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Executive summary 

aŜƭōƻǳǊƴŜΩǎ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘ ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜΣ ŀǎ ƛǘ ƎǊƻǿǎ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ Ŏƛǘȅ ƻŦ пΦр Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ǘƻ ŀƭƳƻǎǘ у Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ōȅ нлрмΣ requires 
a road network to cater for around 10 million more trips per day ς an increase of more than 80%. The 
North East Link (the project) is one response to that challenge. Infrastructure Victoria identified the North 
East Link as a high priority project for improved accessibility through a congested road network. The project 
will provide a vital orbital road connection between the M80 Ring Road and the Eastern Freeway and the 
northern end of EastLink. That connectivity will enhance access to major employment centres, reduce 
travel times, improve the capacity and reliability of the freight network and connect metropolitan activity 
centres.  

IŀǾƛƴƎ ǎǘǳŘƛŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǇƻƴŜƴǘΩǎ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ŜŦŦŜŎǘǎ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ ό99{ύΣ ƭƛǎǘŜƴŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ 
other stakeholders and considered the report of the Inquiry and Advisory Committee (IAC) that I appointed, 
it is my assessment that the project will meet the evaluation objectives that I set for it. 

Even though the project will produce significant environmental impacts, borne largely by the community of 
aŜƭōƻǳǊƴŜΩǎ ƴƻǊǘƘŜŀǎǘ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ŀ ǇǊƻǘǊŀŎǘŜŘ construction period, the project will create significant 
environmental benefits for the community of Victoria. The recommendations contained within my 
ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘΣ ŀƭƻƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ǎǘŀǘǳǘƻǊȅ ŀǇǇǊƻǾŀƭǎ ŀƴŘ ŀ ǊƛƎƻǊƻǳǎ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎe 
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 ŦƛƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ adverse environmental effects can be appropriately managed and will be acceptable 
ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎ.  

¢ƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ŜŦŦŜŎǘǎ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ŀǎǎŜǎǎŜŘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ŀ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ŘŜǎƛƎƴΦ ¢ƘŜ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ŘŜǎƛƎƴ ƛǎ 
not intended to represent the final design for the project. Rather, it represents a feasible 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 enabled the types and potential magnitude of environmental impacts that will 
stem from the project to be identified and thoroughly assessed; and for an appropriate environmental 
management regime to be developed to reduce the identified impacts. 

The IAC recommended modifications to the reference design in relation to some aspects of the project, 
ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎŀƭƭȅ ƛƴ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ŜȄǘŜƴŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ǘǳƴƴŜƭ ƴƻǊǘƘǿŀǊŘǎΣ ŀƴŘ ŀǾƻƛŘƛƴƎ ǎǳǊŦŀŎŜ ǿƻǊƪǎ 
within Simpson Barracks. I dƻ ƴƻǘ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǘƘŜ L!/Ωǎ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƛƴ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŀǎǇŜŎǘǎΣ as I 
consider that these measures are not necessary to ensure that the project achieves acceptable 
environmental outcomes. I am also not satisfied that the overall environmental outcomes of the 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 that the 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, I have not found them to be 
necessary modifications.  

The EES and the public hearing before the IAC included consideration of a sound regulatory framework and 
environmental control regime that will be implemented to ensure any adverse environmental effects of the 
project are effectively mitigated. The methods and measures employed to mitigate impacts will be set out 
ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ όEMF). The EMF will ensure the project achieves 
acceptable outcomes through setting environmental performance requirements (EPRs) for the variety of 
project activities and functions. 
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Traffic and transport 
The EES addressed the potential effects of the project on traffic, freight, public transport, cyclists and 
pedestrians. The EES included analysis of strategic transport 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 indicated 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 respectively). There 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 Greensborough Bypass and Grimshaw Street Interchange (Watsonia 
Road and Erskine Road in Macleod).  

¢ƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǊƻŀŘ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪ ǿƛƭƭ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƛƴ ŀ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ǊŜŘƛǎǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƳŜŘƛǳƳ ŀƴŘ 
longer cross-city 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 anticipated to reduce significantly by a total 
of approximately 50,000 vehicles per day (two way). 

Various alternative design options were presented both in the EES and in the hearing before the IAC, and I 
have agreed with the IAC that these alternative designs should be provided to tenderers for their 
consideration. However, I do not agree that a northern tunnel extension is necessary. I am also of the view 
that the Lower Plenty Road Interchange must be retained because of the significance of its traffic benefits.   

L ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǘƘŜ L!/Ωǎ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǘǊŀŦŦƛŎ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴŀƭƛǘȅ ŘŜǎƛƎƴ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜǎ ǳǎŜŘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ŘŜǎƛƎƴ 
were appropǊƛŀǘŜΦ L ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ŘŜǎƛƎƴ ǿƻǳƭŘ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎΩ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ ŦƻǊ ǘǊŀŦŦƛŎ 
ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴŀƭƛǘȅ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ǳƴŀŎŎŜǇǘŀōƭŜ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ L ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǘƘŜ L!/Ωǎ 
ŎƻƴŎƭǳǎƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ǘǊŀŦŦƛŎ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ŦǳƴŎǘionality need to be balanced against its 
environmental effects. I 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 space with high 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 near BǳƭƭŜŜƴ tŀǊƪΣ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ƛƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ǿƛƭƭ 
ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻƴ ƴŜŀǊōȅ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎΩ Ǿƛǎǳŀƭ ŀƳŜƴƛǘȅΣ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜ ǾŀƭǳŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƻǇŜƴ ǎǇŀŎŜΦ Lǘ ǿƛƭƭ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ǘƘŜ ǿŀȅ ǘƘŀǘ 
people move, live, work and play in and around the project area.   

I am satisfied that the EES together with 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 impacts can be 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 I consider that 
further changes are required. 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 plans (UDLPs) are prepared 
and approved. I 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 design outcomes of the project. When further design detail is available, later, public 
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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 guidance from 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 
ensuring the UDLPs comply with the UDS. I 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 through reduced travel times and improved 
ŎƻƴƴŜŎǘƛƻƴ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ aŜƭōƻǳǊƴŜΩǎ ƴƻǊǘƘ ŀƴŘ ǎƻǳǘƘŜŀǎǘΦ tŜƻǇƭŜ ǘǊŀǾŜƭƭƛƴƎ ƻǊ ƭƛǾƛƴƎ ŀƭƻƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ŎƻǊǊƛŘƻǊ 
will benefit from less trucks on arterial roads, enhanced active transport infrastructure and better bus 
services along the Eastern Freeway. Amenity at some residences and open space will improve through 
reduced traffic noise compared with existing and no project conditions. I consider these benefits to be very 
significant. 

However, many public submissions on the EES identified 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 impacts on businesses 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 connectivity 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 ongoing traffic increases 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 space, with 18.2 hectares required permanently. In terms of active open space 
replacement, I consider that a workable concept emerged during the IAC hearing for temporarily and 
permanently relocating most sports clubs, recreational facilities and private school facilities to alternative 
ƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭƭȅ ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ L!/Ωǎ ƭƛƪŜ-for-like recommendation. However, I accept that it will be 
challenging to retain the current level of functionality of all sports and recreation facilities and some 
compromises may be required. 

Replacing lost passive open space is generally consistent with state policy and the relevant principles of the 
Yarra River Protection (Willip-gin Birrarung murron) Act 2017 and is a reasonable expectation of the 
proponent, and government more broadly. Considering this, I require the development and 
implementation of a relocation and replacement plan to canvass the important practical considerations 
related to the selection and 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 Creek and Borlase 
Reserves. Whilst I am satisfied that the locations for construction compounds identified in the EES are 
generally acceptable, I expect that the proponent will consider and assess all possible locations during the 
process of detailed design and construction planning. A construction compound plan, subject to my 
approval, will assist to mitigate impacts associated with the location and management of construction 
compounds.  

L ƘŀǾŜ ƴƻǘ ŀŎŎŜǇǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ L!/Ωǎ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ .ƻǊƭŀǎŜ wŜǎŜǊǾŜ ōŜ ŜȄŎƭǳŘŜd as a TBM launch/retrieval 
site, because I am satisfied that amenity impacts will be acceptably mitigated by the EPRs. However, if 
Borlase Reserve is used as a TBM launch site, I consider that voluntary acquisition of the most affected 
residences should also be offered.  
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Adoption of the UDS and EPRs, in the way that I 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. I 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 outweigh the project benefits. 

Business 
The project will acquire 102 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 amenity. Notable, in this latter category are the businesses that 
make up the Watsonia Neighbourhood Activity Centre. IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ōǊƻŀŘ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ŀƴŘ 
business benefits outweigh the economic impacts from the loss of local businesses. 

Construction of the Manningham Road Interchange will require the land associated with all the businesses 
in the BIP, which employs about 770 people. The loss of an entire industrial-zoned business precinct due to 
an infrastructure project is unprecedented in Melbourne, and the disruption to BIP business owners, 
employees, customers, suppliers and the local economy will be very significant. Land acquisition under the 
Major Transport Project Facilitation Act 2009 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 the Manningham Council about issues and managing 
the impacts that would result from the project for nearly 18 months. I commend these efforts and 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. 

Watsonia Neighbourhood 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 catchment to the east. 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 activity centre. I expect that the proponent and Banyule Council will work 
in partnership to investigate opportunities for the activity centre. [ƻƻƪƛƴƎ ōŜȅƻƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ 
construction horizon, I support return of employment use to land where businesses were displaced 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 in planning policies, including Plan Melbourne 2017-2050 (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, environment 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. I am satisfied that, provided the recommendations of this assessment 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 the significance of the Yarra River and parklands as set 
out in legislation and planning policies, and maximising the return of residual land at the Manningham Road 
Interchange for employment uses.  
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Biodiversity 
The project area retains fragmented remnant, or re-established, native vegetation described in the EES as 
mostly ranging from poor to moderate condition. However, significant biodiversity values remaining in the 
area were identified along the Yarra River floodplain, Koonung and Banyule Creeks and within Simpson 
Barracks. 

The project will impact established Matted Flax-lily and Studley Park Gum populations within the Simpson 
Barracks. In response, the proponent will prepare and implement a translocation plan for Matted Flax-lily 
and a management framework for Studley Park Gum. When these mitigation measures are considered in 
addition to offset requirements, and in the context of the overall benefits of the project, I believe the 
impacts, while significant, are acceptable. 

The loss of urban tree canopy is an ongoing challenge for Melbourne; the loss of 25,947 amenity planted 
trees and the associated canopy cover will be a significant impact. For this reason, the proposed tree 
canopy replacement plan is paramount to mitigating this impact, and I encourage the proponent to 
commence plantings as a matter of priority, continuing progressively 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 years (or possibly even longer). It is inevitable that 
some works at some sites will be undertaken outside normal hours, including works that would otherwise 
create major traffic congestion during the day. I am satisfied that the noise impacts of the project during 
construction will be acceptable overall, and that the noise limits for after-hours construction work 
proposed by the proponent are appropriate. 

I agree with the IAC that it is necessary to specify a night time noise limit over and above the limits within 
the current, but dated, Traffic Noise Reduction Policy (TNRP). In contrast, I disagree with the IAC 
recommendation that project noise limits apply to all levels of habitable buildings. I am not persuaded that 
departing from the TNRP in this respect is necessary to ensure acceptable outcomes. I consider the noise 
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 engines, concluding that impacts would be localised, of short duration, and intermittent 
in nature. While the IAC considered these impacts as potentially significant, it was satisfied such impacts 
could be managed to an acceptable level through standard construction management techniques and I 
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, I agree with and ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǘƘŜ L!/Ωǎ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ for the project to include provision for space to 
allow retrofitting air pollution control equipment 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 also cause existing contaminated groundwater to migrate or expand into 
uncontaminated soils. Only the underground project elements between Watsonia Railway Station and the 
Southern Portal are likely to change groundwater levels or groundwater flow direction. The degree of 
groundwater change will decrease with distance from the tunnels. 
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Potential changes in the location or movement of groundwater contamination due to project-induced 
changes in groundwater level and flow direction might 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 poly-fluoroalkyl substances (PFAS) at the former Bulleen Drive-in and near 
Watsonia Railway Station. The EES also noted that another area with the potential for contamination is the 
Bulleen Industrial Precinct.  

¢ƘŜ ǇǊƻǇƻƴŜƴǘΩǎ groundwater assessment has established a firm basis for environmental performance 
ŎǊƛǘŜǊƛŀ ǘƻ ƳŀƴŀƎŜ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƻƴ ƎǊƻǳƴŘǿŀǘŜǊ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘ ƪŜȅ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ 
elements. Bolin Bolin Billabong and other billabongs near the project are perhaps the 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 Bolin Bolin 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 Billabong. While I am confident that 
groundwater impacts can be managed effectively, I 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 sections. The 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 sub-surface activities. The EES noted that buildings, utilities or environmental 
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 I. However, pre- and post-construction assessments of 
buildings near construction works will also be undertaken to give owners confidence that their property will 
not suffer from damage due to project-induced ground movement. 

Surface water 
The EES investigated flooding, water quality, stream morphology and water supply and sought to 
understand their response to potential surface water changes as a result of the project. The potential for an 
increase in flood risk will be mitigated by ensuring the risk from changes to flood levels, flow and velocities 
are minimised and the project will ŘŜƳƻƴǎǘǊŀǘŜ ŎƻƳǇƭƛŀƴŎŜ ǿƛǘƘ aŜƭōƻǳǊƴŜ ²ŀǘŜǊΩǎ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎ. In 
addition, water treatment features have been included in the reference design to filter and treat the 
stormwater captured by the new road 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 Koonung Creek and Banyule Creeks, due to diversion and partial 
undergrounding. I consider that these impacts are acceptable.  

I consider that the EPRs, as recommended in this assessment, provide an appropriate means by which to 
manage the design, construction and operation 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 broad-scale 
contamination associated with heavy industry sources exists across the project footprint. However, 
decommissioned landfills and historic in-filling of land along with existing commercial and industrial land 
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use are potential sources of contamination. Construction will disturb landfill material and could 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 suitable and can satisfactorily mitigate risks 
ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǎǇƻƛƭ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘΣ ǊŜǳǎŜ ŀƴŘ ŘƛǎǇƻǎŀƭΦ L ŀŎŎŜǇǘ ǘƘŜ L!/Ωǎ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ ǎǇƻƛƭ 
management approach, EPRs and governance framework would sufficiently manage potential effects 
associated with contaminated 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 assessment here. Otherwise, I am satisfied that the 
UDS and EPRs provide a suitable framework for protecting heritage values across the project area, including 
the potential unidentified archaeological artefacts. 

Aboriginal cultural heritage 
Twenty-eight registered 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 the Aboriginal Heritage Act 2006. The IAC concluded that the 
ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƻƴ !ōƻǊƛƎƛƴŀƭ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ƘŜǊƛǘŀƎŜ ǾŀƭǳŜǎ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ŀŘŜǉǳŀǘŜƭȅ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎŜŘ ŀƴŘ ƳŀƴŀƎŜŘΦ L 
agree with the IAC.  

.ŜȅƻƴŘ ǘƘŜ /IatΣ L ŀƎǊŜŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ L!/Ωǎ ŎƻƴŎƭǳǎƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ǘƻ !ōƻǊƛƎƛƴŀƭ Ŏultural 
heritage can be adequately mitigated through the UDS. It provides the necessary framework to support 
meaningful engagement with the Wurundjeri Woi-wurrung to entrench Aboriginal cultural heritage values 
in the development of design themes and key features 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 project. The IAC 
accepted that the method adopted was sound and in the case of air quality and noise were based on 
measurable standards, concluding that the risks to health could be managed through the relevant EPRs. I 
agree with the IAC, subject to the recommendations of my assessment. 

In the more intangible areas of social impact and particularly in relation to green space and visual changes, 
the IAC found that the health impact assessment did little to appreciate the value that community placed 
on these assets. The IAC did not recommend any specific EPRs for health and wellbeing but did 
recommended related changes to EPRs in areas such as biodiversity, landscape, visual and social. I support 
ǘƘŜ L!/Ωǎ ŎƻƴŎƭǳǎƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŀŎƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ L!/ ǊŜƭƛŜŘ ƻƴ ǎǳōƳƛǎǎƛƻƴǎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ǎǳōƳƛǎǎƛƻƴǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ 
Department of Health and Human 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 and 
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 the environmental 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. I provide my assessment of the EPRs 
in Appendix A.  
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The EMF set out accountabilities and auditing requirements for the EPRs to ensure the environmental 
effects and risks of the project are well managed. The proponent will prepare an environmental 
management strategy that responds to the EMF to outline how the EPRs will be implemented. An 
Independent Environmental Auditor will conduct independent reviews of activities and documentation, 
approve subordinate plans to the environmental management strategy and audit compliance of the project 
with the EPRs. 

Next steps 
Under the Environmental Effects Act 1978 this assessment is provided in the first instance for consideration 
by the Minister for Transport Infrastructure as Ψthe relevant Minister.Ω My assessment will also inform 
subsequent decisions in relation to the specific approvals that will be required, and the final form of the 
project once a successful tenderer has been contracted.  
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1. LƴǘǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ 

On 12 January 2018, North East Link Project (the proponent) submitted a proposal to the Victorian 
Government for North East Link (the project).  

On 2 February 2018, L ŘŜŎƭŀǊŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ǘƻ ōŜ ΨǇǳōƭƛŎ ǿƻǊƪǎΩ ǳƴŘŜǊ section 3(1) of the Environment 
Effects Act 1978 (EE Act). As a result of that declaration, an environment effects statement (EES) was 
required to be prepared for the project by the proponent.  

In the declaration, my procedures and requirements for the EES specified that the EES was to document 
investigations of the potential environmental effects of the public works, including the feasibility of design 
alternatives and relevant environmental mitigation and management measures. In particular, the EES was 
to address the potential effects of the project on: 

¶ biodiversity; 

¶ beneficial uses of surface water and groundwater; 

¶ ground movement; 

¶ cultural heritage values including Aboriginal cultural heritage; 

¶ health and amenity;  

¶ temporary and permanent effects on the transport network and services; 

¶ displacement or severance of commercial and residential properties;  

¶ contaminated materials; and 

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

While originally referred to me by North East Link Authority, an administrative office under the Department 
of Economic Development, Jobs, Transport and Resources, a machinery of government change on 1 January 
2019, renamed the Authority as the North East Link Project, making it an organisation under the Major 
Transport Infrastructure Authority, which is an administrative office under the Department of Transport.  

1.1 tǳǊǇƻǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘ 

This document constitutes my assessment of the environmental effects of the project. It represents the 
final step in the EES process and provides advice to decision-makers on the likely environmental effects of 
the project, their acceptability and how they might be addressed in relevant statutory decisions.  

My assessment is informed by the EES, the report of the Inquiry and Advisory Committee (IAC) that I 
appointed, and the evidence and material that was provided to the IAC during its public hearing, including 
public submissions. 

Works on the project shall not commence until this assessment is completed and considered by the 
Minister for Transport Infrastructure as provided for by section 6(2) of the EE Act. This assessment will also 
be provided to other relevant decision-makers (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 effects and my 
advice about how the project will achieve acceptable outcomes.  
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The EES described the project as a new freeway-standard road connection that would complete the missing 
ƭƛƴƪ ƛƴ aŜƭōƻǳǊƴŜΩǎ aŜǘǊƻǇƻƭƛǘŀƴ wƛƴƎ wƻŀŘΣ ƎƛǾƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ Ŏƛǘȅ ŀ Ŧǳƭƭȅ ŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜŘ ƻǊōƛǘŀƭ road connection. The 
project is described in Volume 1, Chapter 8 of the EES. As shown in Figure 1, the project is comprised of the 
following components. 

¶ M80 Ring Road to the northern portal ς 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 utilising a mixture of above, below and at surface road sections. This would 
include new road interchanges at the M80 Ring Road and Grimshaw Street. 

¶ Northern portal to southern portal (tunnels) ς 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 south of the Veneto Club.  

¶ Eastern Freeway (east and west of Bulleen Road) ς from 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 dedicated 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.  

 
Figure 1: Project alignment and setting (EES, p.2-Executive Summary) 

  

2. tǊƻƧŜŎǘ ŘŜǎŎǊƛǇǘƛƻƴ 
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The project also includes additional elements such as: 

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

¶ upgrades to rail signalling infrastructure; 

¶ noise and flood walls; 

¶ new and modified walking and cycling paths; 

¶ changes to waterways and drainage features including the diversion and piping of Koonung Creek 
in some areas; 

¶ utility works around communications towers, electricity transmission lines, a water mains pressure 
reducing station and the main sewer along Bulleen Road; 

¶ new ancillary infrastructure to support the project, 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 interchange to connect the existing freeway to the new section 
of the project; and 

¶ a new dedicated busway along the Eastern Freeway with 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 used for residential properties, industrial 
and commercial properties, recreational reserves, wetlands, educational and sporting facilities as well as 
existing road reserves. Project works are proposed to commence in 2020 with expected completion by 
2027. Preparatory buildings and works are proposed to commence before the main works. 
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The IAC has done a commendable job integrating the disparate issues of the project into a cohesive report. 
I thank the chair and panel members for their work.  

The IAC presented 29 consolidated recommendations in their report to me. Of those, I accept, 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 proponent (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 designating Simpson Barracks as a Ψno-go zoneΩ (IAC 
Recommendation 15). 

3.1 wŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ŘŜǎƛƎƴ 

The EES used a reference design to assess the environmental effects of the project. Some submitters were 
ŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ŘŜǎƛƎƴΩǎ ǳǘƛƭƛǘȅ ŦƻǊ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ L!/ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŜŘ Ŏŀǳǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŦǳǘǳǊŜ ǳǎŜ 
of reference designs for assessment purposes. However, tƘŜ L!/ ŀƭǎƻ ǎǘŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ Χsees potential merit in 
the use of a reference design for some large complex state government projects.1 I share this view. 

The reference design is not intended to represent the 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 structures must be 
located. The proponent explained to the IAC that a reference design is a tool 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.2 

The reference design has been used as a means by which to: 
1. identify and assess the environmental effects of the project; and 
2. prepare an environmental management framework (EMF, see Section 5.2), including environmental 

performance requirements (EPRs, see Appendix A), and a UDS that will provide for management 
and mitigation of those identified impacts. 

As required by the draft incorporated document, the final design must be in accordance with an approved 
EMF and urban design strategy (UDS). These may require modifications to the design of the project to help 
ensure the environmental impacts of the project are acceptable, or in order to improve the environmental 
performance of the project. Modifications may also be necessary to meet the outcomes specified by 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 reference design 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 of the projectΩs environmental effects impossible.3 I do not agree with this 
proposition and I note that it was not accepted by the IAC, either 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 relation to certain 
potential impacts, the IAC did not say that the position was so uncertain that it could not undertake its task 

                                                             
1 L!/ wŜǇƻǊǘ ŀǘ ǇŀƎŜ мпΦ 
2 L!/ wŜǇƻǊǘ ŀǘ ǇŀƎŜ млΦ 
3 L!/ wŜǇƻǊǘ ŀǘ ǇŀƎŜ мнΣ ŦƻƻǘƴƻǘŜ олΦ 

3. L!/ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴǎ 
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of reporting to me on the environmental effects of the project. Instead, the IAC undertook a detailed 
assessment of the ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ potential environmental effects and documented its consideration and findings 
about these potential effects in a thorough manner, which has assisted me in formulating this assessment. 

The IAC documented the topics in which it considered its task more challenging because of the use of a 
reference design, for example, landscape and visual, ecology, business and social impacts. I have paid close 
ǊŜƎŀǊŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ L!/Ωǎ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎ ƻƴ ǘƘese issues and addressed them in the balance of my assessment below. 

