive noise
management level, then this should accommodate the teaching compotiedntecommend that the
proponent engages with the affected schools to designate the most sensitive areas where teaching occurs
within the sporting ground to support the joint development of a mitigation plan that meets the intent of
EPR N¥/.

Operational noise fixedinfrastructure

Noise from fixed structures such as ventilation structures and electrical substations willcootunuously

All except tvo of the electrical substations will sted underground within dedicated acoustically treated
spaces.Noise from fixed structures will be managed by EPR WMl EPR W9. The IAC proposed
amendments for clarity to address the changes in the environmerggllatory environment and to

address existing areas where background noise levels may bd higti dzLJLJ2 NI G KS L! / Q& OK
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Operational noisetraffic

The proponent argued that the limits in the VicRoads Traffic Noise Reduction Policy (TNRP3sbigutul

the project However, there was criticism oNRPon the basis that it does not represent best practice. The
criticisms are largely focussed on the absence of a night time noise limit and the lack of protection for
upper storey dwellingsHowever, the day time noise limit of 68B(A) bkqisne has not been subject to
significant criticism and it is my assessment that this remains an appropriate measure by which to protect
residential amenity in day time periods.

Of the two comparable major el projects that have been assessed in recent years, each successive
inquiry raised specific concerns.
1 East West (Eastern Section) Project Assessment Committee Report (May 2014, pg. 215)
The Committee hd reservations about the appropriateness of a stragplication of the noise
limits of theTNRP
1 West Gate Tunndhquiry and Advisorg¢ommitteeReport(October 2017, pg. 115)
There was significant discussion around the age of this policy (the TNRP) at the hearing and it was
noted that a substantive rewe was commenced several years ago but not finalised. The IAC
considered that it would be useful for VicRoads to complete a thorough review of the policy and
consider the evidence and matters discuss in its report and in the panel report for thé\Vieast
Ay]1 tNR2SOG® ¢KS L!/ |ta2 O2yaARSNBR G(KFG Ad
would be appropriate environmental performance requirements to manage the overall effects of
the project.

In mya A Yy A Zass&ssliiat of Mordialloc Bypassil$o statedthat it would be desirable for the review
that commenced in 2015 to be completed as soon as practicdblés disappointing that evidence
submitted to the hearing by the Department of Transport was that there was no timeframe for such a
reviewto be completed.

Having regard to the material presented to the IAC hearing, and past criticism ofNR& T have
concluded that it would be appropriate not to strictly applyetTNRPto manage road traffic noise. In
particular, |1 accept the recommentian of the IAC that is necessary to spedcfgight time noise limit in
addition toaday time limit.

The IAC proposed that, a policy document from another state be utilised and recommends consideration be
given to adopting the noise targets and methoolgy of the NSW Road Policyhdve had regard to that

view and that policy and that has informedy assessment as to the appropriate standards to apply to this
project.

| reiterate my view that a new policy sholdé developed to asstiin decision makindpr future projects In

the absence of any further action from the Department of Transport, it is perhaps advisable that such policy
development is undertaken by other agencies, such as the Environment Protection Agency, to complement
their regulation andguidance on industrial and construction noisiesuch a policy is not developed, it will
continue to be necessary to make decisiaibout noise control on a projedty-project basis. In my vieyit

is more appropriate that there is a consistent policyassist decision makers in this regatdno such

policy is forthcoming, then it is my view that future assessments of traffic noise for any road padject
continue to be made more difficult.

Operational noise night time noise

The TNRP does not provide a specific and direct control of night time traffic nbselAC considers that
adopting a nightime target as a mandatory limit will provide some certainty for residents in areas affected
by road traffic noise. | support this reconendation.
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The IAC heard evidence thiatwas not necessary to specify a night time limit given the default levels of
protection provided by day time mitigation measurésHowever, it is my assessment thaiven the
increase in traffic since the inceptimf the TNRP and the forecast increase in metropolitan freight volumes
of 2.6 per cent per year on average between 2014 and 20btonsiderthat it is no longemappropriate to
accept this implicit contromeasure for the life of the project. This is ststent with the information
provided in the VicRoad$iscussiorpaperwhich cites a shift in freight to evening hours to avoid-tiaye
congestion (based on VicRoads Traffic Report 2012).

The scoping requirements for this projegpecifically included asssment against th&VHONight Noise
Guidelines for Europe (20Q9herefore the proponent has undertaken an assessment of night time noise
exposure in the EES(see Section 9.8, Technical Report @ concluded thatX A i g2 dzf Ry 2 i
unreasonable to addpthe continued use of the 55 db(A) friéeld, external nightime LAeq guideline

target, for assessmentypl,l2 8 8&E X | RRAGAZ2Y S Ay KA&a SELISNI sAaiySa
expert®stt 1 SR  geKdrall accordance with the WHO interim recommaimh is a good outcome for

the project given the context. Furth@ompliance with the WHO infers that reasonable night noise targets

can be met, in lieu & specific nightime criteria lacking under the VicRoads policy

Hence, | am satisfied that any changesraific volumes, the increase in the freight taskany significant
shift in road travel outside the normal peak periods will be managed through this revised noise objective
for the project as recommended by the ¥ Qa | YSYRYSy(Ga (G2 9tw bxmo®

Operational noise noisemitigation to upperstoreys ofresidentialbuildings
The traffic noise objectives as presented by the proponent in EPR NV1 are only applied to the ground level
of dwellings, potentially resulting in@lated noise levels at the upper storeys of midiiel buildings.

The IAC heard evidené®m the proponent that the need to mitigate upper storeys would result in higher
noise walls and the consequential impact on visual amenity. The IAC was alsotguielsgrCounsel for
BBWcouncilswith Appendix F of the VicRoa&oad Design Note @&l Interpretation and application of
VicRoads Traffic Noise Reduction Policy 20fBch states that when considering efservation noise
attenuation treatment: all leves of a multistorey buildings are subject tooise attenuation under
Australian Standards and the Polighie TNRP)which may have significant cost implications. While often
only the two most exposed levels of buildings require treatmmigeattenuation of multistorey buildings
should be carefully considereHence, the NRPdoes notappear toexclude the option of second storey
treatment, it just makes it subject to a test of practicability

Ly NBaLkRyasS (2 GKS L!/ Qa lisdebuldbe lessenet @ thelogporarihSvingk S NJ |
taken by the project to reduce traffic noise, particularly at night, Dr Wright resporatgdhing that

reduces traffic noisén areas where it is already above the threshpld# reduce health impacts The IAC

notes that this is consistent with her support for an EPR to control noise at upper storeys of dwellings.

On the evidence presented, the IAC has recommended that project noise limits should apply to all levels of
habitable buildings.

OS |G KSIFENAYy3IS wmp ! daAdAG Hamdpd
SSG 6CSoNHzZ NBE HAMPpL D
2 L3 mMnno

¢2Y 9Q@lyas OSNbIE SHARSY
BCNBAIKG +AO0G2NAIF CFOG {K
3999{ ¢SOKYAOFf ! LIWSYRAE /
¢ foSR 52 0dzySyid HnR®

415 NJ W 22 NASINDUF f KSIHONMRYST/1O33 dz&ili Hnmpd
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| sympathises A 1 K (G KS L !,bulado nadSshdpdrithéaitomaiéhdation On balance and having
O2yaARSNBR GKS YFOGSNARFIET Ay GKS L! /XpasitiohEhaizhblieed y R A
to mitigate upper storeys could result in negative imglionsfor visual amenity and overshadowinigam

not persuaded that departing from the TNRP in this case would result in overall preferable environmental
outcomes. | consider the noise management regimthe EMF will manage operational noise impacts for
sensitive receptors to an acceptable level.

At propertytreatment

At property treatments are to be installed when external traffic noise limits cannot be achieved through
project design solutions, such as the installation of noise walls in combinatibrthei use of quieter road
pavements.

The hearing canvassed the need for internal noise limits tegeeified andachieved The IAC stated that

all noise experts supported the adoption of limétsd recommended that internal limitset by the Victorian
Better Apartment Design Standar@916 be adopted for dwellings where qiroperty mitigation is to be
installed | note that with optimisation of noise walls and other modifications due to design requirements
and/or overshadowing, then the number of propes needing treatment may change. | support the
inclusion of these limits in EPR NYibwever, die to the age and construction of buildings, there are many
features of residential properties that may not make them suitable for treatment (e.g. facadesahein
asbestos materials, safety of electrical wiring or personal preferences for architectural dtidesk, it is

my assessment thatooisultation with affected property owners must be undertaken in the assessment of
the practicability of afproperty treatment and should only be considered when there is a shortfall in
obtaining the project objective noise limits with waservation noise walls