Ultimately, the IAC concluded that the environmental effects of the project should be able to be mitigated 
or managed to an acceptable level, subject to the recommendations in its report. Again, I agree that the 
environmental effects of the project should be able to be mitigated or managed to an acceptable level, but 
I have not agreed with all the recommendations of the IAC.  

All land that could be directly affected by the project has been included within the project boundary of the 
reference design. The types of environmental impact (such as groundwater, native vegetation, air quality 
etc.) that are likely because of the project have been identified and subject to detailed consideration. The 
EES and the public hearing before the IAC included consideration of the methods or measures that might 
be employed to mitigate impacts, the type of EMF that should be used to ensure that the project achieves 
acceptable outcomes and, more specifically, the appropriate EPRs for achieving those outcomes.  

In this regard, I agree with the L!/Ωǎ observation that, where a reference design is used, the EPRs are critical 
in determining how the eventual project can be delivered within an acceptable framework. TƘŜ 9twΩǎ 
provide the primary means by which the actual environmental impacts of the project will be measured, 
managed and mitigated. I am of the view that an appropriate set of EPRs can be developed for the project, 
and this has informed my ultimate conclusion that the environmental impacts of the project will be 
acceptable.  

I note the IACΩǎ observation that the reference design has caused substantial difficulty for the IAC, other 
parties and the community in properly understanding the likely scope of the project and its potential 
environmental effects.4 I agree that the assessment of impacts of a project of this scale is a difficult task, 
and a detailed design may (in some circumstances) have made the assessment of certain impacts less 
ΨdifficultΩ, especially for members of the community. However, in my opinion, significant benefits flow from 
assessing a reference design instead of a detailed design for large, complex projects. A reference design 
encourages alternatives or innovations to be explored during assessment and in the detailed design, that 
respond to problems or impacts that may be unforeseen in some cases. This may result in improved 
environmental outcomes. A performance-based EMF, and UDS, as will be required for this project, is 
necessary to guide and support the delivery of alternative or innovative design solutions.  

In any event, I consider that the EES together with the information prepared for, and considered by, the IAC 
during its public hearing, is sufficient to allow me to make an assessment of the environmental effects of 
the project. I am satisfied that the environmental effects of the project have been identified and 
adequately considered, and that the EMF will ensure that the project achieves acceptable environmental 
outcomes. 

In relation to IAC Recommendation 27, I 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 I 
consider that has occurred in this case. I am also of the view that consideration should be given in all cases 

                                                             
4 L!/ wŜǇƻǊǘ ŀǘ ǇŀƎŜ мпΦ 
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to whether it is appropriate to 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 I do not think it is appropriate to prescribe, in advance, the circumstances 
ƛƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ŘŜǎƛƎƴ ƳƛƎƘǘ ōŜ ǳǎŜŘ ŀƴŘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŀǘ ǊŜŀǎƻƴ L ŘŜŎƭƛƴŜ ǘƻ ŀŎŎŜǇǘ ǘƘŜ L!/Ωǎ 
recommendation. 

3.2 wƛǎƪ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ 

The risk ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ ǳǎŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 99{ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ΨǇƭŀƴƴŜŘΩ events described as events with 
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 consequence is 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. 

Various submissions raised concerns about the use of planned likelihood in assessing 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 with AS/NZS ISO 31000:2009 Risk 
Management ς Principles and Guidelines. However, despite its misgivings about the precise approach 
ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ΨǇƭŀƴƴŜŘΩ ǿŀǎ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜŘΣ the IAC acknowledged that the risks were sufficiently well 
understood for it to prepare its report. 

The IAC recommended that the description of a risk or event as planned should not be used in the risk 
assessment for future projects assessed by way of an EES (IAC Recommendation 28). While I acknowledge 
the L!/Ωǎ logic, I do not support the recommendation. This is because I do not consider that it is appropriate 
to strictly prescribe the way that future risk assessments can be undertaken. What is important is that risks 
are appropriately assessed; there may be many different ways of appropriately achieving that outcome. 
Rather, I recommend that future assessments are cognisant of 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. 

3.3 tǊƻƧŜŎǘ ƳƻŘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ 

¢ƘŜ L!/Ωǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ three recommendations that would require very significant changes to the 
reference design. These recommendations (if adopted) have the potential to change the environmental 
effects of the project, and the overall balance of benefits and detriments. I have therefore given very 
carefǳƭ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ L!/Ωǎ ǊŜŀǎƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ ƳŀƪƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƳΦ Lƴ ǎǳƳƳŀǊȅΣ ǘƘŜ 
three recommendations are: 

Recommendation 4 
Pursue an extended, bored tunnel option northwards to the vicinity of the Grimshaw Street, 
including a review of the need for the Lower Plenty Road interchangeΧ5 

Recommendation 5 
Exclude Borlase Reserve as a tunnel boring machine launch/retrieval siteΧ 

                                                             
5 L ǊŜƎŀǊŘ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊŘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ōŜ ǎƻƳŜǿƘŀǘ ŀƳōƛƎǳƻǳǎΣ ƛƴ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŜȄǘŜƴŘŜŘΣ ōƻǊŜŘ ǘǳƴƴŜƭ 
ƻǇǘƛƻƴ ōŜ ǇǳǊǎǳŜŘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ōŜ ŀ ǊŜǾƛŜǿ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƴŜŜŘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ [ƻǿŜǊ tƭŜƴǘȅ wƻŀŘ ƛƴǘŜǊŎƘŀƴƎŜΦ L ƘŀǾŜΣ ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǇǊƻŎŜŜŘŜŘ ƻƴ 
ǘƘŜ ŀǎǎǳƳǇǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ L!/ ǿŀǎ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀƴ ŜȄǘŜƴŘŜŘ ǘǳƴƴŜƭ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ŀǎ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ 
[ƻǿŜǊ tƭŜƴǘȅ wƻŀŘ LƴǘŜǊŎƘŀƴƎŜ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŘŜƭŜǘŜŘΦ 
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Recommendation 15 
Designate the Simpson Barracks as a Ψno-go zoneΩ due to the potential significant environmental 
effectsΧ6 

These recommendations are, in many ways, interrelatedΦ Lǘ ǿŀǎ ǘƘŜ L!/Ωǎ ǾƛŜǿ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƳƻŘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ 
would: 

¶ significantly reduce social, noise, air quality, business, landscape and visual impacts on the 
community along Greensborough Road and the Watsonia Neighbourhood Activity Centre; 

¶ protect the residential community surrounding Borlase Reserve from the amenity impact of noise, 
dust and spoil haulage for many years; and 

¶ significantly reduce ecological impacts on critically endangered and threatened species, ecological 
communities, significant tree canopy, habitat fragmentation and the northern reach of the Banyule 
Creek. 

I have decided not to accept these three recommendations. In my view, the recommendations are not 
necessary to ensure that the project achieves acceptable environmental outcomes. The reasons why I 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, in my assessment, be 
unacceptable 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:  
ï appropriate measures to minimise disruption can be provided to the ŎŜƴǘǊŜΩǎ businesses 

through the business EPRs;  
ï potential traffic impacts will be acceptably managed through the traffic EPRs;  
ï noise and other amenity impacts from construction will be acceptably managed through the 

EMF and relevant topic-specific EPRs; and  
ï matters of urban design, visual and landscape impacts (with the potential for resultant social 

impacts) will be managed through 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 activities are acceptable. 

3. I am confident that it also possible to achieve a positive long-term urban design legacy for Watsonia 
Neighbourhood Activity Centre without needing to extend the tunnel. Indeed, the project 
represents a significant opportunity to transform the current conditions around the centre, and to 
create a desirable and valued urban space for the residents, businesses and other users of the 
centre.  

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

                                                             
6 L ƘŀǾŜ ŀǎǎǳƳŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ǘƻ L!/ wŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ о ǿŀǎ ŀ ǘȅǇƻƎǊŀǇƘƛŎŀƭ ŜǊǊƻǊ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜƴŘŜŘ ŎǊƻǎǎ-ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ǿŀǎ 
L!/ wŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ п όŜȄǘŜƴŘŜŘ ǘǳƴƴŜƭύΦ 
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5. I do not accept that the ecological impacts of the project on Simpson Barracks will be unacceptable. 
In this regard I note that whilst the biodiversity values of the barracks are significant, I consider that 
ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǇƻƴŜƴǘΩǎ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŀƭǎ ǘƻ ƳƛǘƛƎŀǘŜ ǘƘƻǎŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ǘƘǊƻǳƎh relevant plans are appropriate. It will 
provide for an outcome that achieves an appropriate degree of preservation of the Matted Flax Lilly 
and the Studley Park Gum.  

6. I consider that it is essential that the Lower Plenty Road Interchange be retained in the design, 
because I consider the benefits of its retention are very significant. If the Lower Plenty Road 
Interchange is retained as I consider necessary, impacts on Simpson Barracks cannot be avoided 
and it is neither practicable, nor necessary, to identify it as a Ψno-go zoneΩ.  

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 I have assessed as appropriate for the 
project will ensure that this is the case. Further, I consider that 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. I am therefore not 
satisfied that there will be improved overall environmental outcomes if these recommendations were to be 
adopted. 

During the preparation of my assessment, I formed the view that I may be assisted in making my 
assessment of these three IAC recommendations with further information from the proponent. 
Accordingly, I 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 a response to my request. The response is included at Appendix C. 

In the intervening period between sending my request and receiving the response, I continued to rely on 
the information available to me (being the EES, public submissions, information provided to the IAC during 
its public hearing and the IAC report) to make my assessment.  

When I received the response, my assessment was substantially complete. Having reviewed the response, I 
concluded that the information that had been provided was substantially a restatement of information that 
I 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 assessment with respect to these three recommendations.  
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4.1 9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ 9ŦŦŜŎǘǎ !Ŏǘ 

Following my public works declaration, draft scoping requirements were exhibited for three weeks, from 22 
May 2018, for public comment. On 26 June 2018, I 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 normal EES practice 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 2019 to 7 June 2019. A 
draft planning scheme amendment (PSA) to the Banyule, Manningham, Boroondara, Yarra, Whitehorse, 
Whittlesea and Nillumbik planning schemes (Amendment GC98) and a works approval application prepared 
in accordance with the Environment Protection Act 1970 (EP Act) were also exhibited with the EES.  

On 23 April 2019, with the consent of the Governor in Council, I appointed an inquiry under the section 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 advisory committee under part 7, section 151 of the Planning and 
Environment Act 1989 (P&E Act) to consider the draft PSA. The IAC was also to provide advice to inform the 
9t!Ωǎ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƪǎ ŀǇǇǊƻǾŀƭ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴΦ L ŀǇǇǊƻǾŜŘ ǘƘŜ L!/Ωǎ ǘŜǊƳǎ ƻŦ ǊŜŦerence on 11 April 
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 followed by a public hearing from 25 July 2019 to 16 
September 2лмфΦ ¢ƘŜ L!/ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ƛǘǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ǘƻ ƳŜ ƻƴ нн hŎǘƻōŜǊ нлмфΦ ¢ƘŜ L!/Ωǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ together with the 
EES and public submissions has informed my preparation of this assessment of the environmental effects of 
the project under the EE Act. 

This document constitutes my assessment under the EE Act. My assessment must be considered by the 
relevant Minister (i.e. the Minister for Transport Infrastructure) before any project works commence. My 
assessment will also be of assistance to any other statutory decision-makers that will be asked to provide 
approvals for the project under Victorian law.  

4.2 tƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ 9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ !Ŏǘ 

The P&E Act sets out processes for the amendment of Victorian planning schemes. A PSA to the Banyule, 
Boroondara, Manningham, Nillumbik, Whitehorse, Whittlesea and Yarra planning schemes (the planning 
schemes) is proposed to 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 provisions of the 
planning schemes. The draft PSA included in the exhibited EES is discussed in Section 5.2. 

4.3 9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ tǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴ !Ŏǘ 

A works approval is required under the EP Act before commencing works associated with installing tunnel 
ǾŜƴǘƛƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǎȅǎǘŜƳǎ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ŀǎ ΨǎŎƘŜŘǳƭŜŘ ǇǊŜƳƛǎŜǎΩ όƛǘŜƳ [лоΣ {ŎƘŜŘǳƭŜ мύ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ 
Environment Protection (Scheduled Premises and Exemptions) Regulations 2017. 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 project, new environment protection laws are intended to come 
into effect. The Environment Protection Amendment Act 2018 (Amending Act) will introduce a new 
legislative framework for environment protection in Victoria. The Amending Act will amend the 
Environment Protection Act 2017 (EP Act 2017) and repeal the current EP Act. It is intended that the EP Act 
2017 (as amended by the Amending Act) will come into full effect from 1 July 2020. 

4. {ǘŀǘǳǘƻǊȅ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎŜǎ 
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Until then, the EP Act remains in force and the works approval application is expected to be determined 
under this legislation. However, under the EP Act 2017 (as amended by the Amending Act), there are 
expected to be different subordinate instruments, compared to those under the current EP Act. Some 
subordinate instruments are discontinuing (e.g. state environment protection policies) and some new 
subordinate instruments are being introduced (e.g. environment reference standards). The stated aim of 
these changes is to produce 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 issue (IAC Recommendation 1b). I accept 
ǘƘŜ L!/Ωǎ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴǎΦ 

4.4 !ōƻǊƛƎƛƴŀƭ IŜǊƛǘŀƎŜ !Ŏǘ 

The Aboriginal Heritage Act 2006 sets out triggers and requirements for the preparation and approval of 
cultural heritage management plans (CHMPs). One trigger for a CHMP is when an EES is required under the 
EE Act. The Aboriginal Heritage Act also provides for approval of a CHMP by the relevant registered 
Aboriginal party. For localities where no registered Aboriginal party has yet been appointed, which includes 
the westernmost part of the Eastern Freeway, responsibility for approval of a CHMP rests with the 
Executive Director Aboriginal Victoria. 

4.5 hǘƘŜǊ ±ƛŎǘƻǊƛŀƴ ǎǘŀǘǳǘƻǊȅ ŀǇǇǊƻǾŀƭǎ 

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

¶ a permit for impact to places on the Victorian Heritage Register and/or Victorian Heritage Inventory 
under the Heritage Act 2017;  

¶ consent to undertake works on or across a waterway under the Water Act 1989; 

¶ a licence to undertake works near a waterway, construct groundwater bores, or extract 
groundwater, under the Water Act 1989;  

¶ a permit to remove listed flora and/or fauna from public land under the Flora and Fauna Guarantee 
Act 1988; 

¶ potentially, a permit (or permits) to take wildlife under the Wildlife Act 1975; and 

¶ consent to undertake works on a road and to connect to a freeway under the Road Management 
Act 2004. 

4.6 aŀƧƻǊ ¢ǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘ tǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ CŀŎƛƭƛǘŀǘƛƻƴ !Ŏǘ  

The project was declared a major transport project to which the project delivery provisions of the Major 
Transport Projects Facilitation Act 2009 (MTPF 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 Safety was declared 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. 

4.7 /ƻƳƳƻƴǿŜŀƭǘƘ ǎǘŀǘǳǘƻǊȅ ŀǇǇǊƻǾŀƭ 

The project is proposed to be partially located 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 1999 (EPBC Act). Consequently, on 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. 
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On 13 April 2018, the delegate for the 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 on matters of national environmental significance has not been assessed 
under the EES via the Commonwealth-Victorian Bilateral (Assessment) Agreement. 

4.8 ¢ǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘ LƴǘŜƎǊŀǘƛƻƴ !Ŏǘ 

¢ƘŜ 99 !Ŏǘ ƛǎ ΨƛƴǘŜǊŦŀŎŜ ƭŜƎƛǎƭŀǘƛƻƴΩ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ Transport Integration Act 2010. The Transport Integration Act 
requires ΨƛƴǘŜǊŦŀŎŜ ōƻŘƛŜǎΩ όǿƘƛŎƘ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ ŀ aƛƴƛǎǘŜǊ ŀŘƳƛƴƛǎǘŜǊƛƴƎ ƛƴǘŜǊŦŀŎŜ ƭŜƎƛǎƭŀǘƛƻƴύ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜ ǊŜƎŀǊŘ ǘƻ 
transport system objectives when exercising powers and performing functions under any interface 
legislation, and to have regard to the decision-making principles 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 Melbourne. The overall 
transport impact of the project will be positive, as set out elsewhere in this assessment. However, there will 
also be dis-benefits experienced, particularly during construction, and for some local areas and limited 
arterial roads that will experience changed traffic and access conditions when the project is in operation. 

The transport system objectives are set out in Division 2 of Part 2 of the Transport Integration Act. The 
decision-making principles are set out in Division 3 of Part 2 of the Transport Integration Act. The objectives 
include matters of social and economic inclusion, economic prosperity, environmental sustainability, 
integration of transport and land use, efficiency co-ordination and reliability, safety and health and 
wellbeing. The principles include matters of integrated decision-making, 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 matters raised by the transport system objectives and decision-making 
principles, where relevant, in making my comments and coming to my conclusions in the detailed chapters 
that form part of this assessment. I also note that taken holistically, I consider the objectives and principles 
to provide considerable support for the project, and for the conclusions reached in my assessment. 
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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.  

5.1 /ƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ŜŦŦŜŎǘǎ 

My assessment is informed by the IAC report, together with the EES, public submissions, and other material 
that was received by the IAC. I have also considered, where relevant, legislation, policy, strategies and 
guidelines and the objectives and principles of ecologically sustainable development.  

Evaluation objectives 
To provide an integrated structure for this assessment, key aspects of legislation and statutory policy are 
reflected in a set of draft evaluation objectives that were provided in the EES scoping requirements. The 
IAC also assessed the project against the draft evaluation objectives. 

The final evaluation objectives are provided below. They have been reordered since the scoping 
requirements and IAC report to align with the structure of this assessment. No substantive changes have 
been made. 

Final evaluation objectives 
Traffic and 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 local and arterial roads, while managing 
the effects of the project on the broader and local road, public transport, cycling and pedestrian transport 
networks. 

Urban design, visual impacts and landscape 
To minimise adverse effects on landscape values, visual amenity, recreational 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, business 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 goods, services and facilities. 

Land use planning 
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 protected flora and fauna, and address offset requirements for residual 
environmental effects, consistent with relevant State 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. 

5. !ǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ 
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Air quality and greenhouse gases 
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. 

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 Victorians. 

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 construction 
and river and creek crossings. 

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

Land contamination and solid waste 
To manage excavated spoil and other waste streams generated by the project in accordance with the waste 
hierarchy and relevant best practice principles. 

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

Aboriginal cultural heritage 
To avoid or minimise adverse 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 construction and operation of the project. 

5.2 aŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ŜŦŦŜŎǘǎ 

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 conditions to establish 
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 for environmental 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. ¢ƘŜ L!/Ωǎ ǊŜŎommendations about risk assessment are discussed in Section 3.2.  

The roles and responsibilities for environmental management are set out in Table 27-1 of the EES for each 
stage of the project from approval through to design, construction and operation as well as independent 
auditing. The proponent also indicated that it would develop, implement and maintain an environmental 
management system that was consistent with AS/NZS ISO 14001:2016 ς Environmental Management 
Systems ς Requirements with Guidance for Use. Figure 2 (overleaf) ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘǎ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǇƻƴŜƴǘΩǎ ƻǾŜǊǾƛŜǿ ƻŦ 
the key environmental management documentation and the relationship to other EMF components. 
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Figure 2: Key environmental management documentation (EES Chapter 27, p.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 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 
ǎǳōƳƛǘǘŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ ŀŘǾƛŎŜ ŦǊƻƳ ŜȄǇŜǊǘǎΦ ¢ƘŜ L!/Ωǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ ƛǘǎ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŜŘ ŀƳŜƴŘƳŜƴǘǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 
ǇǊƻǇƻƴŜƴǘΩǎ Ŧƛƴŀƭ ǾŜǊǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ the EPRs.  

As part of the EMF, a series of environmental management documents would need to be prepared to 
provide overarching environmental requirements for construction and operation as well as specific plans to 
manage and mitigate environmental effects (Table 1, overleaf).  
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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 and 
overarching requirements for 
project delivery. 

Environmental management framework and 
environmental performance requirements. 
Urban design strategy. 

2. Management of project-
wide impacts 

Contractors Guide specific programs or 
works to consistently manage 
potential impacts on the 
community or environment. 

Environmental strategy. 
Urban design and landscape plans. 
Construction environmental management plan. 
Operation environmental management plan. 

3. Technical plans Contractors Address the requirements of the EPRs. Technical plans would include all other 
Ǉƭŀƴǎ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘ ōȅ 9twǎΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ Ǉƭŀƴǎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǘǊŀŎǘƻǊΩǎ ƳŜǘƘƻŘǎ ƻŦ 
implementing the EMF and other regulatory requirements for specific impacts or 
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 auditor.7 EPA indicated at the hearing that it supported the inclusion of 
an EPA appointed auditor as a member of the independent environmental auditor, rather than specifying 
inclusion of this role in relevant EPRs. The IAC considered it necessary to specify the role of an EPA 
appointed auditor in the review of the groundwater model (EPR GW1). In addition, the IAC recommended 
ǘƘŀǘ 9tw 9aCо ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ǘƻ ΨǎǘŀǘǳǘƻǊȅ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ŀǳŘƛǘƻǊǎΩ ōŜƛƴƎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ 
ƛƴŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ŀǳŘƛǘƻǊ ΨǿƘŜƴ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊȅΩΦ  

I support the inclusion of an EPA appointed auditor as required in EPR EMF3. However, I also recommend 
that this EPA appointed auditor be specifically involved in the assessment of contaminated soil and 
groundwater given the potential risk of acid sulphate soils, and to ensure there is no risk of vapour or gas 
intrusion from former landfills. 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 submissions 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 obligations. A new EPR was added to those that 
addresses the development of the EMF (EPR EMF4), which, consistent with AS/NZS ISO 14001:2016, 
requires the establishment of a complaints management system. The IAC also recommended that the audit 
timeframe be extended from 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. I support the change to EPR EMF3 and the inclusion of a new 
EPR, EMF4. 

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

                                                             
7 wŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ǿŀǎ ƳŀŘŜ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ƘŜŀǊƛƴƎǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ L!/ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ǘƻ ŀ ΨǎǘŀǘǳǘƻǊȅ ŀǳŘƛǘƻǊΩΦ 9t! ŀǇǇƻƛƴǘǎ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ŀǳŘƛǘƻǊǎ 
ǇǳǊǎǳŀƴǘ ǘƻ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ ро{ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9t !ŎǘΦ ¢ƘǊƻǳƎƘƻǳǘ ǘƘƛǎ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘΣ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ ƻŦ 9t! ŀǇǇƻƛƴǘŜŘ ŀǳŘƛǘƻǊ ƛǎ ǳǎŜŘΦ 9t! ŀǳŘƛǘƻǊǎ Ŏŀƴ 
ōŜ ŀǇǇƻƛƴǘŜŘ ǘƻ ŎŀǊǊȅ ƻǳǘ ǎǘŀǘǳǘƻǊȅ ŘǳǘƛŜǎ ǇǳǊǎǳŀƴǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ !Ŏǘ ǿƘƛŎƘ Ŏŀƴ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ŎƻƴŘǳŎǘƛƴƎ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ŀǳŘƛǘǎ ƻǊ ƛǎǎǳƛƴƎ 
ŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŎŀǘŜǎ ƻǊ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƻŦ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ŀǳŘƛǘ ƛŦ ǎǳŎƘ ŀ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘ ƛǎ ƳŀŘŜ ōȅ 9t!Φ  
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In general, my assessment supports the findings and recommendations of the IAC on these issues, 
recognising that the EMF will need to be updated to reflect the changes outlined by this assessment.  