Protection foropenspace

Expert evidence was presented to the hearing that there are relatively few losatiorently above 63

dB(A) bq zomins)Within public open spaceadjacent to the project areaWhen compared to the doothing
modelling,the EES predicts th#tose same public open spaces would generally be exposed to higher noise
levels than with the projectThat is, the project igenerallyexpected to provide a noise benefit to public
open space, compared with the dwthing scenarioAny increases due tthe project are predicted to be
largely restricted to within +3dB(A) except in the vicinity of the schools in Bulleen Road, where increases
may be up to 5 dB(A), although this does not take into account the acoustic benefit of the flood walls.

The community and the councils raised concelinsthe IAC hearingbout noise impacts on public open
space.To provide certainty to the communithat the predicted benefits will be realisedl support the
L1/ Q& NBO2YYSYRI A2y 2)thatansukey Dt tieRevelsipredictedin thet EES ayebnat
exceeded. Howevelin my view,given the conservative nature of the modelling as presented by the
LINE L2y Sy (1 Q& , &é& indfudidn of ai+? ¢BSHuffer is not required, particularly as this would
effectively correlate to a 60% increase in traffic above EES projections.

Operational noise whole-of-life considerations ocousticperformance

There wassomediscussionin the IAC hearingegarding the longevity of the acoustic performance of the
road pavement. The EESassessed noise levels for 10 years post opening, consistentiiRoad€Road
Design Note 081 with the expectation that the noise criteria would apply at the time of opening for up to
10 years However, the noise conclave agreed thhetacoustic performance should be maintained for at
least 20 years after opening. Mr Bute(a witness called byBW councilg expressed the viewhen
guestioned by the IAC that the noise criteria should align with the life of the noise bameisating that
thiswould bein the order 0f25-40 years

L &adzlJLJ2NI GKS L!'/ Qa NBO2YYSYRIGAZ2Y (2 icdBhezeMB (K-S
of opening and up to 20 years post opening. This will mean that the growth capacity of the project at
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different locations will need to be tested when determining the acoustic life, as opposed to design life, of
the barriers.

| also support the need for assessing flongterm performance of the road pavement (H\V Contrary to
the requirements of theTNRP, the project noise objective levels do not include a criterion for retrofit of the
pavement eithetbetweenpost opening and 20 years, or after the initiaha8arperiod.

However, it ismpracticalto require that any noncompliance or retrofit works could be undertaken and
completed within six monthsas the remedial works must be carefully planrgiden the implications for

traffic managementlt is also not feable to mandateany particular timeframe, as different parts of the

road pavementmay deteriorate to a different extentand/or at different rates It is my view that this
timeframe and the criterion for retrofishouldbe determined by the independent emanmental auditor. It

is also my view that as an assessment of compliance extends beyond the term of the independent
environmental auditor,reporting for compliance should be made to tidinister of Roads or his/her
successor.

Operationalnoise¢ monitoring requirements.

The IAC has also recommendétht there be permanent ongoing redime monitoring stations at
representative locationsand the provision of dataerived from those stations be made availalbbethe
public to complement EPR NV2. This aasistent with the noise mapping and online capability that is
currently available for Melbourne airport environs. | support this recommendation noting the potential for
colocation with ambient air quality monitoring stations and consequently the needeeelop such a
programme in conjunction with the IREA and key stakeholders, particularly the EPA.

Operationalvibration.

Operational vibration as a result of vehicles using the surface roads is not discussed in the IAC report but
based on the EES, it is my understanding that the levels of vibration are anticipated to be well below the
threshold of perception in nearby serisi receivers andaccordinglydoes not warrant any specific
managemenbr mitigation

Assessment

1 1| am generally satisfied that the noise and vibration impact of the project have dggropriately
assessed as part of the EES.

I The project can be construaleand operated with acceptable construction and operational noise
and vibrationimpacts on health and amenity, subject to implementation of the findings and
recommendations of this assessment.

1 The impacts of construction vibration can be appropriately nggeaathroughEPR N¥and EPRs
NV10¢14.

1 With the inclusion of specific noise criteria for school recreational grounds and public open space,
the potential impacts of construction noise and vibration are acceptable.

1 The project traffic noise objectives dedid in EPRs NV1, RVand NM are adequate for the
project, provided they arenodified to include a night time traffic noise limit, and a retrofit criterion
for the road pavement.

9 | am satisfied thatwith the combination of noise attenuation measures artk trevised traffic
noise objectives, that the operational noise impacts can be managed at all sensitive receptors
without the need to extend the noise limits to upper storeys of residential dwellings

f L &dzLIIR2 NI GKS L!/ Qa NBOangof e dnbieénfndise leVels b walyad 2 A Y :
assessing the lonterm performance of the road pavement, subject to the changes proposed in my
assessment.
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68! ANJ ljdzt t AG& yR ANBSyYyK2dzaS 3l aSa

Air quality impacts are addressed in Chapter 10 and Technical RepdrthB EES with greenhouse gas
emissions addressed in Chapter 26 and Technical Report R. Chapter 9 of the IAC report considers the
impacts and submissions made on these matters. Five EPRs deal with air quality and three deal with
greenhouse gasmissionspf these,four were the subject of recommendations by the IAC. The IAC also
proposed an additional EPR for the management of air quality.

Evaluation objective
To minimise adverse air quality, noise and vibration effects on the health and amenity of resadepts,
local communities and road users during both construction and operation of the project.

To demonstrate that the project will contribute to the need for an effective, integrated and climate ehange
resilient transport system that provides a widege of travel choices for all Victorians.

Assessment context

The project will impact on air quality through the construction phase, particularly at excavation and spoil
management sites, and thethrough the operation phase. The project will alsantribute to greenhouse

gas emissions during both the construction and operation phases.

With the projectaffectingland uses of varying sensitivity to air quality impagtesidential areas, shopping
and commercial centres, industrial precincts, parkal aporting facilitiesg the IAC identified ultrafine
particulates andthe tunnel ventilation system pollution control equipment as key issues beyond
construction impacts.

For greenhouse gas emissions, the IAC considered key issues were:
1 whether the greehouse gas methodology and calculations are fit for purpose for the project; and
1 whether the approval mechanisms for the project adequately address greenhouse gas mitigation.

Discussion

In the current regulatory environment, gtentially pollutant air emissins are regulated under the
Environment Protection Act 19/7®&hich provides for declaration of State Environment Protection Policies
(SEPPs). THevo SEPPselevant to air qualityare SEPP Ambient Air Quality (AAQ) and SEPP Air Quality
Management (AQM). EhSEPPs identify pollutants (indicators) of concern and designate objectives and
design criteria (standards) for thopellutants to protectbeneficial uses of the air environment

The EES was prepared having regard to these SEPPs, although | note ideciEvironment Protection

Act will come in to force in Ju2020. | expect the proponent will continue to work with EPA to align any
project approval documentation or subsequent management plans with the new regulatory regime, as
required

Having heard xpert evidence called on behalf of the proponent and from the B&Whcils, he IAC
concluded it was satisfied the air quality modelling presented in the EES was fit for purpose and of a
conservative nature, with the results providing the IAC comfort tiheyaality impacts from the project will

be within acceptable standards. | agree with this assessment.

The IAC recommended air quality monitoring for the project be undertaken with reference to the SEPP
(AAQ) environmental quality objectives, given thefgectives aim to protect beneficial uses. | agree with

this recommendation for the project, and note the IAC considers this should become the standard
approach for road projecte L Ff a2 adzJIR2 NI GKS L!/ Qa NBO2YYSyRI
monitoring dataonline.
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¢KS L!/ | 01y2¢fSRISR &adzoYAGUISNEQ O2y OSNya F2NJ dz
PM 1), whilealso notingthe lack of clear scientific evidence of their risks to human heéitren there are

no ambient air qubty criteria for ultrafine particulatest is appropriatethat the project will be subject to

any new criteria if and when they are developed.

Construction impacts

The EES characterised the potential impacts of construction as arising from dust, adduesnissions

from combustion engineslhe EES concluded that potential impacts from construction would be localised,

of short duration, and intermittent in nature The IAC received submissions raising concerns over dust
during construction and agreed th#tere is a real potential for significant impacts to air quatityingthe
LINE2S00Qa O02yailiNHzOGA2Y LIKFaSe | 26SOSNE GKS L!/ &I
managed through standard construction management techniques. | agree with this assessment.

I consider thatBPR AQ should also includgrovison of reaktime monitoring of particulate mattero
manage dust controlRealtime monitoring can help facilitate an active respon&e adverseweather
eventswhich should serve taminimisedustimpacts to sensitive receptors.