Planning controls 
In my role as Minister for Planning I 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 report, the IAC 
has made recommendations on the draft PSA in its role as an advisory committee under the P&E Act. In this 
aǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘΣ L ǿƛƭƭ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎ ǘƘŜ L!/Ωǎ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŘǊŀŦǘ t{! ƛƴ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭΣ ŀƴŘ ƛƴǎƻŦŀǊ ŀǎ ƛǘ ƛǎ 
relevant to this assessment, noting that I will only make a detailed assessment of these matters under the 
P&E Act once I have made this assessment of the environmental effects, and after a PSA request is 
submitted to me.  

A PSA to the Banyule, Boroondara, Manningham, Nillumbik, Whitehorse, Whittlesea and 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 (Amendment 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 of a PSA for the project is to:  

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

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

¶ protect project infrastructure from new development that may compromise its structural integrity 
or operation; and 

¶ ensure the project can be planned with certainty and commence without delay.  

Lƴ ōǊƻŀŘ ǘŜǊƳǎΣ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǇƻƴŜƴǘΩǎ ŘǊŀŦǘ t{! ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜǎ ǘƻΥ  

¶ insert an incorporated document into the planning schemes to allow the use and development 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 the administering and enforcing the 
incorporated document, and any other provision in the planning schemes as they apply to the use 
and development of the project; and 

¶ apply a Design and Development Overlay (DDO) to land in Banyule and Manningham to ensure new 
development does not compromise the structural integrity or operation of project infrastructure. 

The draft incorporated document was updated by the proponent and submitters throughout the IAC 
hearing process. The proponent tabled a final draft version of the incorporated document (tabled 
document 411 dated 12 September 2019) and the IAC recommended changes to this version of the 
document. The draft incorporated document included requirements for an EMF, UDS and urban design and 
landscape plans (UDLPs) to be prepared and approved by the Minister for Planning before main 
construction works commence and defined preparatory buildings and works that may be undertaken 
before these matters are approved. The EMF needed to include the EPRs applicable to the design, 
construction and operation of the project. Other requirements in the draft incorporated document related 
to native vegetation removal and offsets which must be undertaken to the satisfaction of the Secretary to 
DELWP. 

The land proposed to be required for the project is defined by the SCO on the draft PSA maps. These would 
ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ǘƘŜ ōŀǎƛǎ ŦƻǊ ŀƴȅ ǎǳōǎŜǉǳŜƴǘ ŘŜǎƛƎƴŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ΨǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ŀǊŜŀΩ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ a¢tC !Ŏǘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜ 
of enacting the delivery powers under that Act. 

Under the proposed arrangements, a DDO will be applied to land in Banyule and Manningham above or 
adjacent to project infrastructure to 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 planning permit application will be 
referred to the Secretary of 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 tunnels. 

The IAC identified the following matters as key questions related to the draft PSA. 

¶ Lǎ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŎƻǊǇƻǊŀǘŜŘ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘ ΨŦƛǘ ŦƻǊ ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜΩ ŀƴŘ ŘǊŀŦǘŜŘ ŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜƭȅΚ 

¶ Is the schedule to the DDO justified? 

¶ How should mapping of the SCO be managed for the project? 

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 associated infrastructure. The IAC recommended changes to the draft 
incorporated document that related to the EMF provisions (see my assessment in each section in 
Chapter 6), management of place-specific urban design matters and the urban design advisory panel 
(UDAP, see Section 6.2), notification requirements for plans (see Section 6.2), extent of the SCO (see 
Section 6.2), development of replacement open space (see Section 6.3), management of proposed 
construction compounds (see Section 6.3) and preparatory buildings and works (see below).  

The IAC also recommended changes to the draft schedules to the DDO that related to the design objectives 
and application requirements, which I support in principle. 

Regarding the notice of UDLPs, the IAC recommended the minimum period of notice 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: 

¶ its coverage be refined within six months of the approval of the EMF to minimise uncertainty for 
owners of land ultimately not required for the project; and 

¶ its coverage be expanded to include land identified for replacement open space and to facilitate 
the development of replacement facilities. 

I discuss matters relating to urban design framework plans and construction compounds in sections 6.2 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 key documents are approved, such as those for 
noise management and community engagement. In response to this concern, the IAC recommended 
changes to the extent of preparatory buildings and works listed in the incorporated document to limit such 
works to those that are genuinely in the nature of low impact investigation works to facilitate further plans 
and approvals. L ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ƛƴ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜ ǘƘŜ L!/Ωǎ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘations.  

In summary, I consider that the broad planning framework recommended by the IAC with revisions made 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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Victoria is growiƴƎ ŦŀǎǘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ŀǘ ŀƴȅ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǘƛƳŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ ƘƛǎǘƻǊȅ ŀƴŘ Melbourne is forecast to become 
!ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀΩǎ most populous city. The EES highlights aŜƭōƻǳǊƴŜΩǎ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘ ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜΣ ŀǎ ƛǘ ƎǊƻǿǎ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ Ŏƛǘȅ 
of 4.5 million to almost 8 million by 2051, with that challenge also well documented in Plan Melbourne 
2017-2050 and other strategic documents. .ȅ ǘƘŜ ƳƛŘŘƭŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎŜƴǘǳǊȅΣ aŜƭōƻǳǊƴŜΩǎ ǊƻŀŘ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪ ǿƛƭƭ 
need to cater for around 10 million more trips per day ς an increase of more than 80%. The growing 
demand on the 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 with the EES, the IAC observed that Infrastructure Victoria identified the North East Link as a high 
priority project for improved accessibility through a congested road network. The EES reinforced the lack of 
a freeway-standard connection between the M80 Ring Road and the Eastern Freeway and the northern end 
of EastLink. aŜƭōƻǳǊƴŜΩǎ ƴƻǊǘƘŜŀǎǘ ǊŜƭƛŜǎ ƻƴ ŀ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜƭȅ ǎǇŀǊǎŜ ŀǊǘŜǊƛŀƭ ǊƻŀŘ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪΣ with trips heavily 
reliant on a limited number of arterial roads, such as Rosanna Road and Fitzsimons Lane for north-south 
movements and Bell Street for east-west 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 network and connect metropolitan 
activity centres. 

I have therefore concluded that the project will have significant environmental benefits for the community 
of Victoria. However, I acknowledge that there will also be significant environmental impacts. Many of 
these impacts will be borne by the community oŦ aŜƭōƻǳǊƴŜΩǎ ƴƻǊǘƘ Ŝŀǎǘ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ŀ ǇǊƻǘǊŀŎǘŜŘ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴ 
period. Others will be longer-term permanent impacts on the local, and wider, community. 

Having ǎǘǳŘƛŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǇƻƴŜƴǘΩǎ EES, listened to the community and other stakeholders and heard from the 
IAC that I appointed to hold an independent inquiry into the environmental effects of the project, it is my 
assessment that the project will meet its objectives, and that its environmental effects will be acceptable. 

Environmental effects 
The IAC made a number of 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 discrete evaluation objectives identified in Section 5).  

In completing my assessment, four key impact themes emerged as those most likely to generate significant 
residual effects from the project. These were: traffic and transport; urban design, visual and landscape; 
social; and business. That is not to say that the environmental effects from aspects other than these four 
are insignificant or that they have not been considered. Rather, the legislative framework and 
corresponding mitigation and management practices stipulated in EPRs, are more commonly implemented 
across a range of projects and industries for these other aspects. Additionally, as was the case for air 
quality, or more specifically the provision of space for retrofitting air pollution control equipment in the 
ventilation system, it was the evidence presented during the IAC hearing that helped resolve the issue for 
my assessment. 

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

6.1 ¢ǊŀŦŦƛŎ ŀƴŘ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘ 

Traffic and transport impacts are addressed in Chapter 9 and Technical Report A of the EES and Chapter 3 
of the IAC report. Five EPRs deal with traffic and transport matters, of which three were subject to minor 

6. !ǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ŜŦŦŜŎǘǎ 
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editorial changes by the IAC. The 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 freight 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 EES addressed the potential effects of the project on traffic, freight, public transport, cyclists and 
pedestrians. The EES included analysis of strategic transport 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. 

As paraphrased by the IAC (IAC report, p. 36), the key transport outcomes anticipated from the project 
were stated in the EES as:  

¶ redistributed traffic away from local and 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. 

I 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 be substantial. 

The IAC, while noting traffic and transport impacts have far reaching influences on other evaluation 
objectives such as health, amenity, environmental, social, business and land use, identified the key traffic 
and transport issues as follows. 

1. Adequacy of the strategic modelling. 
2. Adequacy of the reference design, including: 
ï interchange design; 
ï Bulleen Road alignment and access issues; 
ï Eastern Freeway expansion; 
ï extent of tunnelling by TBM; and 
ï active transport infrastructure. 

3. Project operational impacts including: 
ï Rosanna Road conditions and resident-proposed full time truck ban; 
ï increased traffic and redistributed traffic on selected roads; and 
ï public transport services and functionality. 

4. Construction impacts 
ï haul routes; 
ï disruption and diversions; and 
ï compound traffic impacts. 
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Discussion 
Traffic modelling 
The strategic modelling in the EES utilised the Zenith model, consistent with other contemporary strategic 
transport models in Australia. Strategic models tend to follow a consistent method and are 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 
demand than may occur, it considered this was unlikely to materially 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. L ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǘƘŜ L!/Ωǎ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎ ŀƴŘ ŀƳ ǎŀǘƛǎŦƛŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŎ 
model is fit for purpose and provides a sound basis for subsequent project development. 

The strategic model estimated traffic volumes as an input to the microsimulation model to assess local 
impacts on the road networks. From this, the EES concluded that there would be redistribution of traffic 
away from local and arterial roads and onto the project. The largest change is expected to be on Rosanna 
and Greensborough roads (reductions of up to 12,000 and 19,000 vehicles per day respectively). There is 
anticipated to be a traffic 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 Bypass and Grimshaw Street Interchange 
(Watsonia Road and Erskine Road in Macleod).  

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 cross-city 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).8 

I consider that there will be very significant environmental benefits that result from these project 
outcomes. 

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

I am satisfied that the project will appropriately integrate with the existing network, and that consequential 
traffic impacts will be able to be appropriately managed. Expert evidence provided to the IAC by the 
proponent demonstrated that forecast traffic volumes would be modest and would not result in extended 
traffic queues and the increase in demand would be accommodated through intelligent transport system 
upgrades and widening of the Eastern Freeway. Predicted increases to arterial roads would be managed 
through signal modifications rather than any major upgrading works.  

I note that EPR T1 (optimise the design) and EPR T5 (monitor traffic on arterial and non-arterial roads) are 
designed to enhance the traffic movements at interchanges and intersections through detailed design, and 
to require monitoring of the surrounding network to address any capacity issues that are attributable to 
the project. The IAC believed these mechanisms ǘƻ ōŜ ŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜ ŀƴŘ L ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǘƘŜ L!/Ωǎ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎΦ  

Reference design  
¦ƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ƘŜŀŘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ΨǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ŘŜǎƛƎƴΩ ǘƘŜ L!/ ŘŜŀƭǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘǿƻ issues; first in relation to the design 
footprint of the reference design, and second in relation to alternative design options. 

                                                             
8 99{ /ƘŀǇǘŜǊ ф ¢ǊŀŦŦƛŎ ŀƴŘ ¢ǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘΦ  
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In creating the reference design, and therefore the design footprint, the proponent had regard to certain 
road design parameters. These include: 

¶ network connectivity; 

¶ completing the high productivity freight vehicle network; 

¶ relevant motorway design standards; 

¶ meeting level of service D (LOS D) for density and delay; and 

¶ urban design objectives. 

The use of LOS as a design parameter was the subject of considerable attention in the hearing. Level of 
service is a standardised qualitative measure used to categorise traffic flow based on performance 
measures such as vehicle speed, density and congestionτeffectively how ΨfullΩ the road is. In simple terms, 
LOS D equates to a level of congestion that would result in some driver frustration, and moderate delay at 
the peak period. LOS D was adopted by the proponent as the appropriate standard with respect to the 
reference design. This approach was challenged by some submissions, and by some of the expert witnesses 
at the IAC hearing.  

aǊ hΩ.ǊƛŜƴ, on behalf of Banyule, Boroondara and Whitehorse (BBW) councils, indicated that he believed 
that it was unrealistic to achieve LOS D in all instances. Ms Marshall on behalf of Manningham City Council 
(MCC) said that the functionality of [Manningham Road Interchange] should be given priority over a 
theoretical level of service that would most likely decrease over time as traffic volumes and congestion 
continue to increase.9 

The BBW councilsΩ submission was to the effect that it would be inappropriate to adopt LOS D as an 
immutable design standard, and that it would be possible to arrive at improved designs if it was not viewed 
that way. 

I am satisfied that LOS D was an appropriate design parameter, and that the reference design can be 
assessed as having acceptable outcomes. However, I also agree that, in the process of detailed design, it 
may be possible to modify the reference design to achieve improved outcomes by allowing for a reduced 
footprint. This may, where appropriate, result in sections of the project achieving a different level of 
service.  

The use of collector-distributor lanes along the Eastern Freeway in the reference design also drew attention 
in submissions, with competing views expressed about whether or to what degree they enhanced safety, 
and, hence, were necessary or desirable (noting the amount of width that their use added to the design by 
way of barriers and the like). However, I accept the position of the proponent that collector-distributor 
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 were presented both in the EES and in the IAC hearing, by the 
proponent, in individual submissions and/or by expert witnesses called on behalf of councils and others. 
The alternative design options included (but were not limited to) the following:  

¶ Watsonia Station 
ï The proponent proposed an alternative design at Watsonia Station involving either two-way 

vehicle access or a four-lane roadway on the land bridge. This would involve the extension of 
the trench further north compared to the reference design.10 This design would improve access 
between Elder Street and the Watsonia Neighbourhood Activity Centre, improve ground level 

                                                             
9 ¢ŀōƭŜŘ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘ нфōΦ 
10 ¢ŀōƭŜŘ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘ мллΦ  
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pedestrian and cycling access to both sides of Greensborough Road and the station carpark and 
provide more efficient network connectivity with Greensborough Road. 

¶ Bulleen and Doncaster Park and Rides facilities 
ï Ms Marshall (for MCC) presented alternative designs for both park and ride facilities. Based on 

the alternative design option provided by the proponent for the Bulleen Park and Ride facility, 
the transport conclave agreed that both facilities needed to be reviewed to improve 
functionality and access.  

¶ Bulleen Switch 
ï The proponent presented an alternative design to Bulleen Road involving the relocation of 

Bulleen Road to a new alignment west of the present alignment, with the southern portal 
constructed largely on the existing Bulleen Road alignment, which would avoid the need for 
Bulleen Road to bridge over North East Link.11 Further refinement was proposed by expert 
witnesses on behalf of councils, schools and a landowner along the alignment, to improve 
access to the Bulleen Park and Ride, the schools and Manningham Club and to provide right 
hand turns for vehicles at Thompsons Road. 

¶ Lower Plenty Road Interchange 
ï The proponent presented an alternative design involving the relocation of the intersection at 

Strathallan Road approximately 100m further south and the ramps connecting Lower Plenty 
Road relocated onto Greensborough Road. The proponent said that 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 Reserve.12 

¶ Manningham Road Interchange 
ï The proponent presented an alternative design involving the direct access for vehicles travelling 

north on North East Link to access Manningham Road.  
ï An alternative design put by Ms Marshall (for MCC) removed 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.13 The alternative design also included the option to move the North East Link exit 
to Bulleen Road north to retain Avon Street access to Bulleen Road. 

¶ Eastern Freeway 
ï Although not presenting an alternative design, Ms Marshall commented that the inclusion of 

additional barriers and the associated increase in the freeway cross-section should be weighed 
against its adverse impacts on the loss of parkland. She said the proposed widening appeared 
excessive and could be reduced by 20-30m if the lanes were not physically separated (other 
than the central divider). 

¶ Alternative designs 
ï aǊ hΩ.ǊƛŜƴ όŦƻǊ ..² councils) presented an alternative design to the reference design that 

included on-ramp metering to manage weaving on the freeway; a simplified M80 Interchange 
that reduced the number of structures; a diverging diamond interchange at Grimshaw Street; 
an additional connection to Alexandra Parade at the city end of the Eastern Freeway; relocation 
of the dedicated busway to the centre median of the Eastern Freeway from Hoddle Street to 
Bulleen Road, crossing to the north side of the freeway east of Bulleen Road; and removal of 
the braided ramps between Tram Road and Middleborough Road. Generally speaking, the 
ΨŦƻƻǘǇǊƛƴǘΩ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘ ŦƻǊ aǊ hΩ.ǊƛŜƴΩǎ ŀƭǘŜǊƴŀǘƛǾŜ ŘŜǎƛƎƴ ǿŀǎ ƭŜǎǎ ǘƘŀƴ ǘƘŀǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ 
design. 

                                                             
11 ¢ŀōƭŜŘ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘ млнΦ  
12 ¢ŀōƭŜŘ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘǎ млмΣ ммтŀΣ ммтōΦ 
13 ¢ŀōƭŜŘ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘ нпрΦ 
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ï Mr Buono, a submitter, proposed ǘƘŜ ΨSMART taxpayer ŘŜǎƛƎƴΩ that was said to: simplify and 
reduce the size and cost of the proposed M80 Interchange; extend the TBM tunnels 3.2km 
further north, to just south of Grimshaw Street; redirect Greensborough Road over the rail 
alignment; allow for a boulevard-style treatment for Greensborough Road to improve amenity; 
and allow for the later construction of the Lower Plenty Road Interchange. Mr Buono said the 
SMART design required a smaller footprint than the reference design. 

There were many nuances in the design options presented above (and others) that sought changes to 
address access issues (either during construction and/or operation, including to the Bulleen Industrial 
Precinct (BIP) and Bullen Road), further intersection configurations, and changes to signalised intersections. 
Of note, is that there was no consensus between the transport experts on their preference between 
reference and alternative designs.14  

The IAC concluded that the alternative designs provided by the proponent all had superior elements to the 
reference design.  

In addition, the IAC noted that the improvements in functionality and reduced footprint apparent in Mr 
hΩ.ǊƛŜƴ ŀƴŘ aǎ aŀǊǎƘŀƭƭΩǎ ŘŜǎƛƎƴǎ ƘŀŘ ƳŜǊƛǘ ŀƴd were worthy of further consideration in the final design. 
The IAC, in its RŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ сΣ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ŀƭǘŜǊƴŀǘƛǾŜǎ ŦǊƻƳ aǎ aŀǊǎƘŀƭƭΣ aǊ .ǳƻƴƻ ŀƴŘ aǊ hΩ.ǊƛŜƴ 
be provided to the tenderers for consideration.  

bƻǘǿƛǘƘǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ǎǳōƳƛǘǘŜǊǎΩ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴǎΣ L ǎǳǇport the L!/Ωǎ findings that the traffic functionality design 
principles used for the reference design are appropriate. I consider that the reference design would result 
in an acceptable outcome for traffic performance and functionality and would be acceptable having regard 
to its environmental impacts. However, I also consider that it would be appropriate for the detailed design 
of the project (the next design phase) to explore whether the same level of service can be achieved within a 
smaller footprint, or whether a different level of service might be acceptable for certain parts of the 
project.  

Consequently, I accept IAC Recommendation 6, that the alternative designs be provided to tenderers for 
their consideration.  

I also accept the L!/Ωǎ conclusion that the traffic performance and functionality of the project needs to be 
balanced against the environmental effects of the built form. A detailed design that balances these 
occasionally competing objectives is the appropriate outcome. This is discussed elsewhere in my 
assessment.  

Other aspects of the reference design are discussed below. 

Extent of tunnelling by TBM 
Various written submissions proposed extended tunnel options in response to the EES; and some were the 
subject of submissions and evidence at the IAC hearing. Submissions tended to put forward concepts rather 
than detailed designs and generally involved longer tunnel alignments starting or finishing at the M80 Ring 
Road or Eastern Freeway. 

The EES referred to the range of options that were considered in the development of the reference design, 
including an extension of the tunnel both south and north. The northern option included an extension of 
the tunnel to the north of Grimshaw Street (Option A), or a trench from Watsonia Station carpark to 

                                                             
14 ¢ŀōƭŜŘ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘ нмтΦ 
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Blamey Road (Option B, the reference design). The assessment presented in the EES showed that Option A 
would minimise and, in some cases, entirely avoid, impact to Grimshaw Street, AK Lines Reserve, the 
Watsonia Primary School, Watsonia Railway Station and Simpson Barracks.  

However, adverse impacts of an extended tunnel to the north in Option A were also identified, including as 
follows.15  

¶ To avoid impacting the Hurstbridge Rail Line, the tunnel would need to be well below the rail 
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.  

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

¶ Due to the challenging topography the gradient of the ramps from the tunnel would be too steep 
for vehicles to exit the tunnel at the Grimshaw Street and Lower Plenty Road Interchanges (ramp 
gradients of around eight per cent). This is because the ground is considerably higher at the 
northern end of the project and steadily falls towards the south. Under this tunnelled option, the 
Lower Plenty Road Interchange could not be constructed, and ramps could only be provided to the 
north at the Grimshaw Street Interchange. This would provide connections north to the M80 Ring 
Road and the Greensborough Bypass but not to the south. This would remove access onto the 
project from Lower Plenty Road and significantly limit access from Grimshaw Street.  

Because of the limitations noted above, including the inability to construct the Lower Plenty Road 
Interchange, Option B was chosen as the reference design. 

The IAC was presented with two detailed extended tunnel options. The first was the SMART taxpayer 
design as previously described. The second alternative was developed by Mr Babendererde of BabEng 
Engineering Consultants on behalf of Banyule City Council, that extended the TBM tunnels approximately 
2.5 km north with a trench approximately 600 m extending to a location just north of Grimshaw Street and 
maintained all interchanges with a deeper cut and cover structure at Lower Plenty Road Interchange. 

Because the BabEng option retained Lower Plenty Road Interchange, subject to the need for further 
analysis and potential modifications, it 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 engineering solution to avoid the rail 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 longer to construct, in the order of 1.5 years. Mr Babendererde 
was not able to say what the total cost implications of his alternative option would be, as he did not have 
access to construction rates, but instead compared changes in construction volumes as an indicator of cost 
savings. The Banyule Council utilised this information to estimate costs implications to 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 reduced trenching works and land acquisition.16 

In submission to the IAC, the proponent did not support the SMART taxpayer design, on the basis that it 
would not preserve the functionality of the project.17 I agree with the proponent that the consequential 
diminution of the network performance that would result from this aspect of the alternative design (i.e., 

                                                             
15 99{ /ƘŀǇǘŜǊ с tǊƻƧŜŎǘ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘΦ 
16 ¢ŀōƭŜŘ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘ фуōΦ 
17 ¢ŀōƭŜŘ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘ ффΦ 
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the removal of the Lower Plenty Road Interchange) 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 project boundary and could maintain the same degree of connectivity between 
the project and the arterial network as shown in the reference design.18 However, the proponent also 
noted that it may require further acquisition of residential properties adjacent to the alignment on the 
northern side of Grimshaw Street, although this was likely to be offset by lesser land acquisition south of 
the Hurstbridge Rail Line.  

The proponent also identified that the BabEng option would cost an additional $1.49 billion more than the 
reference design and would increase construction duration by approximately 18 months to 2 years. The 
proponent also noted that the additional land acquisition required to accommodate the change to the 
northern portal and the diversion of Greensborough Road 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 that the proponent 
had identified significant 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 as relevant factors by the IAC. 

Ultimately, the IAC recommended that an extended tunnel be ΨpursuedΩ (IAC Recommendation 4) 
northwards to the vicinity of Grimshaw Street, including a review of the Lower Plenty Road Interchange to 
reduce the social, noise, air quality, business, landscape and visual and ecological impacts.  

Although the extension of the tunnel may respond to some broader objectives and address some of the 
L!/Ωǎ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ŘŜǎƛƎƴΣ L Řƻ ƴƻǘ ŀƎǊŜŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ L!/ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ 
pursue a longer tunnel.  

As will be explored below, I do not accept that the adoption of an extended tunnel, or the removal of the 
Lower Plenty Road Interchange, is necessary to ensure that the environmental impacts of the project are 
acceptable. I consider that impacts of the project on the Greensborough Road corridor, the Watsonia 
Neighbourhood Activity Centre and Simpson Barracks to be acceptable without an extended tunnel, for the 
reasons I explain in Chapter 3 and sections 6.4 and 6.6. Hence, an extended tunnel is not required.  

I also consider that amenity impacts on Borlase Reserve can be acceptably managed, as I set out in 
sections 6.3 and 6.7 respectively. 

As I have stated above, I consider that it is necessary to retain the Lower Plenty Road Interchange, because 
of its significant traffic and transport benefits. The impacts on Simpson Barracks and Borlase Reserve that 
result from the existence of this interchange are, on balance, acceptable and do not cause me to say the 
interchange should be deleted.  

The necessity to retain the Lower Plenty Road Interchange then has interrelated impacts upon the rationale 
and benefits that would flow from a longer tunnel and limits them somewhat. I have made an overall 
assessment about all of these matters in arriving at my views. 
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I am also not satisfied that the overall environmental impacts of the longer tunnel would necessarily be less 
significant than the reference design. Rather, the impacts would be different, and I am not satisfied that an 
overall superior outcome would be achieved. I note that the IAC concluded that that while an extended 
tunnel is clearly feasible, [it] would carry a significant cost, extended construction period and potential 
additional land acquisition. I note the increased cost to deliver an extended tunnel was estimated by the 
proponent at approximately $1.5 billion, with an increase in construction time of between 18 months and 2 
years.  

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

Nonetheless, I support providing the alternatives for a longer tunnel to tenderers for their consideration 
during detailed design recognising that innovation in final design and a greater understanding of geological 
and hydrogeological conditions through this process may well be able to incorporate some (or even many) 
aspects of these proposals while maintaining an acceptable overall environmental outcome. 

Active transport infrastructure 
The project includes provision for new and upgraded shared use paths including the eastern bike corridor, 
two new Yarra River crossings and completion of other missing walking and cycling connections. The 
ǇǊƻǇƻƴŜƴǘΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊǘ ǿƛǘƴŜǎǎ ŦƻǊ ǘǊŀŦŦƛŎ ŀƴŘ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘ Mr Kiriakidis reviewed all submissions regarding active 
transport and suggested, in his presentation to the IAC, a further five projects:  

¶ on road bicycle lanes between Civic Drive, Greensborough and existing lanes on Heidelberg-
Kinglake Road in Diamond Creek; 

¶ underpass 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 shared use paths on Templestowe Road; and 

¶ walking and cycling access to Bulleen Park and Ride facility from all directions.  

An additional five active transport projects were identified by Mr Kiriakidis as needing minor improvements 
such as wayfinding or improved lighting. 

After considering the detailed submissions in relation to many potential active transport additions to the 
project, the IAC concluded that the projectΩs active travel linkages are reasonable, but also deferred to Mr 
YƛǊƛŀƪƛŘƛǎΩ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƻŦ ŎƻƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǊȅ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ, which was based on them being directly affected by the 
project, within or proximate to the project boundary and managing adverse effects of the project.  

It is my assessment that the complementary active transport options proposed by the proponent within the 
EES are satisfactory. However, I support the IA/Ωǎ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ additional projects suggested 
by submitters be assessed as part of the detailed design of the project, subject to the criteria noted above 
(IAC Recommendation 8).  

Rosanna Road  
Multiple submitters raised concerns about truck traffic on Rosanna Road. Rosanna Road is currently subject 
to a truck ban from 10pm to 6am for trucks in excess of 16.5 tonnes and this is not proposed to change 
with the project.  

The project is anticipated to deliver a significant redistribution of trucks away from arterial roads, including 
Rosanna Road, and I agree with the IAC that there will be improved amenity and safety on Rosanna Road 
once the project is operational. However, Rosanna Road remains a key arterial route for over-dimensional 
trucks and placarded vehicles, and any further restriction on its use was not supported by the Department 
of Transport.  
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L ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǘƘŜ L!/Ωǎ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ upon completion of the project, further investigations should be 
undertaken by VicRoads and the Department of Transport to assess the level of non-local truck traffic on 
Rosanna Road and to ascertain the need for additional management measures. These measures may 
include the possibility of extending the existing truck curfew (including to other arterial roads) and/or the 
need to upgrade the road given its limitations with respect to road safety (IAC Recommendations 9b and 
10). 

Access to Greensborough Road 
The key challenge with respect to the M80 to Watsonia section of the project is the need to fit a freeway 
standard road in a relatively narrow alignment in a built-up urban environment. One of the consequences 
of the alignment, is the reference designΩǎ truncation of several local roads preventing direct access to 
Greensborough Road.  

There were submissions from residents that closure of Nell Street and others such as Thompson and Temby 
Streets at their intersection with Greensborough Road would create unacceptable changes to traffic 
volumes and patterns in local streets. Further analysis, based on microsimulation traffic modelling, 
presented at the hearing for the proponent indicated that approximately 66% of west-travelling traffic 
currently uses Nell Road to avoid the Grimshaw Street Interchange.19 A portion of this traffic was predicted 
to be rerouted with the implementation of the project, with consequent improved reliability and travel 
times through Grimshaw Street, with local traffic likely to divert to higher capacity collector roads such as 
Elder and Doris Streets as opposed to the more constrained Santon and Teresa Streets.  

I am satisfied that the impacts of the redistribution of traffic have been appropriately assessed through the 
use of the transport and traffic model and can be appropriately managed through the EPRs. I accept, 
however, that there is a level of uncertainty associated with any predictive traffic modelling, particularly 
when attempting to predict driver behaviour and their propensity to change route and adjust travel 
patterns.  

I therefore ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǘƘŜ L!/Ωǎ findings, subject to a review of traffic movement on completion of the project, 
that a local area traffic management strategy may be required, including the provision of real-time traffic 
information to provide meaningful information to driver decision-making. I also support the expert witness 
recommendations that in some specific circumstances, the directly affected community should be provided 
with the opportunity to participate in deciding the appropriate treatment of the local access roads.20  

The IAC has indicated a preference for Nell Street to remain open noting that access has remained in the 
alternative designs presented in both the SMART taxpayer ŀƴŘ hΩ.ǊƛŜƴ ŘŜǎƛƎƴǎ.21 As discussed earlier, there 
will be additional investigations undertaken as part of the detailed design of the project, and I encourage 
the proponent to explore all options to identify any potential alternative that may provide an improved 
outcome. 

Public transport services and functionality 
Several submissions raised issues relating to public transport, including suggestions that public transport 
projects were more desirable than road projects, and that more or better public transport should be 
delivered as part of the project. Having considered these submissions, the IAC concluded that while 
improvements, upgrades and additional public transport services are worthwhile and warranted, they are 
not required to form part of this project.  

                                                             
19 ¢ŀōƭŜŘ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘ нпƴΦ 
20 ¢ŀōƭŜŘ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘ морΦ 
21 {a!w¢ 5ŜǎƛƎƴ ό¢ŀōƭŜŘ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘ мфтύ ŀƴŘ hΩ.ǊƛŜƴ 5ŜǎƛƎƴ ό¢ŀōƭŜŘ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘǎ нуŀ ŀƴŘ нпрύΦ 
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The IAC found that bus public transport users should experience improved conditions once the project is 
operational due to the provision of the dedicated busway on the Eastern Freeway and did not find any 
adverse public transport impacts from the project. The IAC concluded that the Doncaster Rail option is not 
excluded by the project, and that a public transport led solution would not negate the need for the project.  

L ŀŎŎŜǇǘ ǘƘŜ L!/Ωǎ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎ on these issues.  

Complementary road projects 
Various submitters made presentations to the IAC that several further upgrades to the network were 
required or desirable to ensure the satisfactory operation of the road network post completion of the 
project: 

¶ Templestowe Road 
ï Ratio Consultants considered that the Templestowe Road duplication should be included as 

part of the project, noting it had been assumed in the project modelling. 

¶ Greensborough Bypass/Diamond Creek Road 
ï ¢ƘŜ ǇǊƻǇƻƴŜƴǘΩǎ ǘǊŀŦŦƛŎ ŜȄǇŜǊǘ aǊ YƛǊƛŀƪƛŘƛǎ ŎƻƴŦƛǊƳŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ƛƴǘŜǊǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǳǇƎǊŀŘŜǎ at 

Greensborough Bypass/Diamond Creek Road and Civic Drive were required due to the uplift in 
traffic volumes once the project was completed.22 It was confirmed that this issue had been 
identified in the business case and the reference case assumed that it would be duplicated 
prior to 2031.23 Mr Kiriakidis also acknowledged in his evidence to the hearing that these 
upgrades needed to be delivered in parallel with the project.  

¶ Kingsbury Drive 
ï LaTrobe University suggested the need, or desirability, to upgrade Kingsbury Drive as part of 

the project. 

There is no doubt that there will be changes to the local road network during and following the completion 
of the project. I am satisfied that EPR T5, which requires traffic monitoring up to two years after the 
completion of the project, will be able to identify the need for complementary projects or upgrades and the 
timing of such works. I consider that the works identified above are not required to be delivered as part of 
this project. Nonetheless, I expect that Templestowe Road duplication and Greensborough 
Bypass/Diamond Creek Road will be delivered irrespective of the project as has been assumed. I encourage 
the proponent, together with the Department of Transport, to undertake further analysis regarding the 
extent and timing of such complementary projects. 

Construction traffic impacts 
As is the case with any large infrastructure undertaking, the project will undoubtedly have a significant 
impact on the nearby local communities and road network during construction. These impacts range from 
construction traffic on local roads, disruptions and diversions to local traffic, restricted access to facilities 
and loss of car parking.  

I am, however, satisfied that the construction impacts associated with traffic have been appropriately 
assessed, acknowledging that a detailed construction schedule and final design may generate a different 
delivery program to that currently proposed.  

EPR T2 has been formulated to effectively manage construction 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 

                                                             
22 ¢ŀōƭŜŘ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘ нпƴΦ 
23 ¢ŀōƭŜŘ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘ попΦ 
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take into consideration all road network users including pedestrians, cyclists and public transport users as 
well as co-ordination with any other relevant major project. 

L ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǘƘŜ ƻōǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǇƻƴŜƴǘΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊǘ Mr Kiriakidis that a holistic approach should be 
undertaken to determine the preferred routes for construction traffic, including haulage routes. It 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 construction parking remote from already-congested areas (IAC Recommendation 9a). 

The impact of construction compounds on public open space and opportunities to reduce the size of 
construction compounds for the project is discussed later (see Section 6.3) as is the construction impact on 
access to local business and services (see Section 6.4). 

Overall, I am satisfied that while there will be construction traffic impacts, that these are manageable and 
that the EPRs as modified by the IAC are appropriate and will reduce impacts to an acceptable level. 

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

¶ 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 cross-city trips away from 
local and arterial roads when compared with the no project scenario. 

¶ The traffic functionality principles for the reference design are appropriate. 

¶ I do not suppoǊǘ ǘƘŜ L!/Ωǎ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǇǳǊǎǳŜ ŀ ƭƻƴƎŜǊ ǘǳƴƴŜƭ (IAC Recommendation 4).  

¶ I consider that the Lower Plenty Road Interchange should be retained. 

¶ Alternatives presented by the proponent appeared to have at least some superior elements to that 
of the reference design, as did the design alternatives oŦ aǎ aŀǊǎƘŀƭƭΣ aǊ .ǳƻƴƻ ŀƴŘ aǊ hΩ.ǊƛŜƴΦ I 
ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǘƘŜ L!/Ωǎ Recommendation 6 that the proponent provides these alternatives to tenderers 
for consideration. 

¶ The complementary active transport items proposed by the proponent within the EES are 
ǎŀǘƛǎŦŀŎǘƻǊȅΦ L ŀƭǎƻ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǘƘŜ L!/Ωǎ Recommendation 8 that the additional projects identified by 
submitters be assessed as part of the detailed design of the project but subject to the criteria 
developed that they be of a direct consequence and/or have a direct relationship to the project.  

¶ L ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǘƘŜ L!/Ωǎ Recommendations 9b and 10 regarding Rosanna Road requiring further 
investigations to assess the level of non-local truck traffic on Rosanna Road and to ascertain the 
need for additional management measures. 

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

¶ I support the need for a broader holistic approach to construction traffic, particularly in relation to 
minimising impacts on public open space and the local road network, even if it requires 
consideration of longer haulage routes and construction parking remote from already congested 
areas. 

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

6.2 ¦Ǌōŀƴ ŘŜǎƛƎƴΣ Ǿƛǎǳŀƭ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ŀƴŘ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜ 

Urban design is addressed in Chapter 7 and the draft North East Link Urban Design Strategy is included in 
Attachment II of the EES. Landscape and visual impacts are addressed in Chapter 16, Technical Report G 
(Arboriculture) and Technical Report H (Landscape and visual) of the EES. Technical Report H was 
supplemented by additional photomontages prepared by the proponent ŀǘ ǘƘŜ L!/Ωǎ ǊŜǉǳŜǎǘΦ Chapter 7 of 
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the IAC report addresses urban design, visual impacts and landscape. Four EPRs deal with urban design, 
visual impacts and landscape, all of which were the subject of recommendations by the IAC. 

Evaluation objective 
To minimise adverse effects on landscape 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 Melbourne that includes established residential, 
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. The draft UDS and Technical Report H identified three main design character 
areas along the project alignment being the Ridgeline area (Lower Plenty Road Interchange to the M80), 
Yarra River Valley area (Manningham Road Interchange to Hoddle Street) and Koonung Creek Valley area 
(Eastern Freeway from Bulleen Road to Springvale Road). 

The M80 Interchange and the Eastern Freeway Interchange will create elevated road infrastructure that will 
directly impact nearby residential properties and open space and, in Bulleen, schools and associated sport 
and recreation facilities. Manningham Road Interchange will directly impact the BIP and is adjacent to 
Heide Museum of Modern Art as well as the Yarra River and associated parklands. Lower Plenty Road 
Interchange will directly impact nearby residential properties and open space including Borlase Reserve. 
The ventilation structures within Simpson Barracks and near Bulleen Park will impact on visual amenity, 
landscape values and open space. Other project infrastructure such as noise walls and flood walls will also 
contribute to visual impacts along the project corridor.  

The widening of Greensborough Road and the Eastern Freeway will reduce green space and buffers 
between roads and residential properties, and impact open space and watercourses. The widening of 
Greensborough Road, in particular, will further increase the existing divide between local communities, 
most notably at the Watsonia Neighbourhood Activity Centre. The introduction of new elevated structures, 
including a multi-storey carpark at Watsonia Railway Station, has the potential to create visual impacts 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: 

¶ the adequacy and utility of the visual impact assessment; 

¶ 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; 

¶ the extent to which the reference design should demonstrate compatibility with the draft UDS (see 
also Section 3.1); 

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

¶ key locations that require urban design framework plans to inform the preparation of detailed 
plans; 

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

¶ capacity for urban design and public realm improvements. 

Discussion 
Landscape and visual impact assessment 
Technical Report H assessed the potential landscape and visual impacts of the project during construction 
and operation using a method that included an assessment of selected viewpoints within the public domain 
(69 viewpoints) and from residential properties (12 viewpoints) across the three design character areas. 
Each viewpoint is attributed a positive visual impact, no impact, or a negative visual impact. For public 
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domain viewpoints the assessment of visual impacts is based on four criteria: visibility; distance; landscape 
character and viewer sensitivity; and number of viewers. 

I 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 from the project. I 
also generally support the approach to identifying landscape character areas and sensitivity, referred to as 
design character areas in the draft UDS. I am satisfied that the EES provided sufficient information to assess 
the landscape and visual impacts of the project, notwithstanding some of the criticisms of its method. 

In this regard, I note that the reference design included the identification of the project boundary, so that I 
can identify all the land that may be directly impacted by the project and land that might be subject to 
indirect impacts. I have a clear understanding of what currently exists on the ground throughout, and 
adjacent to, the project boundary. 

I have derived, through 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, I note that there have been several major road infrastructure projects either planned or 
constructed in this state in recent years. Consequently, the kinds of physical structures that are associated 
with these infrastructure projects (such as noise walls, ventilation stacks, interchanges, road pavements 
etc.) are generally well understood, as is the degree to which structures of this kind may impact upon 
landscape in a visual sense. I therefore consider that the reference design allows me to make an 
assessment of the likely landscape and visual 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 experienced witnesses, 
including Mr Barlow, Mr Czarny and Mr Schutt. This and other evidence and submissions 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 visual assessment concluded that the most sensitive viewpoints are located adjacent to 
proposed ventilation structures, noise walls and elevated road infrastructure, particularly when viewed 
from residential properties and open space.  

The IAC identified the following key interfaces that are likely to be most impacted by project infrastructure: 

¶ 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 and M80 Interchange; 

¶ 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; 

¶ taller noise walls shifted closer to residential properties and shared use paths, especially at Borlase 
Reserve, along Koonung Creek and south of the Eastern Freeway; 

¶ elevated infrastructure, including overpasses, transmission towers, multi-storey carparks and noise 
walls, near residential properties and open space, particularly at Sellars Street in Watsonia, 
adjacent to the Watsonia powerline easement, and near the Watsonia Neighbourhood Activity 
Centre; 

¶ views to ventilation structures and related equipment, particularly from residential properties on 
Greensborough Road in Yallambie and opposite Simpson Barracks; 

¶ visual impacts on open space and schools, particularly in the Bulleen Park area and Koonung Creek 
Valley; and 
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¶ visual impacts during construction, namely as a result of construction compounds at Borlase 
Reserve and Koonung 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 because of the 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 
providing some 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. 

I accept 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 would enable innovative and targeted design 
solutions to emerge during the tender evaluation and detailed design processes. In contrast, the IAC 
contended that it 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 forward as one way in which the project 
could feasibly be delivered. I have considered these competing perspectives. 

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

Urban Design Strategy and EPRs 
The draft UDS includes principles, objectives, key design directions, place-specific requirements and 
detailed requirements to guide development of the project during the tender evaluation and design 
process. 

I consider the draft UDS establishes high quality ambitions and principles to enable an integrated design 
response for the project. However, I accept that the principles and objectives in the draft UDS are general 
and high level; further direction on how to balance competing urban design outcomes for the project is 
desirable. 

The IAC recommended that a set of guiding principles be developed and included in the UDS (IAC 
Recommendation 19). I support in principle this recommendation. However, I am satisfied that appropriate 
guiding principles are already expressed in the draft UDS, but that the UDS can be improved by prioritising 
the principles, objectives and key design directions. The principles, objectives and key design directions in 
the draft UDS that require an integrated design response and those that seek to minimise the project 
footprint and reduce the physical and visual impacts of the project should be prioritised over others, such 
as those that seek to provide a great experience for road users.  

The draft UDS would also benefit from: 

¶ the inclusion of design directions to ensure the project achieves an acceptable urban design 
interface with schools along the project alignment and its surrounds having regard to the setting 
and operational requirements of each school (IAC Recommendation 22b). I do not, however, 
consider that it is necessary to 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 language (ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ΨŀǾƻƛŘΩ ƛƴǎǘŜŀŘ ƻŦ ΨƳƛƴƛƳƛǎŜΩ) to guide outcomes, 
particularly in relation to potential impacts on residential properties and open space; and 
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¶ the inclusion of design directions that seek to minimise visual impacts by prioritising the siting of 
infrastructure elements away from sensitive receptors or reducing their scale in preference to 
other alternative measures (such as material treatments). 

L ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ L!/Ωǎ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŜŘ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ǘƻ 9tw [tм (IAC Recommendation 
18) will likely assist in achieving a narrowing of the ultimate road alignment to provide improved visual, 
landscape and urban design outcomes. This EPR applies to the entire project alignment, but it is particularly 
important that consideration is given to the key interfaces identified by the IAC, including along the Eastern 
Freeway where it is adjacent to residential properties and valued open space, and the proposed locations 
for construction compounds (see also Section 6.3 for further discussion about construction compounds). 

I also agree in principle with the 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. 

I have concluded that my recommended changes to the draft UDS, the requirement for a construction 
compound plan (see Section 6.3), along with a proper application of EPR LP1, will ensure that impacts on 
open space including Borlase Reserve and along the Koonung Creek, residential properties including those 
adjacent to the Eastern Freeway (where landscaping is being lost and project infrastructure such as noise 
walls are moving closer), schools and businesses can be reduced when compared to the reference design. 
Any such reduction would be desirable and have significant benefits, even though it is not essential to 
achieve an acceptable overall outcome. 

A reduced footprint would also have the benefit of the potential for retaining increased sections of the 
Koonung Creek and the Banyule Creek at surface level and retaining more of the visual and landscape 
amenity these watercourses provide (in addition to improved ecological outcomes). 

In addition to EPR LP1, I am satisfied that implementation of a suite of complementary EPRs will assist to 
minimise the potential landscape and visual impacts of the project, as follows: 

¶ 9tw !wоΣ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭƭȅ ƛƴ ŀŎŎƻǊŘŀƴŎŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ L!/Ωǎ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŜŘ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎΣ ǿƛƭƭ ensure the 
replacement of canopy (native vegetation and amenity plantings) removed as a result of the project 
(see Section 6.6); 

¶ EPR LP2 will ensure new services and utility infrastructure are located in a manner that minimises 
impacts to existing land uses; 

¶ EPR LP4, with the L!/Ωǎ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŜŘ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ and to the extent supported by my assessment, will 
minimise impacts of overshadowing from noise walls and elevated structures and overlooking from 
elevated structures; 

¶ EPR LV2, with the L!/Ωǎ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŜŘ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ, will minimise landscape and visual impacts during 
construction through design and siting; 

¶ EPR LV3, with the L!/Ωǎ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŜŘ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ, will minimise light spillage and glare during 
construction; and 

¶ EPR LV4, with ǘƘŜ L!/Ωǎ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŜŘ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ, will minimise lighting impacts during operation, 
provide sensitive lighting to shared use paths and open space, and contribute to public safety. 

In my assessment, the cumulative effect of these (and other) EPRs will be that landscape and visual impacts 
of the project will be acceptable. 

Urban design framework plans 
The IAC identified five key locations along the project corridor that it considered would benefit from an 
Urban Design Framework, or adequate alternative, addressing land use and design constraints and 
opportunities more holistically before more detailed plans could be approved. These five locations are: 

¶ M80 Interchange; 
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¶ Watsonia Neighbourhood Activity Centre; 

¶ Lower Plenty Road Interchange; 

¶ Manningham Road Interchange; and 

¶ Eastern Freeway Interchange. 

Each of the five locations has 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 walls close to residential properties that will 
impact on visual amenity. There is a need to minimise the project footprint in this area, thoughtfully design 
and locate elevated infrastructure, and further consider how to integrate the project with its residential 
surrounds to minimise impacts on nearby residents. 

Watsonia Neighbourhood Activity Centre 
Watsonia Neighbourhood Activity Centre has several existing locational constraints as discussed elsewhere 
in this assessment (see Section 6.4). The project will impact on access and connectivity to the Watsonia 
Neighbourhood Activity Centre particularly during construction but will also make permanent changes to 
the landscape and visual experience of the centre during operation, and permanent changes to access and 
connectivity.  

I consider that the potential landscape and visual impacts of permanent project infrastructure in this area 
can be acceptably managed. The permanent project infrastructure, including the multi-storey car park and 
road trench to the east of the railway line, will result in a changed landscape; I identify and recognise the 
impacts of these elements, and of the linear road project traversing this location. However, I do not 
consider that the landscape or visual impacts of the project in this location are unacceptable.  