Lastly EPR ®1 andEPREMF2require the proponent to have regard to best practice, | note and agree with
9t ! Q& & dzo YERA Rubhliéaior8d k6 Indilonger best practicAccordinglyjt is my view that the
proponentwill consider more than just EPA Publication 480 in addressage EPRS.

Operational impacts

The EES largely focused on potential impacts arising from vehicle emissionSafben Monoxide,
Nitrogen DioxideNQ,), PMo and PM35). The EES stated the environmental quality objectingglation to

the indicators,in the SEPP (AAQ@)ere used for comparative rather than compliance purposes given the
lack of regulatory criteria for roadside locations. As noted above, | agree with the IAC that the proponent
should monitor against the environmental quality objective SEPP (AAQ)

Surface road emissions were modelled for years 2026 and 2036, and the EES selected 25 roads for
modelling, having regard to predicted changes in traffic volumes or types (as described in EES Chapter 9) for
the project versusno-project scenarios. The EES found air quality would improve for most of the 25
modelled roadsvhen comparing the project against the 4pooject scenaripdue directly to the reduced

traffic volumes forecasted in the modellinGonversely, ecreased air gality was predicted along Dalton

Road, Keon Parade, M80 Ring Road, Grimshaw Street, Greensborough Road, Bulleen Road, Eastern Freeway
and Middleborough Road due to the modelled increase in traffic volumes, especially increases in heavy
commercial vehicles

As with surface road emissions, the tunnel ventilation system emissions were modelled for years 2026 and
2036. The EES predicted ground level concentrations for all pollutants, excepa®iMPMs, to comply

with the SEPP (AQM) criteria under each nithag scenario. Both PMand PMs concentrations were
predicted to exceed the SEPP (AQM) criteria due to the already high background concentrations. While |
agree these predicted exceedances dot conflict with the intent of the SEPP (AQM), due to the
comparatively small contribution from the project compared with existing background levetssider

theya dzLJLI2 NI GKS L!/ Qa NBO2YYSYRIUGAZ2Y 2F LINPOAAAZY
equipment on the tunnel ventilation systems.

The IAC found general agreement that improving the standard of vehicle emissions is the best way to
reduce emissions and subsequent air quality impacts from combustion engine vehicles. | acknowledge
NEO2YYSYRIGA2ya F2NJ adzOK &d by Rdo Ndgred withieBAC2adz{yaSiégR S9 t (v
NB lj dzA NR y 3 cangtrGetioneRideSleath @eply with the Euro V European emission standards
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Greenhouse gas emissions

¢CKS L!/ NBOSAGSR adzoYAdaaAizya NI AAAY bsild2Gfeorbdigea | 0 2
gas emissions were assessed in the EES in accordance wiNhattbaal Greenhouse and Energy Reporting

Act 2007 TheEES identifies the contractor as responsiblergorting2 y G KS LINR22SO0 Qa S\
greenhouse gas emissigni$é the emissions exceed the levels identified in the National Greenhouse and
Energy Reporting AcThe IACsupported the approach taken in the EES to predicting greenhouse gas
emissions and | agree with this assessment.

The IAC made a number of edits to ERFCS which seeks to minimise greenhouse gas emissions, in
NBaLRyasS (2 9t! Qa O2yOSNya GKIFIG GKS dFof SR 9t wa ¢
for the project. | agree with this recommendation as it provides clarity and greater transpaia the
LINE2S 00 Qa ANBSYyK2dzaS AL A SYAadaizya YAyAYAralidazy 3

Assessment

i The potential impacts to air quality from project construction should be managed through best
practice construction measures, as directed by EPRs AQ1 and EMiRg, this should not rely
solely on EPA Publication 480 for guidance.

9 The project should make provision for retrofitting of air pollution control equipment on the tunnel
ventilation systems.

1 The implementation othe EPRsegarding air qualityconsistent with therecommendations of this
assessmentwill adequately managepotential impacts on air quality from construction and
operation for sensitive receptotte an acceptable level

1 The implementation of the EPRs regarding greenhouse gas emissionsistent with the
recommendations of this assessment, will adequately manage greenhouse gas emissions to an
acceptable level.