I consider prioritising access to and from the Watsonia Neighbourhood Activity Centre during the design 
process is of particular importance. The proponent proposed an alternative land bridge design for Watsonia 
during public exhibition of the EES that provided connectivity to Elder Street. I recommend that this option 
be considered during preparation of an urban design framework plan.  

Further opportunities for improved urban design outcomes are identified in the Watsonia Neighbourhood 
Centre Concept Plan, Final Report, 7 May 2019 (Watsonia Concept Plan, tabled document 364) prepared for 
Banyule City Council and the proponent. The Watsonia Concept Plan builds on current concepts in the UDS 
and strategic planning work undertaken to date by Banyule City Council. I recommend that the Watsonia 
Concept Plan should also be considered during preparation of an urban design framework plan. 

I note that the IAC recommended a longer tunnel option be pursued, in part to reduce impacts on the 
Watsonia Neighbourhood Activity Centre. I have also discussed this option elsewhere in my assessment 
(see Chapter 3 and sections 6.1 and 6.4).  

I have identified the landscape and visual impacts of the project in this location and understand their level 
of significance. I am satisfied these impacts are acceptable, but I also accept that it is possible that they can 
be further mitigated by a combination of changes to the draft UDS and relevant EPRs as recommended in 
my assessment. Preparation of urban design framework plans will also provide an opportunity to improve 
the existing functionality of the Watsonia Neighbourhood Activity Centre.  

Accordingly, it is my assessment that the longer tunnel option is not necessary in order to achieve 
acceptable landscape and visual impacts on the Watsonia Neighbourhood Activity Centre. 
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Lower Plenty Road Interchange 
A number of project infrastructure elements are proposed in this location. These include elevated 
structures, a ventilation structure and construction-related infrastructure associated with a TBM launch site 
at Borlase Reserve, resulting in visual impacts on residential properties (as well as amenity impacts). A 
considered urban design response is required in this location, with the objective of reducing the project 
footprint as far as practicable and minimising impacts on surrounding residents.  

Manningham Road Interchange 
The project will have a significant impact on this location, including the loss of most of the BIP. That impact, 
while significant, will not be unacceptable. However, the detailed design process has the potential to 
reduce the project footprint to lessen business impacts, avoid the River Red Gum, maximise residual land 
available for development after project construction is completed and ensure future access arrangements 
are appropriately considered. Opportunities for an enhanced precinct around Heide Museum of Modern 
Art and the retention of Bulleen Art and Garden should also be considered. 

Eastern Freeway Interchange 
The project proposes elevated road structures, a ventilation structure, noise walls 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.  

I consider the urban design issues described for the five locations above 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. I accept these issues warrant further consideration in 
detailed design to improve integration of the project with surrounding areas to minimise potential impacts.  

I also consider the design approach to the five locations could be improved from that proposed in the 
reference design. I agree with the IAC that urban design framework plans are an appropriate way to assist 
with achieving an improved outcome. These plans will provide further direction to guide detailed design 
and ensure that landscape and visual impacts on these sensitive areas are minimised.  

The design response for each of these five locations should, 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 acquisition. However, if detailed design cannot reduce the project footprint it is my 
assessment that, while the impacts would be significant, in the context of the overall benefits of the project 
they would be acceptable. 

The IAC regarded urban design framework plans as comfortably within the domain of the UDS, but 
considered the plans would need to be approved separately from the UDS by conditions within the 
incorporated document. The 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. 

I ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ƛƴ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜ ǘƘŜ L!/Ωǎ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǇƻƴŜƴǘ prepare urban design framework plans 
for my approval prior to the preparation of the final detailed designs in the UDLPs. However, I disagree with 
the IAC that an additional step in the approval process is required for the urban design framework plans. 
Rather, I consider the urban design framework plans 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 
design outcomes of the project.  

The IAC made recommendations about what the urban design framework plans must broadly include in its 
draft version of the incorporated document. I support its recommendations regarding the content of these 
plans. I expect the urban design framework plans within the UDS will be provided as a combination of 
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written principles, and diagrams or drawings, reinforcing the aims and objectives of the UDS in each specific 
context. The urban design framework plans should spatially test the place-specific requirements in the draft 
UDS and demonstrate ƘƻƭƛǎǘƛŎ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ƛƴǘŜǊŦŀŎŜǎ ǿƛǘƘ ƛǘǎ ǎǳǊǊƻǳƴŘǎ.  

The IAC recommended (in its version of the draft incorporated document) the proponent consult with 
various parties, including councils, certain government authorities, and the Wurundjeri Woi Wurrung 
Cultural Heritage Aboriginal Corporation, and give public notice of the urban design framework plans.  

I agree that the preparation of the urban design framework plans is likely to benefit from consultation with 
councils, certain government 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 plans in preparing the urban design 
framework plans. I support these changes to EPR LP3. However, I do not think that it is necessary to 
mandate this in an incorporated document or to provide specific direction as to how that consultation 
should occur. Rather, I consider the extent and nature of consultation will be a matter for consideration 
when approving these 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 plans, is to be approved by the Minster for Planning, following advice from the UDAP, I am 
satisfied that this will occur. 

Many submitters sought further information on the design of the project. While the urban design 
framework plans will include more location-specific guidance than the draft UDS, these plans will still 
comprise concepts rather than final designs for the project. Design detail will be available in the UDLPs. On 
this basis, I consider public consultation on the urban design framework plans is not warranted particularly 
as the UDS (including the urban design framework plans), which is subject to my approval, will include a 
sound basis for an integrated design response in the UDLPs. Instead, public consultation on the UDLPs will 
provide a more meaningful opportunity for the community to comment on the design of the project.  

In relation to the UDLPs, I support the consultation process as ǎŜǘ ƻǳǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ L!/Ωǎ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŜŘ ǾŜǊǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ 
the draft incorporated document, including the requirement that councils and certain government 
authorities be provided with a copy of an UDLP for consultation prior to submitting it for my approval. The 
IAC also recommended that consultation be expanded by requiring the UDLPs be available for public 
comment for 21 calendar days (rather than 15 business days) and that direct notice be given to owners and 
occupiers adjacent to the area/s to which an UDLP applies. I support in principle these expanded 
notification requirements. 

Urban design advisory panel 
The draft UDS was informed by expert advice and guidance from an 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, VicRoads 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 benefit of an UDAP in providing expert design advice 
during different phases of project development and I see no reason to depart from this approach. I 
consider that the ongoing role of the UDAP is important in ensuring the project delivers on the principles 
and objectives set out in an approved UDS. The UDAP will assist greatly with formulating a detailed design 
that appropriately reconciles the ambitions of the UDS with any competing road infrastructure 
requirements or other relevant objectives. 
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The calibre of the UDAP members is also important to the review and assessment of the urban design 
outcomes of the project. While I am confident that the current members have the necessary skills and 
expertise, I consider that the UDAP would benefit from additional landscape and urban design expertise 
during the tender evaluation process and at key stages of the development of the UDLPs. To this end, I 
recommend that the UDAP is expanded to include two new independent design experts with recognised 
design review skills, demonstrated expertise in urban design and experience in design delivery or design 
ǊŜǾƛŜǿ ƻŦ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ ΨŎƛǘȅ ǎƘŀǇƛƴƎΩ ƛƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎΦ  

Along with the IAC, I acknowledge the effective relationship that developed between the proponent and 
the Wurundjeri Woi Wurrung Cultural Heritage Aboriginal Corporation during the preparation of the draft 
UDS and I expect that the proponent will continue this engagement during project design and delivery. 
Consistent with the IAC, I 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 project alignment are reflected in the final design. I 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 the relevant principles of the 
Yarra River Protection (Willip-gin Birrarung Murron) Act 2017 and the Yarra Strategic Plan (when released). 
(IAC Recommendation 22a, see Section 6.5). 

I expect that any UDS (including urban design framework plans), or subsequent UDLPs, that are submitted 
for my approval under an incorporated document will be accompanied by written advice from the UDAP 
addressing the extent to which they are consistent with the recommendations of my assessment, the EPRs 
and, for the UDLPs, the approved UDS. This advice will be valuable in informing my assessment of any UDS 
or UDLPs. 

The IAC also recommended expanding the membership of the UDAP to include councils and land or 
waterway managers. I disagree with this recommendation, which I do not regard as necessary.  

As discussed above, I am satisfied that implementation of EPR LP3 generally as amended by the IAC and the 
expanded consultation process and notification requirements for the UDLPs will provide adequate 
opportunities for these parties to provide input on urban design outcomes. 

Urban design and public realm improvements 
Many submitters raised concerns about those elements of the place-specific requirements in the draft UDS 
that were identified as complementary, to be provided by others when in their opinion such elements were 
central to the delivery of an integrated design response.  

The IAC recommended the proponent reconsider those elements of the place-specific requirements that 
should be changed from complementary (and therefore optional) to mandatory (and therefore core project 
requirements) (IAC Recommendation 22c). I support this recommendation.  

The proponent must reconsider the complementary elements of the place-specific requirements and revise 
the draft UDS to include, at a minimum, the following additional mandatory elements: 

¶ 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 Valley parklands; 

¶ Item 5A, Manningham Road Interchange, provide habitat infrastructure beneath the Manningham 
Road bridge to support habitat connectivity along the Yarra River corridor;  

¶ Item 5B, Manningham Road Interchange, implement water sensitive urban design around the Yarra 
Valley parklands to treat stormwater; and  

¶ facilitate enhancement of local areas in line with objectives in the draft UDS. 
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L ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ƛƴ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜ ǘƘŜ L!/Ωǎ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ƛƴŎƻǊǇƻǊŀǘŜ ŀ ǊŀƴƎŜ ƻŦ ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜǎ ŀǎ ŀƴ ŀŘƧǳƴŎǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 
project to assist in offsetting its impact on affected local communities by enhancing the local area and 
creating a positive project legacy. I note that the proponent for the West Gate Tunnel Project is required to 
implement a community involvement and participation plan for the duration of construction in consultation 
with relevant councils and representatives of affected local communities. In that case, the community 
involvement and participation plan provides funding for a range of initiatives including community support 
grants, small capital works projects and sponsorship of local sporting clubs, community events and festivals. 
I recommend that the proponent develop and implement a similar plan and, to give effect to this 
recommendation, I recommend a new EPR SC7. 

Assessment 
¶ The landscape and visual impact assessment in Technical Report H of the EES and the submissions 

and evidence before the IAC appropriately 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 impacts will not be unacceptable. The level of impact can be appropriately 
managed and mitigated during the detailed design process, provided the draft UDS and EPRs are 
amended in accordance with the recommendations of my assessment.  

¶ The draft UDS is to be revised to include urban design framework plans for the Eastern Freeway 
Interchange, Lower Plenty Road Interchange, Manningham Road Interchange, M80 Interchange 
and the Watsonia Neighbourhood Activity Centre. 

¶ The proponent must consider the setting and requirements of schools along the project alignment 
and include design directions in the UDS to achieve acceptable urban design interfaces with these 
schools. 

¶ The proponent must reconsider the complementary (and therefore optional) elements of the 
place-specific requirements 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 central to minimising 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 is to be expanded to include two independent design experts and its role is to continue 
during future phases of the project, including during the preparation of the revised UDS with 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 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 project alignment are reflected in the final design. 

¶ The draft UDS is to be revised to include 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 the Yarra River Protection (Willip-gin Birrarung Murron) Act and the Yarra 
Strategic Plan (when released). 

¶ I 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 15 business days to 21 calendar days. 
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¶ The proponent must implement a community involvement and participation plan, or equivalent, to 
facilitate a range of initiatives to assist in offsetting the impact of the project on affected local 
communities by enhancing the local area and creating a positive project legacy (new EPR SC7). 

6.3 {ƻŎƛŀƭ 

Social impacts are addressed in Chapter 17 and Technical Report I of the EES and in Chapter 5 of the IAC 
Report. Six EPRs deal with social matters, five of which are the subject of recommendations by the IAC. 
Some land use impacts relate to social impacts, which were addressed in Chapter 13 and Technical Report E 
of the EES and are addressed in Chapter 5 of the IAC report. Five EPRs deal with land use, 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 to goods, services and facilities. 

Assessment context 
Once in operation, this project will deliver community benefits as a consequence of reduced travel times 
ŀƴŘ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜŘ ŎƻƴƴŜŎǘƛƻƴ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ aŜƭōƻǳǊƴŜΩǎ ƴƻǊǘƘ ŀƴŘ ǎƻǳǘƘŜŀǎǘΦ People travelling or living along the 
project corridor will benefit from less trucks on arterial roads and enhanced active transport infrastructure 
and better bus services along the Eastern Freeway. Amenity at some residences and open space will 
improve through reduced traffic noise compared with existing and no project conditions. I consider these 
benefits to be very significant. 

Regardless of social benefit, many submissions to the IAC identified significant negative social effects, 
especially for those established communities near the project, with people living, taking recreation or 
working closest to the project most directly affected. Closure of the BIP and impacts on other businesses 
will cause social effects. These effects are related to business impacts and are therefore discussed in 
Section 6.4. 

¢ƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ŎǊƻǎǎŜǎ ŀ ΨƎǊŜŜƴ ōŜƭǘΩ ƻŦ ǇŀǊƪƭŀƴŘ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ¸ŀǊǊŀ wƛǾŜǊ ŀƴŘ ƛǘǎ ǘǊƛōǳǘŀǊƛŜǎΦ hǇŜƴ ǎǇŀŎŜ 
is highly valued for environmental, social and wellbeing reasons. While the proposed tunnel will avoid the 
ǇǊƻǇƻƴŜƴǘΩǎ Ψƴƻ-Ǝƻ ȊƻƴŜǎΩ including Banyule Flats, Warringal Parklands and the Yarra River, the project as 
described in the reference design would impact approximately 35 hectares of open space (Road Zone and 
passive and active recreational areas), with 18.2 hectares required permanently. Parkland and green space 
in numerous parks and reserves along Koonung Creek, Bulleen Road and Greensborough Road 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 significant change during the 
ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘΣ ŦƻǊ ǎƻƳŜΣ ǘƘƛǎ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ǇŜǊƳŀƴŜƴǘΦ ¢ƘŜ ƴǳƳŜǊƻǳǎ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎΣ ǎǇƻǊǘƛƴƎ Ŏƭǳōǎ ŀƴŘ 
businesses associated with these public and private facilities will experience disruption. In many cases, 
replacement facilities can be provided temporarily or permanently, but this often includes loss of access for 
periods and relocation. 

Sport and recreation facilities subject to permanent impact are near the ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ŘŜǎƛƎƴΩǎ southern tunnel 
portals and Bulleen Road Interchange and include the privately-owned 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 impacted sports facilities along the project corridor from north to 
south are the publicly-owned 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 adjacent 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 will occupy sports fields, access roads and car parks during construction along with permanent 
acquisition of small areas and changes to access. Construction will also increase dust and noise and reduce 
visual amenity. Urban design and traffic noise issues for the schools are discussed in sections 6.2, and 6.7 of 
this assessment respectively. 

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 the project 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 particular source 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 operation. 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. 

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

Stakeholder engagement 
Some members of the community expressed disappointment and frustration with engagement on the 
project. Among other things they expressed concerns about a lack of certainty associated with the 
reference design and a sense that their 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 hearing that the early works tender for the project had been let.  

I acknowledge that stress and uncertainty during project consultation and EES process has caused social 
impacts. However, I also acknowledge that the proponent has engaged often and broadly with affected 
communities with the input of substantial resources.  

Open space 
I agree with the IAC that the social ramifications of the impacts to parklands deserved more prominence 
and examination in the EES. But I am also satisfied that these impacts have now been robustly 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 
ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ǇŜǊƳŀƴŜƴǘ ŦƻǊ ǎƻƳŜ ŀǊŜŀǎΦ L ŀƎǊŜŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ L!/Ωǎ ǾƛŜǿ ǘƘŀǘ minimising impacts on 
parklands should be pursued as far as is practicable in the detailed design. I discuss minimising the 
construction and design footprint during detailed design in Section 6.2 and below in regard to construction 
compounds. Careful staging of works will also help to decrease the duration of temporary parkland use and 
ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ŀƴŘ ŀƳŜƴƛǘȅ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎΦ L ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǘƘŜ L!/Ωǎ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ to EPRs SC1, SC2, LP1, LP3 and LP5 in 
principle where 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 thousands of players. I agree with the IAC 
that these impacts could have been better considered in the EES. However, I consider that the IAC hearing 
has now clarified the nature and extent of likely impacts, which can be properly regarded as significant. 

I consider that the project should seek as far as is possible to avoid any reduction to open space or to 
seriously constrain existing uses of open space. I also consider that, where this is unavoidable, it is 



 

North East Link ς aƛƴƛǎǘŜǊΩǎ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ŜŦŦŜŎǘǎ 

41 

incumbent on the proponent to seek to provide replacement open space in a manner consistent with state 
planning policy, which is to 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 is provided (Clause 
19.02-6S of the Planning Policy Framework).  

I note ǘƘŜ L!/Ωǎ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ Ψlike-for-likeΩ replacement of open space and improvement. My 
ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ L!/Ωǎ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŜŘ ƭƛƪŜ-for-like open space replacement is summarised in Table 2 
and discussed below. I consider like-for-like open space replacement should be achieved if possible. 
However, I also acknowledge that, in practice, a strict application of like-for-like open space replacement 
may not be practicable or achievable. 

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

Table 2: Like-for-like open space replacement. 
Open space type Temporary loss (construction) Permanent loss (operation) 

Active (e.g. sports). Support sporting functions to continue through 
alternative temporary locations with facilities 
before the current site becomes unavailable. 

Support sporting functions to continue through 
arranging alternative permanent locations with 
facilities before project operation. 

Passive (e.g. parkland). Improve quality or quantity of open space before 
open space required for the project becomes 
unavailable. 

Investigate and acquire accessible land of a 
similar area and develop it for use as parkland 
before project operation. 

 
Replacement of temporary and permanent loss of active open space 
In terms of active open space replacement, I consider that a workable concept emerged during the IAC 
hearing for temporarily and permanently relocating most sports clubs, recreational facilities and private 
school facilities to alternativŜ ƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭƭȅ ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ L!/Ωǎ ƭƛƪŜ-for-like recommendation 
(for example, tabled documents 105, 390, and 432). However, I accept that it will be challenging to retain 
the current level of functionality of all sports and recreation facilities and some compromises may be 
required. 

EPR SC5 aims to minimise impacts of displacement on formal active recreation facilities. The IAC has 
recommended amendments to EPR SC5 that include minimising displacement and specifying the scope of a 
required faciƭƛǘƛŜǎ ǊŜƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǇƭŀƴΦ ¢ƘŜ ǇƭŀƴΩǎ ǎŎƻǇŜ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘƛƴƎ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ ǘƻ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ǎǳƛǘŀōƭŜ 
replacement facilities and restoration of facilities that have been temporarily vacated. I support these 
amendments. 

The Yarra Junior Football League will be permanently displaced from its facilities at Bulleen Park (Existing 
Oval 1). The proponent has not yet been able to identify a replacement site or facilities that is considered 
acceptable to the league. The proponent is proposing to upgrade Ford Park for temporary or permanent 
relocation, with the potential for the league to 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 
I am confident a reasonable outcome will be achieved even if it is not the one favoured currently by the 
league.  

As well as displacing the Yarra Junior Football League, the Bulleen Park area is 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 needed here. This will be a matter for 
negotiation between the proponent and respective facility stakeholders. I am confident that negotiation 
will reach a reasonable outcome, even if it will require concessions from some stakeholders.  
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Submissions by Macleod Cricket Club and Macleod Junior Football Club state a strong preference to 
relocate to Macleod CollegeΣ ƛƴǎǘŜŀŘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǇƻƴŜƴǘΩǎ ǇǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ DǊŜŜƴǎōƻǊƻǳƎƘ /ƻƭƭŜƎŜ ŀƴŘ 5Ŝ ²ƛƴǘƻƴ 
Reserve, because it is closer, safer and more integrated with the community. This is supported by Banyule 
Council. Once again, I am confident that a reasonable outcome will be achieved, even if it is not ǘƘŜ ŎƭǳōǎΩ 
favoured outcome. 

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

The hockey facilities at Elgar Park can continue to be used during project construction. I consider, as did the 
IAC, that the EPRs can provide for appropriate management of amenity impacts, such as dust and noise.  

Along with the IAC, I note that a mutually acceptable outcome has been reached between the proponent 
and Trinity relating to its sports grounds and facilities. Similarly, I am satisfied that outstanding issues about 
access and parking ŀǘ /ŀǊŜȅΩǎ ǎǇƻǊǘǎ ƎǊƻǳƴŘǎ should be able to be acceptably resolved. I 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 further in relation to construction compounds below, in order to achieve an 
acceptable outcome. I agree with the IAC that the revised UDS should provide detailed direction to achieve 
acceptable urban design interfaces with the schools (IAC Recommendation 22). The proponent will also 
need to ǿƻǊƪ ǿƛǘƘ aŀǊŎŜƭƭƛƴΩǎ hƭŘ /ƻƭƭŜƎƛŀƴ ǘŜŀƳǎ ǘo facilitate replacement of sports facilities. 

I agree with the IAC that the proponent should consider ways in which it could support displaced sports 
ŎƭǳōǎΩ Ǿƛŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴΣ and it should provide progress reports about relocation to councils, 
affected clubs and sporting facilities, and the Community Liaison Group (EPR SC4). 

Based on the progress made to date by the proponent working with the sporting organisations, I am 
confident that satisfactory arrangements can be made to enable these organisations to continue operating 
during project construction and operation. I consider that this progress in combination with the UDS, EPRs 
(including EPR SC5, which requires a facilities relocation plan) will manage impacts to an acceptable level. 

Replacement of permanent loss of passive open space 
¢ƻ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎ ǘƘŜ L!/Ωǎ ǇǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ƭƛƪŜ-for-like replacement of passive open space permanently acquired for 
the project (IAC Recommendation 14 and EPR LP5), the IAC recommended the proponent investigate 
options for land acquisition, acquire land of a similar area and develop it for use as parkland before project 
operation. The IAC also proposed investigation of several sites along the Yarra River that are currently 
reserved for future acquisition as open space under a Public Acquisition Overlay (PAO2). These sites are 
also identified in the draft Yarra River ς Bulleen Precinct Land Use Framework Plan (2019) for expanded 
parklands and potential active recreation. The IAC suggested fast-tracking the acquisition of these sites to 
serve as replacement open space for the project.  

I accept that the recommendation for replacing lost passive open space is generally consistent with state 
policy and the relevant principles of the Yarra River Protection (Willip-gin Birrarung murron) Act and is a 
reasonable expectation of the proponent, and government more broadly. In light of this, I support IAC 
Recommendation 14 in principle together with the I!/Ωǎ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ ǊŜǾƛǎƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ EPR LP5 that requires the 
development and implementation of a relocation and replacement plan. I agree with the IAC that the 
implementation of this recommendation and EPR LP5 gives rise to a range of important practical 
considerations 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 give effect 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 process would 
ƛƴŦƻǊƳ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǇƻƴŜƴǘΩǎ ƻǇŜƴ ǎǇŀŎŜ ǊŜƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǇƭŀŎŜƳŜƴǘ 
plan. 

In developing the plan for replacement of passive open space I consider that the proponent should: 

¶ investigate the acquisition of sites along the Yarra 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 

¶ exclude proposed land bridges that are part of the access network as potential sites to provide like-
for-like replacement of open space.  

Improvement of residual passive open space during temporary loss 
It is my assessment the effects of losing open space during construction can be sufficiently mitigated by 
minimising temporary occupation and enhancing residual open space. I 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 EPR LP5 require 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 unavailable during construction.  