6.9DNR2 dzy Rg I (1 S NJ

Groundwaterimpacts are addressed in &tter 220f the EESasinformed byTechnical Report NCrapter
10 of the IACreport considered the impacts and submissions made on these matkve EPRs were
offered by the proponentto deal with groundwaterthree were the subject of recommendations by the
IAC.

Evaluation objective
To avoid or minimise adverse effects on th&ericonnected surface water, groundwater and floodplain
environments.

Assessment context

According to the EES, only the underground project elements between Watsonia Railway Station and the
Southern Portal are likely to change groundwater levels or groateiwflow direction. Changes to
groundwater levels could reduce the availability of groundwater for groundwater dependent ecosystems,
cause subsidence or initiate oxidation of acid generating materials. Changes in flow direction could also
entrain existingcontaminated groundwater plumes, with the potential for contamination migrating, or
expanding, into hitherto uncontaminated soils. The degree of groundwater change will decrease with
distance from the tunnels.

In its assessment of groundwater impacts, fireponent installed a bore network to monitor groundwater
levels, conduct aquifer hydraulic testing (slug and constant rate pumping tests) and collect groundwater
samples. A numerical model to predict potential changes to groundwater and to inform tessassnt

was then developed.
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Groundwater dependent ecosystems in the project area include terrestrial vegetation, notably swampy and
grassy woodlands, and riparian vegetation in association with the following waterways:

1 Yarra River, incorporating Bany@eamp, Bolin Bolin Billabong and Kew Billabong;

1 Koonung Creek;

1 Plenty River;

1 Banyule Creek; and

1 Salt Creek.
Potential changes in the location or movement of groundwater contamination due to privjeéated
changes in groundwater level and flow directiongtti occur around the historic landfill sites at Borlase
Reserve and Bulleen Park. However, the owobntaminated groundwaterdetected during field
investigationswas petroleum hydrocarbons near the fuel service station at the intersection of Yallambie
Roadand Greensborough Road, and péilyoroalkyl substances (PFAS) at the former Bulleen Bmiaad
near Watsonia Railway Statiofhe EES also noted that anotlaea with the potential for contamination
is the Bulleen Industrial Precinct.

Discussion

Basal on its modelling of the behaviour of groundwater, known aquifer properties of the project area, and
proposed construction techniques, tlieE$redictsthe maximum extent of drawdown will occur as tunnel
construction nears completion in 2024fter that, groundwater will gradually reach a new equilibrium.

The IAC heard considerable evidence on the potential effects of the project on groundwater and the

I RSljdzr 08 2F GKS LINRPLRYySydiQa 3INRPdzyRgIl GSNUINMREBNGE | yF
GKS L!'/ F2dzyR (KIFG GKS LINRLRYySyidiQa Y2RSt 41 a FAdl
and the groundwater modelling assessment generally met best practice criteria for a major project. The IAC
y2iSR G(KS | RRA lrthafiftodndwataer myhioying aiaollécd since preparation of the
EESthat was tabled in the IAC hearingy R I OOSLJASR (KS LINRPLRYSYy(iQa &dz"
the validity of the model. Moreover, the additional data enabled the preparatiba revised groundwater
dependent ecosystems assessmeaisotabled in the IAC hearing

The IACconsideed the groundwater assessmentndertaken allows the proponent to establish and
manage key environmental aspects across the project with a suitable stiiEPRs for protecty key
environmental elements. According to the IAC, the Bolin Bolin Billabong and other billabongs near the
project will be impacted most by changes to groundwater. To this end, the proponieifustner work has

been undertaken ath more is planned to gain a greater understanding of the Bolin Bolin Billabong and
other GDEs. Accordingly, EPRB®1, GW2 and FF6 will bémportant in developing appropriate
groundwater monitoring and management plans to respond to changes in grounderadewill effectively
AYLX SYSy(d G4KS L! 2408 wSO2YYSyRI{GAZ2Y

Beyond the EPRs, Melbourne Watarits submission to the IA@rovided detailof the works they are
undertaking to reinstate natural watering cycles to Bolin Bolin Billabong. The IAC noted this and
commented on other technologies and ameliorative measures that might be implemented if groundwater
levels change to adversely impact environmental asskts. IAC found that the EMF in conjunction with

the proposel suite of groundwater EPRs are appropeiad understand and manage groundwater risks
agree.