Land acquisition associated with replacement of permanent loss of passive or active open space 
The IAC recommended that land to be acquired, or converted to, open space be included within the SCO 
boundary for the project (IAC Recommendation 2), with the incorporated document facilitating the 
development of this land and improvement of other land in accordance with specified design requirements.  

I agree in principle with the IAC that implementing project specific planning controls for new or upgraded 
open space or sport and recreational facilities would facilitate timely delivery by streamlining the 
conventional permit application process. However, I recognise that the precise process and timing for 
relocation and replacement 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, I am confident that 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 construction will 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 increased traffic congestion, 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. I am satisfied that these impacts can be acceptably managed through the EPRs and 
through plans that will be required under the environment management frameworkτapart from the 
impacts of construction compounds, which are discussed further below.  

Construction compounds amenity impacts 
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 Winsor, Koonung Creek and Borlase Reserves. 
The green, treed and open space areas along Koonung Creek are valued 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 
residents for its natural and open space qualities. The 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 space along Koonung Creek, I am satisfied 
that my general recommendations about open space (above) and construction compounds (below) 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 sites, the EES considered two possible TBM launch sites ς a 
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. The 
IAC also suggested that the area in Banksia Park just north of Bridge Street be explored as a potential TBM 
launch site. It is my view that the environmental and cultural sensitivities in Banksia Park north of Bridge 
Street are such that this option need not 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, vibration 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 impacts of its 
use for this purpose would be unacceptable. I 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 spoil management facilities and supporting TBM 
tunnelling operation. Supporting tunnelling would include receiving, managing and disposing of spoil 
including 24-hour spoil haulage from the site. TBM retrieval is focussed on TBM extraction, disassembly and 
removal activities, the logistics of which 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 compounds. For example, as discussed in Section 6.7, I am satisfied that the 
noise impacts at Borlase Reserve can be successfully managed through several EPRs including my 
recommended revisions to EPR NV4. Additional 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).  

I am aware that the southern TBM launch site option at the 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), and less time for relocating BIP businesses. The IAC has 
recommended that alternative routes to Rosanna Road for construction spoil haulage be adopted (IAC 
Recommendation 9a) and I support this recommendation, as discussed in Section 6.1, to minimise impacts 
on the local community.  
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Having regard to all relevant matters I 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. I am satisfied that the 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. I am also not satisfied that an overall better environmental outcome for the community would 
result from adopting the IAC recommendation that it not be used for this purpose. 

However, I accept that the impacts on residents that live near Borlase Reserve are significant. Accordingly, 
if Borlase Reserve is used as a TBM launch site, I consider it appropriate to accept the recommendation of 
the IAC (IAC Recommendation 13) that a voluntary acquisition scheme be established, and that it be 
available for residents that live near Borlase Reserve who meet the specified criteria (see 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, including day-to-day 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. I note that the proponent engaged in discussions with Marcellin during the IAC hearing about 
reducing the footprint of the construction compound, but the matter remained unresolved. I agree with the 
IAC that alternative locations for the construction compound in Bulleen should be investigated, with 
aŀǊŎŜƭƭƛƴΩǎ ƭŀƴŘ ǳǎŜŘ ƻƴƭȅ ƛŦ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ƴƻ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ƻǇǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƴΣ ƻƴƭȅ ƛŦ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ŀǊŜ 
limited in extent and duration to reduce impacts on the school.  

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

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

¶ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ L!/Ωǎ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ ǾŜǊǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ 9tw [tм ǘƻ ƳƛƴƛƳƛǎŜ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴ ŦƻƻǘǇǊƛƴǘ 
combined with EPRs SC1 and SC3 and the suite of EPRs that will manage other amenity impacts 
from construction compounds; and 

¶ implementation of a voluntary acquisition scheme for residential properties that satisfy defined 
criteria (IAC Recommendation 13). This is discussed further below ǳƴŘŜǊ ΨwŜǎƛŘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘȅ 
ŀŎǉǳƛǎƛǘƛƻƴΩΦ  

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 recommended that a construction compound 
plan be approved by the Minister for Planning due to the significance of their associated impacts. The IAC 
has recommended changes to the draft incorporated document 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 
includes measures to restore the use of land post-construction. I generally accept these changes. 

Whilst I am satisfied that the locations for construction compounds identified in the EES are generally 
acceptable, I expect the proponent to carefully consider all possible locations before they finalise their 
construction compound plan and submit it to me for my approval. I consider that a construction compound 
plan in combination with existing EPRs and the UDS will assist to address issues associated with the location 
and management of construction compounds.  
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L Řƻ ƴƻǘ ŀŎŎŜǇǘ ǘƘŜ L!/Ωǎ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ ƴŜǿ 9tw //м ŀōƻǳǘ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴ 
compounds because I consider every element of this proposed EPR is adequately covered by other EPRs. 
Accordingly, it is 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, I accept that some residential areas will experience 
ongoing or long-term adverse effects from traffic increases and the impacts of noise walls, elevated ramps 
and the slow establishment of replacement trees that will contribute to changes of views. This new 
infrastructure would also increase lighting, overshadowing and overlooking of private open space.  

I acknowledge that project infrastructure will change open space in the project footprint, particularly 
through new, closer and taller noise walls and new flood walls, elevated roads, anti-throw screens and 
ventilation structures. These changes will affect open space users and residents who currently enjoy views 
of open space. Accordingly, it will be imporǘŀƴǘ ǘƻ ƳƛƴƛƳƛǎŜ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ŦƻƻǘǇǊƛƴǘ ŀǎ ŦŀǊ ŀǎ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŀōƭŜ όǎŜŜ 
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 Colleges and around the Bulleen Road 
Interchange will be a focus for new infrastructure.  

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

Overall, I 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 outweigh the 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, Watsonia and Bulleen. I am satisfied that the proponent has 
sought to minimise the extent of residential acquisition for the reference design. I consider that, for a 
project of this scale, the extent of residential acquisition is reasonable and its impacts are acceptable.  

However, I 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, I acknowledge that affected residents 
have experienced considerable stress and anxiety. To mitigate this impact, I agree with the IAC that there is 
a strong case for immediate acquisition of residential properties, if the owners are agreeable. 
LƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ L!/Ωǎ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ 9tR SC2 will assist with minimising and managing impacts of land 
acquisition and occupation particularly for special needs and vulnerable residents. 

While I generally support the proponent minimising the amount of compulsory acquisition of residential 
properties, I agree with the IAC that there are properties that 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 properties that satisfy 
defined criteria (IAC Recommendation 13). Criteria should include distance from major works, likely extent 
and duration of proximate works, predicted adverse effects on amenity and the presence of vulnerable 
occupants. I therefore support such a scheme and recommend a new EPR requiring this scheme (EPR SC7). 
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Community identity 
I 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 is seen as a proud survivor that reminds us of the pre-European contact 
landscape. The urban design sǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ǎŜŜƪǎ ΨŜŦŦƻǊǘǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ŘŜƳƻƴǎǘǊŀǘŜŘΩ ǘƻ ǊŜǘŀƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǘǊŜŜ ōǳǘ ǘƘŜ 
proponent has advised that it has been unable to identify a road design that could do this to date.  

In this regard, I share the view of the IAC that traffic engineering considerations should not be regarded as 
ƳƻǊŜ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ǘƘŀƴ ǘƘŜ ǘǊŜŜΩǎ ǎǳǊǾƛǾŀƭ. I consider it appropriate for all design alternatives or practical 
opportunities to save the tree to be explored, and it should only be removed if that removal cannot be 
avoided (IAC Recommendation 7c). It is appropriate that the proponent makes every effort to retain this 
tree. If this is ultimately not possible, the proponent should identify and implement appropriate legacy 
actions in consultation with key stakeholders. 

The business Bulleen Art and Garden also 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 community 
activities, classes and gallery as well as its garden supplies and services. The IAC received many submissions 
describing Bulleen Art and GardenΩǎ Ƴŀƴȅ ǾŀƭǳŜŘ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ ǇŜƻǇƭŜǎΩ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ƭƛŦŜ ŀƴŘ ǿƘȅ ƛǘ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ 
not be closed or relocated.  

I 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 for partial, full and temporary relocation, such as at the nearby 
Greenery Garden Centre. 

Assessment 
¶ The project will cause social impacts. These impacts are acceptable provided they are managed as 

recommended in my assessment. 

¶ Stress and uncertainty associated with consultation about the project during the EES process has 
caused social impacts. 

¶ Replace all permanently lost passive open space and relocate uses of active open space on a like-
for-like basis where possible. 

¶ I consider that continued progress by the proponent in working with sporting organisations and the 
three private schools in combination with the UDS and EPRs (including EPR SC5Ωǎ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘƛŜǎ 
relocation plan) will manage impacts on sporting organisations and the schools to an acceptable 
level.  

¶ Alternative locations for the construction compound in Bulleen should be investigated, with 
aŀǊŎŜƭƭƛƴΩǎ ƭŀƴŘ ǳǎŜŘ ƻƴƭȅ ƛŦ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ƴƻ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ƻǇǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƴΣ ƻƴƭȅ ƛŦ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴ 
activities are limited in extent and duration to reduce impacts on the school.  

¶ 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 
ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǇƻƴŜƴǘΩǎ ƻǇŜƴ ǎǇŀŎŜ ǊŜƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ replacement plan.  

¶ I consider that the effects of losing open space during construction can be sufficiently managed by 
enhancing residual open space. 

¶ 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.  

¶ General amenity impacts from construction can be acceptably managed through the EPRs and 
plans required under the environment management framework.  

¶ Impacts of the construction compounds for reference design TBM launch and retrieval site options 
can be managed to acceptable levels through EPRs. I do not agree with the IAC that Borlase Reserve 
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cannot be used for these purposes. However, I consider that a voluntary acquisition scheme should 
be available for nearby residents of Borlase Reserve if it is selected as a TBM launch site.  

¶ The location and category of activities for all construction compounds will need to be investigated 
by the proponent and approved by the Minister for Planning under the incorporated document to 
avoid and minimise amenity impacts on sensitive land uses.  

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

¶ Immediate acquisition of residential properties to reduce stress and anxiety should occur if the 
owners are agreeable. EPR SC2, with changes recommended by the IAC, will also be critical to 
manage impacts of land acquisition and occupation. 

¶ Implementation of a voluntary acquisition scheme for residential properties affected by the project 
that satisfy defined criteria consistent with my recommended new EPR SC7.  

¶ Every effort should be made to retain the River Red Gum at the Caltex service station (IAC 
Recommendation 7c) and allow Bulleen Art and Garden to continue operating. 

6.4 .ǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ 

Business impacts are addressed in Chapter 14 and Technical Report F of the EES and in Chapter 4 of the IAC 
Report. Eight EPRs deal with business matters, 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 to goods, services and facilities. 

Assessment context 
The project will need to acquire 102 business properties according to the EES and 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 other business locations in the project corridor. 

Construction of the Manningham Road Interchange will require the land associated with all the businesses 
in the BIP, which employs about 770 people. Options for relocation and the availability of any residual land 
within the precinct for industrial use after construction have been unclear to 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 relocation 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 to exacerbate the existing divide created by Greensborough Road and 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 pressure, which would put the 
sustainability of individual businesses and the centre at risk. 

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

Discussion 
Bulleen Industrial Precinct 
The loss of an entire industrial-zoned business precinct due to an infrastructure project is unprecedented in 
Melbourne, and the disruption to BIP business owners, employees, customers, suppliers and the local 
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economy will be very significant. However, I agree with the IAC that the project offers broad economic and 
business benefits that outweigh the financial impacts from the loss of the BIP. No 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 businesses was significant and they recommended 
focussing on mitigation efforts. 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 about issues and managing the impacts 
that would result from the project for 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 community has created a high level of stress. I 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 input clarified the 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 and return of residual land around the 
Manningham Road Interchange to viable future land uses (such as commercial and industrial).  

L ŀŎŎŜǇǘ ǘƘŜ L!/Ωǎ ŀǎǎŜǊǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ŜŦŦŜŎǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ .Lt ƘŀǾŜ ƴƻǘ ōŜŜƴ ƳŀƴŀƎŜŘ ǘƻ ŘŀǘŜΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ 
unlike the IAC, I consider that while BIP businesses and employees will experience major change and 
disruption, support will be available to manage effects, and to mitigate them as far as possible.  

I consider that EPR LP1 will reduce the Manningham Interchange construction compound to the minimum 
required size, noting that it will likely include a TBM launch or retrieval site (see Section 6.3). 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 SC2, may also allow some BIP business to defer relocating or 
closing. 

During the IAC hearing, tƘŜ ǇǊƻǇƻƴŜƴǘ ŜȄǇŀƴŘŜŘ 9tw .м ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘǊŜŜ 9twǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ L!/Ωǎ wŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ мм 
has augmented EPR B2 and B3 to include planning and support for each BIP business and employee on 
request. I support these changes on the basis that effective support must be informed by the specific needs 
of each individual business and employee. However, I consider the proponent, as the representative of the 
state, is best placed to implement individual planning and support rather than the Department of 
Transport, as proposed by the IAC.  

MCCΩǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǇƻƴŜƴǘΩǎ ǿƻǊƪ ǘƻ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ ǊŜƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǎƛǘŜǎ Ƙŀǎ ȅƛŜƭŘŜŘ opportunities where 
groups of businesses from BIP could potentially relocate including a possible site at Websters Road (IAC 
Recommendation 12). This is discussed further in Section 6.5. That said, I strongly agree with the IAC that 
the Manningham Road Interchange design should maximise the return of residual land for employment, 
including industrial land uses (IAC Recommendation 7a). Long-term uses for this land that provide 
employment could, importantly, provide opportunities for displaced BIP businesses to return.  

Stronger and more broad-based community support for Bulleen Art and Garden compared to other 
businesses and its location on the margin of the project area leads me to agree with the IAC that it should 
continue operating from its current site if possible. This may involve partial relocation of some of its 
ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƻƴ ŀmenity. 

Watsonia Neighbourhood Activity Centre 
Watsonia Neighbourhood Activity Centre is already cut off from its eastern catchment due to the north-
south Hurstbridge Rail Line cutting and Greensborough Road. The reference design focus on the 
Greensborough Road corridor may exacerbate this divide during project construction and operation. The 
ǇǊƻǇƻƴŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ²ŀǘǎƻƴƛŀ ¢ǊŀŘŜǊǎΩ ǎƘƻǇǇŜǊ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ όǘŀōƭŜŘ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘ оонōύ ŦƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ easy access, parking 
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and a friendly, appealing environment is valued by shoppers at Watsonia Neighbourhood Activity Centre. 
However, it also found that around one third of shoppers felt that project construction will impact their 
decision to shop at the activity centre. I 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 centre, unless 
appropriate measures are taken.  

I agree with the IAC that design will be central to achieving greater connectivity and an attractive and viable 
activity centre. I recommend revision of the UDS to provide greater direction through an urban design 
framework plan for the activity centre that builds on current concepts in the UDS and strategic planning 
work to date. The urban design framework plan should clarify how to improve functioning of the activity 
centre along with mitigation measures that could be facilitated by project works or in partnership with 
others to reduce impacts on these businesses to acceptable levels. I expect that the proponent and Banyule 
Council will work in partnership to investigate opportunities for the activity centre. 

Several possible interventions that could mitigate impacts on the Watsonia Neighbourhood Activity Centre 
during construction were identified by the proponent, submitters and a ²ŀǘǎƻƴƛŀ ¢ǊŀŘŜǊǎΩ ǎƘƻǇǇŜǊ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ 
including: marketing and communication initiatives in the lead up to and during construction; and a suite of 
works to improve car parking, provide a community space (for example, a park, playground or skate park), 
upgrade shop and street appeal and minimise disruption to access. I recommend that the proponent 
ensures that these measures are considered in the business disruption mitigation plan for Watsonia 
Neighbourhood Centre, which is required by EPR B1.  

L ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭƭȅ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǘƘŜ L!/Ωǎ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŜŘ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ to EPR B6 that minimise access and amenity impacts to 
businesses from construction, but I recommend revising them so that impacts to business viability and 
travel time are minimised, as I accept that viability may be affected and significant increases in travel time 
from residential areas could occur.  

Several design alternatives were identified at the hearing with potential to manage ongoing impacts on 
connectivity and amenity of Watsonia Neighbourhood Activity Centre from project operation. The 
ǇǊƻǇƻƴŜƴǘΩǎ ŀƭǘŜǊƴŀǘƛǾŜ ŘŜǎƛƎƴ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ŀ ōǊƛŘƎŜ ŎƻƴƴŜŎǘƛƴƎ 9ƭŘŜǊ {ǘǊŜŜǘ ǘƻ ŀ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ Ƴǳƭǘƛ-level car park 
in the existing Watsonia train station car park would add an important east-west 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 multi-storey car park, protecting views to the Dandenong Range and providing 
connections across the train line.  

As set out above, the IAC considered it highly desirable to pursue an extension of the tunnel further north 
to Grimshaw Street. Part of the reasoning behind this recommendation is a desire to 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. I do not agree with the IAC in this regard. While extending or covering the tunnel may reduce 
impacts further, which would be desirable, I do not consider it necessary because my recommendations 
about the centre, the revised UDS and a range of the EPRs (e.g. EPRs B1, B6, LP1, LP5, LV1, LV2, SC2 and T2) 
will control impacts on the centre and the nearby community to an acceptable 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 project infrastructure. Management of effects on 
private schools and sporting facility and club businesses is discussed further in Section 6.3. I consider that 
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the compensation provisions of the MTPF Act for businesses with an interest in the land and the business 
EPRs will mitigate these impacts to acceptable levels. 

Assessment 
¶ Loss of the BIP will entail significant upheaval for business owners and employees, with economic 

and social effects at a regional scale. Impacts on the BIP community have been very high to date, 
but I am satisfied that recommended planning and support measures will mitigate impacts on this 
community to acceptable levels.  

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

¶ I support providing planning and support for individual businesses and employees on request as per 
IAC Recommendation 11. 

¶ I support further investigation of relocation options that offer opportunities for the continuation of 
BIP businesses, such as Websters Road (IAC Recommendation 12). 

¶ I support return of residual land at the Manningham Road Interchange for employment, including 
industrial land uses (IAC Recommendation 7). 

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

¶ Watsonia Neighbourhood Activity Centre is vulnerable to reduced east-west connection and 
amenity during construction and operation of the project and design will be central to achieving 
greater connectivity and an attractive and viable activity centre. This will be achieved by revising 
the UDS to provide greater direction, together with EPRs, including a business disruption mitigation 
plan (EPR B1). 

¶ Extending the tunnel (IAC Recommendation 4) is not necessary because my recommendations 
about the Watsonia Neighbourhood Activity Centre, the revised UDS and a range of the EPRs will 
control impacts on the centre and the nearby community to an acceptable level.  

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

6.5 [ŀƴŘ ǳǎŜ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ 

Land use planning impacts are addressed in Chapter 13 and Technical Report E of the EES and aspects of 
Chapter 4 (Business impacts), Chapter 5 (Social impacts) and Chapter 7 (Visual impact, urban design and 
landscape) of the IAC Report. Five EPRs deal with land use planning, 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 to goods, services and facilities. 

Assessment context 
The project will traverse land that is subject to seven planning schemes being Banyule, Boroondara, 
Manningham, Nillumbik, Whitehorse, Whittlesea and Yarra. The planning schemes will require an 
amendment for the project to proceed (or a multitude of planning permits). Land uses within and 
surrounding the project boundary include residential, industrial, commercial, open space, educational, 
community and cultural. Land use planning impacts from the project are intrinsically linked with social 
impacts, business impacts, and visual impacts, urban design and landscape. However, the main impacts of 
the project on land use planning are:  

¶ consistency with planning policy;  



 

North East Link ς aƛƴƛǎǘŜǊΩǎ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ŜŦŦŜŎǘǎ 

52 

¶ land acquisition impacts, particularly in relation to the BIP and residential properties (also see 
Section 6.4); 

¶ impacts on the Watsonia Neighbourhood Activity Centre, particularly during construction (see 
Section 6.4); 

¶ impacts on amenity and wellbeing arising from changes in outlook, traffic, noise, vibration and dust 
(see sections 6.1, 6.2, 6.3, 6.7, 6.8 and 6.15); 

¶ impacts on parkland and open space, including the Yarra River and its parklands, during 
construction or from permanent loss (see Section 6.3); 

¶ impacts on sport and recreation facilities during construction or from permanent loss (see 
Section 6.3); and 

¶ impacts on schools and associated sporting facilities (see Section 6.3). 

The project has broad strategic support in planning policies, including Plan Melbourne 2017-2050 (Plan 
Melbourne) and the Planning Policy Framework. However, a key challenge for the project is balancing 
transport-related policies with other planning policies in the context of integrated decision making. 

Plan Melbourne identifies the project as a potential transport infrastructure project (subject to 
Infrastructure Victoria advice and Victorian Government approval) to improve the efficiency of the 
motorway network by completing the missing link between the Eastern Freeway and M80 Ring Road. The 
project is expected to contribute to Outcome 3 of Plan Melbourne that Melbourne has an integrated 
transport system that connects people to jobs and services and goods to market.  

In 2016, Infrastructure Victoria released ±ƛŎǘƻǊƛŀΩǎ 30-year Infrastructure Strategy identifying the project as 
a short to medium term initiative to build new transport links to enhance the accessibility of the major 
employment centres and iƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ǘƘŜ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴƴŜŎǘƛǾƛǘȅ ƻŦ ±ƛŎǘƻǊƛŀΩǎ ŦǊŜƛƎƘǘ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪ.  

In October 2017, the Victorian Government released its Victorian Infrastructure Plan, which responds to 
LƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ±ƛŎǘƻǊƛŀΩǎ ол-year infrastructure strategy. The government supported Infrastructure 
±ƛŎǘƻǊƛŀΩǎ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŘ ǘƻ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ for development to procurement. 

Discussion 
Strategic assessment of the project 
As set out in the Victoria Planning Provisions, the role of planning is to achieve an acceptable balance 
between competing objectives in favour of net community benefit and sustainable development for the 
benefit of present and future generations. While I am satisfied that the project is expected to deliver a 
range of significant, positive transport outcomes, I accept the comments of the IAC that it is equally 
important to consider planning policies relevant to economic development, environment and landscape 
values, open space, and urban design and amenity. Having carefully considered these competing objectives, 
I am satisfied that, provided the recommendations of this assessment are implemented during its design 
and delivery, the project will achieve acceptable land use planning outcomes and deliver a net community 
benefit. 

Yarra River and its surrounds 
The significance of the Yarra River and its surrounds is recognised in legislation and planning policies. The 
Victorian Government released the Yarra River Action Plan in February 2017 setting out actions to ensure 
the long-term protection of the Yarra River and its surrounds. This was followed by the Yarra River 
Protection (Willip-gin Birrarung Murron) Act, which provides for the management and protection of the 
Yarra River and its parklands as one living and integrated natural entity. In line with the Yarra River Action 
Plan, Melbourne Water is currently preparing the Yarra Strategic Plan to provide an overarching plan for 
the length of the river and DELWP is preparing a complementary land use framework plan for the Yarra 
River ς Bulleen Precinct.  



 

North East Link ς aƛƴƛǎǘŜǊΩǎ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ŜŦŦŜŎǘǎ 

53 

I agree with the comments of the IAC that regardless of whether the Yarra River Protection (Willip-gin 
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 Woi-wurrung Cultural Heritage Aboriginal Corporation and the Yarra Strategic Plan (when 
ǊŜƭŜŀǎŜŘύΦ hƴ ǘƘƛǎ ōŀǎƛǎ L ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǘƘŜ L!/Ωǎ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ UDS for the project should be 
informed by, and respond to, these documents (IAC Recommendation 22). I also support in principle the 
L!/Ωǎ recommended changes to EPR LP3 to ensure the project is designed to minimise inconsistency with 
strategic land use plans. 