Assessment
1 The groundwater assessment and modelling provide adequate insight into the likely impacts of the
project on groundwater.
1 The groundwater model will require refinement during detailed desigmd this will occur in
accordance with the EPRs
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1 Application of the suite of groundwater EPRs and WiHbensure thatimpacts of the project on
groundwater and groundwater dependent ecosystems can be managed acceptably.

6.10DNR dzy R Y2 @SYSyi

Groundmovementimpacts are addressed in @pter 21 of the EESasinformed byTechnical Report M
Chapter 10 of the IAC report considered the impacts and submissions made on these m&tar&EPRSs
were offered by NELP to deal with groumdvement none weresubjectto recommendations by the 1AC.

Evaluation objective
To avoid or minimise adverse effects ondlatability from project activities, including tunnel construction
and river and creek crossings

Assessment context

In the context of the project, ground movement might occur during or following tunnel boring or deep
excavation work to construct the trehcand cut and cover tunnel sectiongheground movement impact
assessmenincludedin the EES considered the geological and hydrogeological conditions within the study
area and the sensitive receptors that may be affected by-suface activities. The BEnoted that
receptors¢ buildings, utilities, landscapes and environmental featugesiay be damaged or degraded
where ground movements are severe.

Discussion

The EES statedhe key effect of the project that might give rise to ground movement was dewager
(lowering of the water table) of compressible sediments, associated with cut and cover tunnels and deep
excavationThe EES then went on to conclufiat ground settlement from dewatering is unlikely to have a
significant impact on sensitive receptors.

¢KS L!'/ IT3INBSR ¢gAlGK (GKS LINRPLRYySyiliQa lFraaSaavySyiasz
likely experience settlement of varying degrees, but within acceptable standards. Similarly, the IAC found
residential properties are unlikely to be afted but some minor settling may result in cosmetic damage to
houses, particularly around the Lower Plenty Road and Bulleen areas. | note EPR GMS3 thquires
contractor to carry oupre- and postconstructionassessments of potentially affected properties.

Elsewhere, the IAC accepted that minimal movement of parklands and sporting grounds was not a concern
0dzi  RAR 3INBS gAGK (GKS LINRBLRYySyiQa laasSaayvySyid (Kl
temporarily relocated for the duration of the tunnelling works in that location.

As noted by the IAC, the proposed suite of ground movement EPRs will minimise ground movement
impacts by:

9 developing a geotechnical modlel

1 implementing a ground movement plan

1 undertaking condition surveysnd

i repairing any damage caused from ground movement.

Assessment
1 Potential mpactsfrom project-inducedground movementare acceptable anavill be adequately
managed byhe EPRs.

6.11{ dzNF I OS &I (G SNJ

Surface water impacts are addszxl in Chapter 24 of the EES, as informed by Technical Report P.
Chapterll of the IAC report considered the impacts and submissions made on these matters. Fifteen
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surface water EPRs were offered by the proponent; the IAC recommended a minor amendm@&R to E
SWE6.

Evaluation objectives
Land stability¢ To avoid or minimise adverse effects on land stability from project activities, including
tunnel construction and river and creek crossings

Catchment valueg To avoid or minimise adverse effects on the idenected surface water, groundwater
and floodplain environments.

Assessment context

The assessment presented in the EES investigated flooding, water quality, stream morphology and water
supply and sought to understand their response to poterdiaface water changes. In the many locations
where the project will interface with a floodplain, obstruction of existing flow paths has the potential to
change the flood character and extent. Elsewhere, the reference design proposes to underground 1.4km of
Banyule Creek and 1.5km of Koonung Creek. Thesgigmidicantchannel changes thdtave thepotential

to change downstream hydrologfythey are not carefully managed

The increased area of impervious surface, #mel concomitant change in runoff andrainage efficiency
across the project area, has the potential s@nifcantly change local hydrology ansay result inthe
transport of pollutants from the road surface to receiving watef® minimise theincreased runoff
efficiency andthe potential for pollutants entering waterwayswater treatment features have been
included in the reference design to filter and treat the stormwater captured by the new road surfaces.
These water sensitive urban design (WSUD) features include wetlands, bioretentioa aoddstorage
dams.

Construction activities have the potential to increase flood risk due to the temporary placement of
construction buildings, structures, materials or vehicles within the floodplain. Similarly, construction
activities may affect water quality through storaged handling of hazardous materials and mobilisation of
sediment or contaminants. Project changes to the beds and banks of waterways may also decrease water
guality downstream.

Discussion

The IAC agreed with the experts they heard from that the EES imamah baseline or conditions data and

lacks refined mapping of potential flooding impacitee IAC said they found it difficult to understand how

the impacs of the project were determined, what they are, and how WSUD or other mitigation measures
have be¢ RSEAAIYSRP | 26SOSNE (KSe I+ PSS ¢gSAITKG (2 aSto
water impacts could be acceptably mitigated through the EPRs, particularly EPR SW6. Equally, the IAC
recognised that despite their respective reservations of tkeemsment, the experts had reached a high
degree of consensus on the issues and agreed they could largely be managed through EPRs.

The potential for an increase in flood risk will be mitigated by ensuring the risk from changes to flood levels,
flow and véocities are minimised through application of EPR SW6. The project design will benefit from
iterative hydraulic modelling of mitigation measures and design refinement to demonstrate compliance
GAUK aStoz2dz2NYyS 21 G§SNDa NI dileSBacs walesekpert dneldv@ @pol, ( K S
warned against WSUD being too focused on the management and treatment of flows and water quality at

the expense of amenity and environmental valudsSUD and resultant mitigation measures will require

careful integation with the UDS.

¢KS L!'/ +Ftftaz2 y20SR aSto2d2NyS 2+ 0SNRa OAS¢g UKFG O2

should not occur on floodplains wherever possible. This led the IAC to recommend that flood risks should
be properly modelled ah assessed prior to construction. They specifically noted that temporary works
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could remain on the landscape for up to seven years and that modelling for construction compounds
appeared to have been omitted from the modelling undertaken for the EES.

| corsider that modelling for construction compounds should occur prior to establishment of any above

ground structures at sites located on floodplain. | recommend that this is achieved through amendment to
the requirements for construction compound plans inghincorporated documentMoreover,| note that

EPR SW5 calls for the preparation and implementation of a surface water management plan for
construction. Beyond noting that the development of the plan must necessarily occur before construction

begins, | antonfident that EPR SW5, in conjunction with EPR SW6, will ensure that impacts of the project
to increase flood risk can be managed satisfactorily.

I have concluded thathe project should not be constrained by having to avoid permanent channel changes
by dversion or undergrounding. Both Koonung and Banyule Creeks are highly modified streams that drain
and flow through urbanised catchments. Neither stream retains its natural morphology, water quality nor
instream ecological functiomccordinglyjt is my @&sessmenthat the mooted channel changes will give

rise to incremental impacts and are therefore acceptatiterther, | expect that WSUD principles will
minimise these impacts to the greatest extent practicable in line with EPR SW8.

During the hearingsome submitters expressed their frustration at the difficulty of assessing the proposed
WSUD and the resultant mitigation measures when the detail of the measures will not be known until later
project stages as the design is further refinéuresponsethe proponent strengthened the surface water
EPRs through the course of the hearing. | accept that the EEfBeapdocess of the IAC hearihgvenow
appropriatelyexplored the likely impacts of the project on surface water.

The EPRs, as ngwoposed provide a properbasisby whichthe ongoing desigdevelopment construction
and operation of the projeatanminimiseand mitigatesurface water impacts to an acceptaldegree

Assessment
9 The potential impacts of the project on surface water can be avoidé@ifyated, or responded to in
an acceptable way throughpplication of the surface water EPRs.
1 I note that there will be an ongoing requirement for the proponent to actively involve regulatory
and approval agencies such as Melbourne Water and the EPAfageswater matters.

612[ F YR O2y Gl YAYLFGA2Y YR a2t AR ol adas
Landcontaminationand solid waste impacts are addressé@u Chapter 23and Technical Report M of the
EES and in Chapter 12 of the IAC re@@evenEPR$CL1 to 6 and T2Hdeal with land contamination and

solid wastematters. One EPREMF3 addresses appointment of an independent environmental auditor
EPRELL, CL2, CL6 and EMIEBe the sibject of recommendations by thid\C.

Evaluation objective
To manage excavated spaihd other waste streams generated by the project in accordance with the waste
hierarchy and relevant best practice principles.

Assessment context

Most of the project area was used for agriculture before being rezoned for residential, open space
recreationor commercial and industrial useldence, 0 broadscale contaminatiormssociated wittheavy
industry sources existacross the project footprintHowever,decommissioned landfills and historic- in
filling of landalong withexisting commercial and industtiland usere potential sources of contamination
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