I am satisfied that the project will be consistent with the intent of legislation and planning policies to 
protect the Yarra River and its surrounds through the following measures: 

¶ tunnelling under the Yarra River; 

¶ providing replacement passive open space; 

¶ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ L!/Ωǎ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŜŘ changes to EPRs LP1 and LP3 where these changes are 
supported by my assessment;  

¶ implementing an approved Cultural Heritage Management Plan; and 

¶ implementing the suite of EPRs related to flora and fauna, groundwater and surface water. 

Bulleen Industrial Precinct 
The business and social impacts of the project on the BIP community are significant and are summarised in 
Section 6.4. The acquisition of land in BIP for project infrastructure will also result in the permanent loss of 
industrial land in the region. Planning policy seeks to ensure the availability of land for industrial purposes 
and, while BIP is not identified as a state significant industrial precinct, it is the primary area of industrial 
land in Manningham and is a valuable ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ŜŀǎǘŜǊƴ aŜƭōƻǳǊƴŜΩǎ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊƛŀƭ land supply.  

I accept that the construction of the project requires the permanent acquisition of industrial land at the 
BIP. To reduce the impacts of this loss, I support in principle ǘƘŜ L!/Ωǎ recommended changes to EPRs LP1 
and LP3 to minimise the project footprint and maximise the post-construction developable area (IAC 
Recommendation 7a). I 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 2019, the Mayor of MCC wrote to me seeking my support for, and consideration of, its 
proposal to investigate the opportunity to develop land at 2-14 Websters Road, Templestowe as a future 
employment precinct to mitigate impacts of the project on BIP. This proposal was also raised during the IAC 
hearing and the council and the proponent adopted a common position that the land should be explored as 
a potential relocation site. The council-owned land is zoned Public Use Zone 6 (Local Government) and is 
currently used as a garden waste recycling centre. I note that the proposal would result in the development 
of land for commercial or industrial purposes outside the Urban Growth Boundary. However, I support the 
investigation of alternative locations, including Websters Road, that would enable the continuation of 
suitable industrial or commercial land uses. I expect the proponent to work closely with MCC to investigate 
all possible options including any planning assessment processes that may be required to make new land 
available for development in a timely manner. 

I agree with the IAC that re-establishing employment land use, including industrial uses, in the Manningham 
Road Interchange area is an important objective. As discussed in Section 6.2, I also support the use of a 
revised UDS to provide greater certainty for the future of this area. I consider that this approach will 
maximise post-construction opportunities. I note that the draft Yarra River ς Bulleen Precinct Land Use 
Framework Plan (2019) (draft 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 recommended 
a renewal of community and employment uses in BIP, where suitable, following construction of the project. 
This work will help inform the future land use options for the interchange area.  
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Assessment 
¶ The project has broad strategic support in planning policies including Plan Melbourne and the 

Planning Policy Framework. 

¶ I acknowledƎŜ ǘƘŜ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¸ŀǊǊŀ wƛǾŜǊ ŀƴŘ ƛǘǎ ǎǳǊǊƻǳƴŘǎ ŀƴŘ L ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǘƘŜ L!/Ωǎ 
recommendation to refine the exhibited version of the UDS to respond to legislation and planning 
policies to protect the Yarra River (IAC Recommendation 22).  

¶ I support in principle ǘƘŜ L!/Ωǎ recommended changes to EPR LP1 to create opportunities for a 
meaningful reduction in the construction and design footprint to avoid both temporary and 
permanent impacts on land uses, including the BIP. 

¶ The Manningham Road Interchange design should maximise the return of residual land for 
employment, including industrial land uses (IAC Recommendation 7a)Φ L ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ L!/Ωǎ 
recommended changes to EPRs LP1 and LP3 together with the urban design requirements for the 
project can provide a foundation for further strategic land use planning in this location. 

¶ I support further investigation of alternative locations for replacement commercial and industrial 
land, such as Websters Road in Templestowe, as well as other alternative industrial locations that 
may offer opportunities for the continuation of BIP businesses. The proponent, as a representative 
of the state, should work in consultation with MCC in relation to the council land in Websters Road 
(IAC Recommendation 12).  

6.6 .ƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ  

Biodiversity impacts are addressed in Chapter 25 and Appendix Q of the EES, with arboriculture and tree 
canopy addressed in Chapter 15 and Technical report G. Chapter 6 of the IAC report considers the impacts 
and submissions made on these matters. The proponent offered three arboriculture EPRs and nine flora 
and fauna EPRs. All of the arboriculture EPRs were subject to amendment by the IAC, while eight of the 
flora and fauna EPRs saw changes from the IAC. The IAC also proposed an additional flora and fauna EPR. 

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 species, listed migratory 
species and other protected flora and fauna, and address offset requirements for residual environmental 
effects, consistent with relevant State policies. 

Assessment context 
The project traverses a highly urbanised environment. Remnant, or re-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 
and Koonung and Banyule Creeks, and within Simpson Barracks. These areas include protected flora species 
and communities and provide habitat for many fauna species protected under the Flora and Fauna 
Guarantee Act 1988 (FFG Act) and/or listed on the DELWP advisory lists. 

The IAC identified five key issues relevant to the assessment of biodiversity impacts: 

¶ whether there is enough information before the IAC to assess the ecological impacts of the 
reference design; 

¶ whether sufficient measures have been taken to avoid and minimise ecological impacts; 

¶ whether proposed mitigation measures, particularly for impacts to the Studley Park Gum and the 
Matted Flax-lily, are acceptable; 

¶ whether the proposed offsets are acceptable and achievable; and 

¶ whether the EPRs require more prescriptive requirements, particularly in relation to groundwater 
dependent ecosystems and tree canopy. 
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The IAC also made three recommendations pertaining to biodiversity: including the designation of Simpson 
Barracks as a no-go zone; the requirement for submission of a revised native vegetation removal report 
incorporating any additional clearance due to relocation of community facilities; and, lastly, the proponent 
is to acquire all offsets prior to any native vegetation removal occurring. 

Discussion 
Assessment of ecological impacts 
Biodiversity values were described in the EES with reference to literature, database information and field 
investigations. As well as measures to avoid, minimise and then offset impacts on biodiversity, the 
proponent committed 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 is in conjunction to the proposed 2 to 
1 tree replacement ratio.  

I agree with the IAC and acknowledge the proposed twin tunnels underneath the Yarra River and its 
floodplain avoids impacting the most significant habitat corridor in the area. The proponent committed to 
establishing no-go zones for key sensitive areas (EPR FF2), such as Bolin Bolin Billabong, the Grey-headed 
Flying Fox 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 former drive-in site in Bulleen, as 
well as for surface impacts to Banyule Flats and Warringal Parklands and the Heide Museum of Modern Art. 

The IAC heard submissions from the joint BBW and MCC councils that argued that the EES does not provide 
adequate information to determine the environmental effects, particularly in relation to groundwater 
dependent ecosystems. The IAC was also informed by DELWP that the EES did not provide sufficient detail 
with regard to describing the extent of impacts to the Matted Flax-lily, Studley Park Gum, the Arching Flax-
Lily and River Swamp Wallaby Grass. The IAC also heard evidence from ecological experts called on behalf 
of the proponent, the councils, and the Yarra Riverkeeper Association. The evidence supplemented the EES 
in documenting and considering biodiversity values and potential impacts. 

The IAC stated that the ecological experts agreed that the EES comprehensively identified and accurately 
described the existing ecological values and potential impacts arising from the project area. The IAC 
acknowledged the joint BBW and MCC ŎƻǳƴŎƛƭǎΩ submissions that the EES does not provide an adequate 
assessment, particularly in relation to groundwater dependent ecosystems. However, the IAC concluded 
that, for the most part, there was sufficient information before it to 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. I consider that, to the extent that the EES 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 avoid and minimise 
The IAC agreed with the joint BBW and MCC ŎƻǳƴŎƛƭǎΩ submission that it was wholly unsatisfactory that any 
proposal of the scale of the project 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 
ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ ǘƻ ǎŀǘƛǎŦȅ ǘƘŜ 99{ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜΦ ²ƘƛƭŜ L ŀǇǇǊŜŎƛŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ L!/Ωǎ position, I do not agree. 
Rather, I consider it too great a simplification to equate the assumption that all vegetation is lost as the 
basis for an impact assessment, with a conclusion that the project has not met avoid and minimise 
requirements stipulateŘ ƛƴ ōƻǘƘ ǘƘŜ 99{ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ ƴŀǘƛǾŜ ǾŜƎŜǘŀǘƛƻƴ ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪΦ 

To further explain my position, I firstly acknowledge the design specifications, which have substantively 
avoided the most significant ecological values in the project area through 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 construction and design footprint and avoidance of parks and reserves. EPR FF2 also stipulates a 
requirement for the proponent to comply with the Guidelines for the Removal, Destruction or Lopping of 
Native Vegetation. These guidelines require a proponent to demonstrate 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 through the detailed design process, that the project satisfactorily addresses the 
biodiversity related EES evaluation objective, namely, the principles of avoidance and minimisation.  

Removal of and mitigation measures for Matted Flax-lily and Studley Park 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 Matted Flax-lily and Studley Park 
Gum from Simpson Barracks.  

The removal of this native vegetation would be a significant environmental impact. However, I do not agree 
with the IAC that the impact is so significant as to require the designation of Simpson Barracks as a Ωno-go 
zoneΩ. When considered in the context of the overall benefits of the proposal I do not consider the impact 
of the clearance to be unacceptable. 

The proponent will be required to prepare a salvage and translocation plan for Matted Flax-lily (EPR FF7) 
and a management framework for Studley Park Gum (EPR FF10) as mitigation measures to reduce impacts 
from the project on these species. I have concluded that salvage and translocation is an acceptable process 
by which to mitigate project impacts on these species. During the hearing, the proponent stated that 
translocation measures for Matted Flax-lily are recognised as a successful and viable method to reduce 
residual impacts.24 The proponent also referenced ecology experts, representing both the proponent and 
MCC during the hearing, as agreeing that there have been many hundreds ς if not thousands ς of 
successfully translocated Matted Flax-lily plants in Victoria.25 I also note that the Commonwealth Species 
Profile and Threats Database (referenced in the EES) supports translocation and states the rhizomatous 
nature of Matted Flax-lilies allows plants to be translocated. 

Nevertheless, the efficacy of these mitigation measures was raised by submitters and the IAC was not 
comfortable they would adequately mitigate the impacts, citing agreement between the ecological experts 
that there is currently no evidence of successful reproduction in translocated populations of Matted Flax-
lily.  

While I acknowledge these concerns, I do not consider that uncertainty as to the potential for successful 
reproduction in translocated populations of Matted Flax-lily substantially reduces the value of this practice. 
Further, I consider that the chances of successful translocation can be maximised by way of EPR FF7, which 
requires the proponent to prepare the translocation plan to the satisfaction of DELWP and the 
Commonwealth Department of Environment and Energy. 

Furthermore, EPR FF7 will ensure the translocation plan implemented by the proponent only considers 
approved translocation sites and includes measurable survivorship targets that the proponent must 
achieve. Additionally, the updated draft translocation plan tabled during the hearing stipulates contingency 
measures if the survivorship target is not achieved on an annual basis, for up to ten years post-planting. 
Contingency measures include retention 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.  

                                                             
24 ¢ŀōƭŜŘ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘ мооΦ 
25 ¢ŀōƭŜŘ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘ попΦ 
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The Studley Park Gum is not listed as threatened under the EPBC Act or the FFG Act, and according to the 
BBW cƻǳƴŎƛƭΩǎ ŜŎƻƭƻƎȅ ŜȄǇŜǊǘ, it cannot truly be regarded as threatened with extinction because both 
parent species are abundant and the hybrid could arise sporadically or from deliberate cross-pollination 
even if every existing one were to die.26 I also accept ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǇƻƴŜƴǘΩǎ submission that there is now more 
known about this hybrid than ever before, due to efforts made by the proponent to understand the pǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ 
impacts upon it.27 !ŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭƭȅΣ ƎƛǾŜƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎΩ ƭŀŎƪ ƻŦ ƭƛǎǘƛƴƎ ǳƴŘŜǊ ŜƛǘƘŜǊ Commonwealth or State 
legislation, the management framework (EPR FF10), is beyond the legislative requirements for a species not 
listed as threatened. 

I am therefore comfortable that EPR FF7 and EPR FF10 constitute an appropriate way of mitigating the 
impacts caused by the clearance of Matted Flax-lily and Studley Park Gum within Simpson Barracks. 

The IAC also heard submissions from the joint BBW and MCC councils that the Matted Flax-lily and Studley 
Park Gum have not been offset, but rather the proponent committed to preparing a salvage and 
translocation plan and management framework for the two species. This led the IAC to express the view 
that such plans should not be considered as offsets. I agree that translocation is not a form of offset, and I 
have not considered it to be equivalent to an offset. However, I do not accept that this means that 
translocation is not an appropriate and effective tool to mitigate impacts. 

The IAC also acknowledged that there was no dispute that native vegetation loss could potentially be 
mitigated through provision of offsets in accordance with the Victorian Guidelines for the removal, 
destruction or lopping of native vegetation. L ŀƎǊŜŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ L!/Ωǎ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ role of offsets in 
mitigation and draw attention to EPR FF2 which requires the proponent to offset all native vegetation 
cleared in accordance with the Guidelines. 

In accordance with EPR FF2, the offset requirements presented in the draft Native Vegetation Removal 
Report28 in the EES (and in the revised version presented during the public hearing29), includes 
consideration of all vegetation within the Simpson Barracks. The 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 area for species-specific offsets.  

The proposed plans stipulated in EPR FF7 and EPR FF10 should be considered as mitigation measures which 
are in addition to any offset requirements required by the Guidelines. Consequently, I am satisfied that; in 
securing all required offsets (having regard to ǘƘŜ L!/Ωǎ ŀŎƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜƳŜƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ such process could mitigate 
native vegetation loss), along 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 are acceptable.  

I therefore do not agree with IAC Recommendation 15 and do not support designating Simpson Barracks as 
ŀ Ψƴƻ-Ǝƻ ȊƻƴŜΩΦ I do not consider that the environmental impacts are so significant as to require this 
outcome. 

Offsets 
The IAC recommended the proponent submit an updated native vegetation removal report to DELWP once 
detailed design is complete, to amend and finalise the required offsets (IAC Recommendation 16). I support 

                                                             
26 ¢ŀōƭŜŘ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘ нуŦΦ 
27 ¢ŀōƭŜŘ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘ попΦ 
28 !ǇǇŜƴŘƛȄ W ƻŦ 99{ ¢ŜŎƘƴƛŎŀƭ !ǇǇŜƴŘƛȄ vΦ 
29 ¢ŀōƭŜŘ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘ фоŀΦ 
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this recommendation, and the need to ensure final offset calculations include 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 required for construction sites (IAC Recommendation 17). I generally agree with this 
sentiment, however, I believe it appropriate that while 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, I think it 
would be acceptable for offsets to be secured in stages before any corresponding removal of native 
vegetation occurs. 

Additional works and projects 
The IAC raised concerns about unassessed biodiversity impacts arising from additional works to relocate 
active open space and community facilities to new locations that might be required to mitigate impacts 
from the project. The IAC recommended a revised native vegetation removal report be provided to DELWP 
that includes native vegetation impacted by such works (IAC Recommendation 16). I agree with this 
recommendation. 

Groundwater dependent ecosystems 
Discussion regarding groundwater dependent ecosystems, particularly Bolin Bolin Billabong, focused on 
predictions of groundwater drawdown and the subsequent reduction in aquatic habitat as well as negative 
impacts on large trees that access groundwater, such as River Red Gums and Studley Park Gums.  

Irrespective of the commentary regarding the appropriateness of the groundwater model, and its ability to 
predict potential groundwater drawdown (see Section 6.9), I am satisfied that following implementation of 
ǘƘŜ L!/Ωǎ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴǎΣ 9tw CCс ŀƴŘ 9tw D²н ǿƛƭƭ ƳƛǘƛƎŀǘŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ǘƻ Ǝroundwater dependent 
ecosystems, such as Bolin Bolin Billabong or large trees, to an acceptable level. The efficacy of EPR FF6 is 
ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊƭȅ ǎǘǊŜƴƎǘƘŜƴŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ L!/Ωǎ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ ƛƴŎƭǳǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǇŀǊŀƳŜǘŜǊǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ƳƻƴƛǘƻǊŜŘ ǇǊƛƻǊ ǘƻ 
construction. I support these recommendations. L ƴƻǘŜ ǘƘŜ L!/Ωǎ ƪŜȅ ŎƻƴŎƭǳǎƛƻƴ ƻƴ ǘƘƛǎ ƛǎǎǳŜΣ ǘƘŀǘ 
groundwater dependent ecosystems can be monitored and managed through the EPRs. I agree.  

Terrestrial fauna impacts 
The IAC specifically commented upon potential impacts to Swift Parrot, Powerful Owl and Grey-headed 
Flying Fox, while acknowledging they would be minimal in nature. Despite its conclusion of minimal 
ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎΣ ǘƘŜ L!/ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŜŘ ŀǎŎǊƛōƛƴƎ Ψƴƻ-go zoneΩ ǎǘŀǘǳǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƘƛƎƘ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘ ǾŀƭǳŜ trees for Swift Parrot 
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 I agree that every effort should be made to protect these 
trees, I do not support amŜƴŘƛƴƎ 9tw CCн ǘƻ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ǘƘŜƳ ŀǎ ŀ Ψƴƻ-Ǝƻ ȊƻƴŜΩ given the nature of 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 future 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. I support 
this conclusion. 

The IAC also recommended a kangaroo management plan be prepared in response to the Eastern Grey 
Kangaroo population in Simpson Barracks, and kangaroos around the M80 intersection during construction. 
I agree with this recommendation. 

Aquatic habitats 
The IAC concluded that impacts on aquatic environments would not be significant and accepted the 
ǇǊƻǇƻƴŜƴǘΩǎ assessment that 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 
Banyule or Koonung creeksΣ ŀƴŘ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ǘƻ ǎǳŎƘ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎ ǿƛƭƭ ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜ ōŜ ŎƻƴŦƛƴŜŘΦ L ŀƎǊŜŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ L!/Ωǎ 
findings. 

Native vegetation 
Eighteen ecological vegetation classes (EVCs) were recorded within the project area, all of which are 
ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ŜƛǘƘŜǊ ΨŜƴŘŀƴƎŜǊŜŘΩ ƻǊ ΨǾǳƭƴŜǊŀōƭŜΩ, except for Riparian Forest and Grassy Dry Forest (both 
ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ΨƭŜŀǎǘ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴΩύ ŀƴŘ ¢ŀƭƭ aŀǊǎƘ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ƭƛǎǘŜŘΦ ¢ƘŜ 99{ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜǎ ŀ ƳŀȄƛƳǳƳ ŜȄǘŜƴǘ ƻŦ 
52.11ha of these EVCs to be cleared.  

As stated above, I acknowledge that the potential native vegetation loss is presented in the EES as a 
conservative worst-case assessment, which is anticipated to be reduced through the detailed design 
process, in line with EPR LP1 and EPR FF2.  

While I expect the proponent will reduce the total area of native vegetation to be cleared, I conversely 
expect that there will be no losses of native vegetation, including large remnant trees, beyond those 
explicitly documented in the EES. I would not support a detailed design that resulted in any further material 
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 planted trees and the 
associated canopy cover will be a significant impact of the project. I agree with this conclusion. 

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

I have concluded that the approach taken in the EES to counting trees is appropriate. The EES does not 
count the loss of trees that are less than 3m high. The use of a 3m minimum height to identify trees is 
consistent with the definition of a tree in the Victorian Guidelines for the removal, destruction or lopping of 
native vegetation, and is commonly applied in arboriculture and biodiversity assessments. I am comfortable 
it is a reasonable criterion for the proponent to have employed and acknowledge the assessment was 
undertaken by consultant arborists with a minimum Australian Qualification Framework Level 5 in 
arboriculture. The IAC continued, stating that understorey plantings should also be accounted for in the 
tree canopy replacement plan described in EPR AR3. L ŘƻƴΩǘ ŀƎǊŜŜ ƛǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǳƴŀŎŎŜǇǘŀōƭŜ ƛŦ ǘƘŜ 
proponent did not undertake understory plantings, however on balance, I consider it may be appropriate to 
undertake such plantings for replacement areas within the project area only, where feasible, as per my 
recommendation in Appendix A.  

The IAC also described the difficulties facing the proponent in implementing a tree canopy replacement 
plan, given the limited space available in the corridor. The IAC modified EPR AR3 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. I agree with this recommendation, 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 for replacement planting to commence as soon as possible given the lag that will be 
experienced as the planted vegetation matures. I agree with the IAC and encourage the proponent to 
implement the tree canopy replacement program as a matter of urgency. Additionally, I would expect the 
proponent to, wherever possible, progressively rehabilitate areas of the project area as construction is 
completed, which should include implementation of EPR AR3 where practicable. 
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The Bridge Street River Red Gum was the subject of a large number of submissions requesting the 
protection of this tree, and the IAC particularly noted the submission from the Wurundjeri Woi-wurrung 
Cultural Heritage Aboriginal Council and National Trust, among others, all seeking the tree be retained. The 
IAC acknowledged the principle value of this tree is the intrinsic social significance, rather than ecological 
values. I agree with this assessment, hence the impact of the loss of this tree is discussed in Section 6.3. 

I also note the matter of cumulative impacts was raised in the public hearing. I have considered this matter 
and it does not change my overall conclusions. The cumulative impacts are not unacceptable. 

Assessment 
¶ 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. Vegetation disturbance beyond that described in the EES is not 
endorsed by this assessment and would not be considered acceptable to me. 

¶ I do not support the IACs recommendation to include Simpson Barracks and the trees adjacent to 
Macleod Railway Station ŀǎ Ψƴƻ-go zonesΩΦ 

¶ While terrestrial fauna will be impacted by the project, the impacts are considered minimal 
following implementation of the EPRs. 

¶ 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 ƎǳƛŘŜ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǇƻƴŜƴǘΩǎ ŦƻŎǳǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǇƭŀŎŜƳŜƴǘ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳΦ L ŜƴŎƻǳǊŀƎŜ ǘƘŜ 
proponent to commence plantings as a matter of priority, and to continue progressively 
throughout construction. 

¶ In general, the project can be constructed and operated with acceptable impacts on biodiversity 
values, subject to implementation of the recommendations of the IAC endorsed and/or refined 
through this assessment. 

6.7 bƻƛǎŜ ŀƴŘ ǾƛōǊŀǘƛƻƴ 

Noise and vibration impacts are addressed in chapters 11 and 12 of the EES, which were informed by 
Technical Reports C and D. Chapter 8 of the IAC report considered the impacts and submissions made on 
these matters. Fourteen EPRs deal with noise and vibration, a number of which were 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 both construction and operation of the project. 

Assessment context 
The project will generate noise during operation either through direct, reflected or reverberated noise from 
elevated roads and interchanges, breakout noise from tunnel portals other openings or enclosed 
structures, or tyre interface with the road or engine brake noise. The project will also generate noise and to 
a lesser extent vibration during construction. The impact of this noise and vibration will vary accordingly to 
the proximity to sensitive 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 long-term sleep disturbance due to 
traffic noise can also contribute to adverse health outcomes. Vibration 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 noise and vibration to adversely impact wildlife in the Banyule Flats and Yarra 
River Corridor (see Section 6.6).  
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The IAC identified the key issues relevant to the assessment of noise and vibration impacts. For 
construction noise and vibration, they are: 

¶ management of construction noise impacts to residential areas and non-residential areas especially 
in relation to unavoidable works;  

¶ whether construction noise level targets for active open space shown in the EPR NV4 are suitable 
for school recreational grounds; and 

¶ vibration effects to residential and sensitive non-residential properties. 

For operational ǘǊŀŦŦƛŎ ƴƻƛǎŜΣ ǘƘŜ L!/Ωǎ ƪŜȅ ƛǎǎǳŜǎ are: 

¶ road traffic noise limits to residential areas and whether a night-time limit is warranted; 

¶ road traffic noise limits to upper storeys of residential building; 

¶ the application of at-property treatments and relevant noise targets when such treatments are 
installed; 

¶ road traffic noise to non-residential areas including schools and private and public recreation areas 
and open space; 

¶ noise modelling of non-project roads to achieve traffic noise objectives; 

¶ the appropriate maintenance period for operational noise; and 

¶ whether on going, real-time 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 NV5. The CNVMP is informed by additional EPRs, namely: 

¶ EPR NV4 which sets out the appropriate internal or external noise limits to be achieved; 

¶ EPR NV15 which describes 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 periods of time;  

¶ EPRs NV7 and NV10-14 which set out the appropriate vibration values to protect properties and 
amenity; and 

¶ EPR NV16 which requires the proponent to implement measures to reduce use of engine brakes 
although not limited to construction, will be particularly important during this time, given the 
construction timeframe and the substantial spoil movement outside normal working hours. 

Operational noise and vibration is to be managed in accordance with NV1 and NV2 which set out the 
external traffic noise levels to be achieved at sensitive receptors, as well as public open space and 
recreational grounds. Assessment of compliance against these traffic noise levels are implemented through 
EPRs NV3 and NV6. Compliance against SEPP N-1 for fixed infrastructure and the tunnel ventilation system 
is managed through EPRs NV8 and NV9.  

Construction vibration  
Vibration will be generated during the construction of main tunnels, cross passages and portal dive 
structures. The IAC noted that the construction vibration 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 I am satisfied that the 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 also heard 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 EPR NV10 to protect 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. I am satisfied that this will be addressed through EPR GM2 which requires baseline monitoring 
within susceptible areas and 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 rock-breakers and vibrating rollers. More 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 construction, I am satisfied that the vibration and 
regenerated noise levels produced will be perceptible but generally acceptable and manageable and will be 
appropriate managed through EPR NV7 and EPRs NV10 ς NV14. 

Construction noise  
Construction noise will be generated through a range of equipment and associated activities, including 
conventional road construction equipment for roads and ramps, such as rock-breakers, earth moving, piling 
equipment, paving plant, and cranes as well as the equipment specific to tunnel construction. Additional 
noise will be generated at construction compounds and through the movement of spoil trucks. 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 years, with mined tunnelling (tunnelling, spoil handling and 
tunnel lining) having the longest duration of up to 36 months.30 It is inevitable that some works will be 
undertaken outside normal hours, at some sites, including the delivery of oversized and precast items to 
construction sites and crane lifts which require lane closures, which otherwise would create major 
congestion problems during the day. The proponent has adopted a combination of noise limits derived 
from EPA publication 1254 Noise Control Guidelines (2008) and EPA publication 480 Environmental 
Guidelines for Major Construction Sites (1996) as EPR NV4 to address after hour works. The IAC did not 
propose any changes to these limits other than to comment on the description of unavoidable works which 
is discussed further below. I am satisfied that EPR NV4 are the appropriate limits to manage construction 
noise impacts. I note they are consistent with those adopted in other infrastructure projects.  

Construction noise ς unavoidable works 
The IAC heard submissions from EPA and councils and has suppƻǊǘŜŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǾƛŜǿ ǘƘŀǘ ΨǳƴŀǾƻƛŘŀōƭŜ ǿƻǊƪǎΩ 
should not be predefined. I agree that this approach is appropriate. It is also consistent 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, I 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 noise impacts on residents in the vicinity of Borlase 
wŜǎŜǊǾŜΣ ƎƛǾŜƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǇƻƴŜƴǘΩǎ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŀƭ ǘƻ ǳǘƛƭƛǎŜ ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜǎŜǊǾŜ ŀǎ ŀ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ¢.a ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǎƛǘŜΦ The IAC 
indicated that if ǘƘŜ ƛƴŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘ ŀǳŘƛǘƻǊ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘǎ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǇƻƴŜƴǘΩǎ ǾƛŜǿ ǘƘŀǘ ¢BM support activities are 
unavoidable works, then it has significant reservations that even with EPR NV4, the proposed mitigation 
measures would be feasible or reasonable.  

.ŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǇƻƴŜƴǘΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊǘ ǿƛǘƴŜǎǎΣ aǊ ¢ŀǊŘƛƻΣ ǘƘŜ L!/ has acknowledged that 
additional mitigation measures would still be required for unavoidable works. Further to the standard 
mitigation measures such as shielding, use of non-tonal reversing alarms, scheduling very noise works to be 

                                                             
30 ¢ŀōƭŜ у-м ƛƴ 99{ ¢ŜŎƘƴƛŎŀƭ !ǇǇŜƴŘƛȄ /Φ 
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completed before 11.00pm etc, the EES described options for respite offers and alternative 
accommodation.31 

I acknowledge alternative accommodation as a mitigation measure is not always viable or practical over 
extended durations nor does it contemplate the social dislocation that could occur. I therefore support the 
L!/Ωǎ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀ ǾƻƭǳƴǘŀǊȅ ŀŎǉǳƛǎƛǘƛƻƴ ǎŎƘŜƳŜ ōŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ŀŦŦŜŎǘŜŘ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘƛŀƭ 
properties (see further discussion in Section 6.3). 

The IAC further indicates that whilst the EES describes the additional mitigation measures, it does not 
provide a transparent framework for affected residents. The IAC has recommended changes to EPR NV5 to 
include the development of such a framework, to be approved by the independent auditor, and to include 
noise level tƘǊŜǎƘƻƭŘǎ ŀƴŘ ŘŜǘŀƛƭǎ ƻŦ ƳƛǘƛƎŀǘƛƻƴ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎΦ L ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǘƘŜ L!/Ωǎ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴΦ  

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 haulage (IAC Recommendation 5). From a noise impact 
perspective, I note that the definition of unavoidable support works within EPR NV4, indicates defined 
activities such as spoil treatment facilities which would typically be enclosed within specially designed 
acoustic sheds as reflected in the indicative layout of the compound near Borlase Reserve presented at the 
hearing.32 Whilst this activity would operate continuously, it does not necessarily follow that all activities 
associated with the support site would similarly operate continuously.  

Hence, in contrast to the IAC, I am confident that the noise impacts associated with fixed infrastructure at 
this location can be managed through a combination of siting, acoustic enclosures, and restrictions on 
some activities particularly during night time hours. This would be managed through EPRs NV4, NV5 and 
NV15 and informed by a more accurate understanding of the detailed design and construction schedule.  

However, for clarity, and consistency with the relevant guidelines and standards, I recommend the 
following minor changes to EPR NV4:  

¶ that in relation to sensitive receptors, the construction noise guideline targets apply to construction 
works and construction compounds.  

¶ in referencing Australian Standard AS/NZS 2017 within EPR N3, the standard does not refer to 
maximum recommended sound levels but upper levels (e.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 correction should be made to avoid any misinterpretation.33 

¶ Where any reference is made to the rating background level (RBL) or background LA90; the 
ΨŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ ōŀŎƪƎǊƻǳƴŘΩ applies to each discrete time period to ensure that averaging does not 
necessarily occur over day, evening or night-time 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 SEPP N-1 and does not 
apply to construction noise assessments. 

                                                             
31 ¢ŀōƭŜǎ C-у ŀƴŘ C-ф ƛƴ 99{ ¢ŜŎƘƴƛŎŀƭ !ǇǇŜƴŘƛȄ /Φ 
32 ¢ŀōƭŜŘ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘ мссΦ 
33 !{κb½{ нмлт ƛǎ ŀƭǎƻ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜŘ ƛƴ 9tw b±у ŀƴŘ ǳǎŜǎ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳǎ ƳŀȄƛƳǳƳ ŀƴŘ ǎŀǘƛǎŦŀŎǘƻǊȅ ŀǎ ƻǇǇƻǎŜŘ ǘƻ ǳǇǇŜǊ ŀƴŘ ƭƻǿŜǊΦ 

aŀȄƛƳǳƳ ŀƴŘ ǎŀǘƛǎŦŀŎǘƻǊȅ ǿŀǎ ǘŜǊƳƛƴƻƭƻƎȅ ǳǘƛƭƛǎŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŜŀǊƭƛŜǊ ǾŜǊǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘΦ ²ƘŜƴ ǘƘŜ ǎƻǳƴŘ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƛǎ ōŜƭƻǿ ǘƘŜ 

ƭƻǿŜǊ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŀƴƎŜΣ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŀŘŜǉǳŀŎȅ ƻŦ ōŀŎƪƎǊƻǳƴŘ ǎƻǳƴŘ ǘƻ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ƳŀǎƪƛƴƎ ǎƻǳƴŘ Ŏŀƴ ōŜŎƻƳŜ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳŀǘƛŎΣ ŦƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΣ 

ōȅ ŀƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƛƴǘŜǊƳƛǘǘŜƴǘ ƴƻƛǎŜ ǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ ǘƻ ŎŀǳǎŜ ŘƛǎǘǊŀŎǘƛƻƴΣ ŀƴƴƻȅŀƴŎŜΣ ƻǊ ƭŀŎƪ ƻŦ ǇǊƛǾŀŎȅΦ !ƭƭ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎ ǘƻ ƳŀȄƛƳǳƳ ŀƴŘ 

ǎŀǘƛǎŦŀŎǘƻǊȅ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŀƳŜƴŘŜŘ ƛƴ 9tw b±п ŀƴŘ b±уΦ  
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Having said all of the above, L ŀŎƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ǘƘŜ L!/Ωǎ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŘƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘȅ ƻŦ ƳŀƴŀƎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƳƻǾŜƳŜƴǘ 
of spoil vehicles which are intended to operate continuously. Whilst it is recognised that unloading 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.  

Construction noise ς school recreational grounds 
It was accepted by the proponent that any buildings on school recreational grounds that are used for 
ǘŜŀŎƘƛƴƎ ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ŀǎ ΨŎƭŀǎǎǊƻƻƳǎΩ ŀƴŘ ŀƴ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀƭ ƴƻƛǎŜ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ пр Ř.ό!ύ [Aeq 15 min 
applied when the classrooms are in use. However, the IAC received 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 CarŜȅΩǎ ǎǳōƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ǊŜŎǊŜŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƎǊƻǳƴŘǎ ŎƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǳǎŜŘ ŦƻǊ ǘŜŀŎƘƛƴƎ ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜǎ ŀƴŘ 
that subsequently the construction noise management levels for passive recreation should apply to all 
school grounds along the project alignment. The construction noise management levels applied to non-
residential receptors described within the EES34 and adopted by the proponent in EPR NV4 are from the 
NSW Interim Construction Noise Guidelines (INCG) 2009.35 These guidelines indicate that in identifying 
sensitive land uses, passive recreation areas such as outdoor grounds used for teaching should be 
considered and, hence, I therefore ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǘƘŜ L!/Ωǎ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴ ƴƻƛǎŜ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ 
levels for passive recreation areas should apply to school grounds along the project alignment.  

Whilst I support the amendment to EPR NV4, I also recognise that mitigation across school grounds, 
ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ Lb/D ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘ ǘƻ ΨǊŜŀǎƻƴŀōƭŜΩ ŀƴŘ ΨŦŜŀǎƛōƭŜΩ ǿƘƛŎƘ Ƴŀȅ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ consideration 
of the cost of noise mitigation, the form 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 directed by EPR NV5 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 grounds meets the more passive noise 
management level, then this should accommodate the teaching component.36 I recommend that the 
proponent engages with the affected schools to designate the most sensitive areas where teaching occurs 
within the sporting grounds to support the joint development of a mitigation plan that meets the intent of 
EPR NV4.  

Operational noise ς fixed infrastructure 
Noise from fixed structures such as ventilation structures and electrical substations will occur continuously. 
All except two of the electrical substations will be sited underground within dedicated acoustically treated 
spaces. Noise from fixed structures will be managed by EPR NV8 and EPR NV9. The IAC proposed 
amendments for clarity to address the changes in the environmental regulatory environment and to 
address existing areas where background noise levels may be high. L ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǘƘŜ L!/Ωǎ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎΦ 

                                                             
34 ¢ŀōƭŜ п-р ƛƴ 99{ ¢ŜŎƘƴƛŎŀƭ !ǇǇŜƴŘƛȄ /Φ 
35 ¢ŀōƭŜ о ƛƴ b{² LƴǘŜǊƛƳ /ƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴ bƻƛǎŜ DǳƛŘŜƭƛƴŜǎ όLb/Dύ нллфΦ 
36 {ƻǳǘƘ !ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀΣ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ tƭŀƴƴƛƴƎΣ ¢ǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘ ŀƴŘ LƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ wƻŀŘ ¢ǊŀŦŦƛŎ bƻƛǎŜ DǳƛŘŜƭƛƴŜǎ όнллнύ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ 
ǘƘŀǘ ǘŜŀŎƘƛƴƎ ŀǊŜŀǎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎ Ƴŀȅ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ŀƴ ƻǳǘŘƻƻǊ ǎǇŀŎŜ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ƴƻ ŀƭǘŜǊƴŀǘƛǾŜ ǉǳƛŜǘ ƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŀǘ 
ǎǇŀŎŜΦ 
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Operational noise ςtraffic  
The proponent argued that the limits in the VicRoads Traffic Noise Reduction Policy (TNRP) should apply to 
the project. However, there was criticism of TNRP on 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 dwellings. However, the day time noise limit of 63 dB(A) Leq18hr 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 road projects that have been assessed in recent years, each successive 
inquiry raised specific concerns.  

¶ East West (Eastern Section) Project Assessment Committee Report (May 2014, pg. 215) 
The Committee had reservations about the appropriateness of a strict application of the noise 
limits of the TNRP.  

¶ West Gate Tunnel Inquiry and Advisory Committee Report (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 review 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 the East-West 
Lƛƴƪ tǊƻƧŜŎǘΦ ¢ƘŜ L!/ ŀƭǎƻ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ƴƻǘ ōƻǳƴŘ ōȅ ±ƛŎwƻŀŘǎΩ ¢bwt ƛƴ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴƛƴƎ ǿƘŀǘ 
would be appropriate environmental performance requirements to manage the overall effects of 
the project.  

In my aƛƴƛǎǘŜǊΩǎ assessment of Mordialloc Bypass, I also stated that it would be desirable for the review 
that commenced in 2015 to be completed as soon as practicable. It is disappointing that evidence 
submitted to the hearing by the Department of Transport was that there was no timeframe for such a 
review to be completed.  

Having regard to the material presented to the IAC hearing, and past criticism of the TNRP, I have 
concluded that it would be appropriate not to strictly apply the TNRP to manage road traffic noise. In 
particular, I accept the recommendation of the IAC that is necessary to specify a night time noise limit in 
addition to a day 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 methodology of the NSW Road Policy. I have had regard to that 
view and that policy and that has informed my assessment as to the appropriate standards to apply to this 
project. 

I reiterate my view that a new policy should be developed to assist in decision making for 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 and guidance on industrial and construction noise. If such a policy is not developed, it will 
continue to be necessary to make decisions about noise control on a project-by-project basis. In my view, it 
is more appropriate that there is a consistent policy to assist decision makers in this regard. If no such 
policy is forthcoming, then it is my view that future assessments of traffic noise for any road project will 
continue to be made more difficult. 

Operational noise ς night time noise  
The TNRP does not provide a specific and direct control of night time traffic noise. The IAC considers that 
adopting a night-time target as a mandatory limit will provide some certainty for residents in areas affected 
by road traffic noise. I support this recommendation.  
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The IAC heard evidence that it was not necessary to specify a night time limit given the default levels of 
protection provided by day time mitigation measures.37 However, it is my assessment that given the 
increase in traffic since the inception of the TNRP and the forecast increase in metropolitan freight volumes 
of 2.6 per cent per year on average between 2014 and 2051,38 I consider that it is no longer appropriate to 
accept this implicit control measure for the life of the project. This is consistent with the information 
provided in the VicRoads discussion paper which cites a shift in freight to evening hours to avoid day-time 
congestion (based on VicRoads Traffic Report 2012).  

The scoping requirements for this project specifically included assessment against the WHO Night Noise 
Guidelines for Europe (2009). Therefore, the proponent has undertaken an assessment of night time noise 
exposure in the EES (see Section 9.8, Technical Report C) and concluded that: Χƛǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƴƻǘ ōŜ 
unreasonable to adopt the continued use of the 55 db(A) free-field, external night-time LAeq guideline 
target, for assessment purǇƻǎŜǎΧ39 Lƴ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴΣ ƛƴ Ƙƛǎ ŜȄǇŜǊǘ ǿƛǘƴŜǎǎ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘΣ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǇƻƴŜƴǘΩǎ ƴƻƛǎŜ 
expert40 stŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘΥ Χgeneral accordance with the WHO interim recommendation is a good outcome for 
the project given the context. Further, compliance with the WHO infers that reasonable night noise targets 
can be met, in lieu of a specific night-time criteria lacking under the VicRoads policy. 

Hence, I am satisfied that any changes in traffic volumes, the increase in the freight task or any 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 I!/Ωǎ ŀƳŜƴŘƳŜƴǘǎ ǘƻ 9tw b±мΦ 

Operational noise ς noise mitigation to upper storeys of residential buildings  
The traffic noise objectives as presented by the proponent in EPR NV1 are only applied to the ground level 
of dwellings, potentially resulting in elevated noise levels at the upper storeys of multi-level buildings.  

The IAC heard evidence from 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 also presented by Counsel for 
BBW councils with Appendix F of the VicRoads Road Design Note 06-01 Interpretation and application of 
VicRoads Traffic Noise Reduction Policy 2005, which states that when considering off-reservation noise 
attenuation treatment: all levels of a multi-storey buildings are subject to noise attenuation under 
Australian Standards and the Policy (the TNRP), which may have significant cost implications. While often 
only the two most exposed levels of buildings require treatment, noise attenuation of multi-storey buildings 
should be carefully considered. Hence, the TNRP does not appear to exclude the option of second storey 
treatment, it just makes it subject to a test of practicability. 

Lƴ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ L!/Ωǎ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ŀǎ ǘƻ ǿƘŜǘƘŜǊ ƘŜŀƭǘƘ ƛƳǇŀŎts would be lessened if the opportunity was 
taken by the project to reduce traffic noise, particularly at night, Dr Wright responded anything that 
reduces traffic noise, in areas where it is already above the thresholds, will reduce health impacts.41 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.  

                                                             
37 ¢ƻƳ 9ǾŀƴǎΣ ǾŜǊōŀƭ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ŀǘ ƘŜŀǊƛƴƎΣ мр !ǳƎǳǎǘ нлмфΦ  
38 CǊŜƛƎƘǘ ±ƛŎǘƻǊƛŀ CŀŎǘ {ƘŜŜǘ όCŜōǊǳŀǊȅ нлмфύΦ 
39 99{ ¢ŜŎƘƴƛŎŀƭ !ǇǇŜƴŘƛȄ /Σ ǇƎ мплΦ 
40 ¢ŀōƭŜŘ 5ƻŎǳƳŜƴǘ нпŘΦ 
41 5Ǌ W ²ǊƛƎƘǘΣ ǾŜǊōŀƭ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ŀǘ ƘŜŀǊƛƴƎΣ мн !ǳƎǳǎǘ нлмфΦ  
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I sympathise ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ L!/Ωǎ ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜ, but I do not support the recommendation. On balance and having 
ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǘƘŜ ƳŀǘŜǊƛŀƭ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ L!/Ωǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ŀƴŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 99{Σ L ŀŎŎŜǇǘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǇƻƴŜƴǘΩs position that the need 
to mitigate upper storeys could result in negative implications for visual amenity and overshadowing. I am 
not persuaded that departing from the TNRP in this case would result in overall preferable environmental 
outcomes. I consider the noise management regime in the EMF will manage operational noise impacts for 
sensitive receptors to an acceptable level.  

At property treatment 
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 combination with the use of quieter road 
pavements.  

The hearing canvassed the need for internal noise limits to be specified and achieved. The IAC stated that 
all noise experts supported the adoption of limits and recommended that internal limits set by the Victorian 
Better Apartment Design Standards 2016 be adopted for dwellings where at-property mitigation is to be 
installed. I note that with optimisation of noise walls and other modifications due to design requirements 
and/or overshadowing, then the number of properties needing treatment may change. I support the 
inclusion of these limits in EPR NV1. However, due to the age and construction of buildings, there are many 
features of residential properties that may not make them suitable for treatment (e.g. facades that contain 
asbestos materials, safety of electrical wiring or personal preferences for architectural styles). Hence, it is 
my assessment that consultation with affected property owners must be undertaken in the assessment of 
the practicability of at-property treatment and should only be considered when there is a shortfall in 
obtaining the project objective noise limits with on-reservation noise walls.  

Protection for open space 
Expert evidence was presented to the hearing that there are relatively few locations currently above 63 
dB(A) Leq (30mins) within public open spaces adjacent to the project area. When compared to the do-nothing 
modelling, the EES predicts that those same public open spaces would generally be exposed to higher noise 
levels than with the project. That is, the project is generally expected to provide a noise benefit to public 
open space, compared with the do-nothing scenario. Any increases due to the 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 concerns in the IAC hearing about noise impacts on public open 
space. To provide certainty to the community that the predicted benefits will be realised, I support the 
L!/Ωǎ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ŀ ƴŜǿ 9tw όb±2) that ensures that the levels predicted in the EES are not 
exceeded. However, in my view, given the conservative nature of the modelling as presented by the 
ǇǊƻǇƻƴŜƴǘΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊǘ ǿƛǘƴŜǎǎ, the inclusion of a +2 dB buffer is not required, particularly as this would 
effectively correlate to a 60% increase in traffic above EES projections.  

Operational noise ς whole-of-life considerations of acoustic performance 
There was some discussion in the IAC hearing regarding the longevity of the acoustic performance of the 
road pavement. The EES assessed noise levels for 10 years post opening, consistent with VicRoads Road 
Design Note 06-01 with the expectation that the noise criteria would apply at the time of opening for up to 
10 years. However, the noise conclave agreed that the acoustic performance should be maintained for at 
least 20 years after opening. Mr Butera (a witness called by BBW councils) expressed the view when 
questioned by the IAC that the noise criteria should align with the life of the noise barriers, indicating that 
this would be in the order of 25-40 years.  

L ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǘƘŜ L!/Ωǎ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ƴƻƛǎŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ ƭŜǾŜƭǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ŀǇǇƭied at the year 
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.  

I also support the need for assessing the long-term performance of the road pavement (NV6). Contrary to 
the requirements of the TNRP, the project noise objective levels do not include a criterion for retrofit of the 
pavement either between post opening and 20 years, or after the initial 20-year period.  

However, it is impractical to require that any non-compliance or retrofit works could be undertaken and 
completed within six months, as the remedial works must be carefully planned given the implications for 
traffic management. It is also not feasible to mandate any particular timeframe, as different parts of the 
road pavement may deteriorate to a different extent and/or at different rates. It is my view that this 
timeframe and the criterion for retrofit should be determined by the independent environmental 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 the Minister of Roads or his/her 
successor.  

Operational noise ς monitoring requirements.  
The IAC has also recommended that there be permanent ongoing real-time monitoring stations at 
representative locations, and the provision of data derived from those stations be made available to the 
public to complement EPR NV2. This is consistent with the noise mapping and online capability that is 
currently available for Melbourne airport environs. I support this recommendation noting the potential for 
co-location with ambient air quality monitoring stations and consequently the need to develop such a 
programme in conjunction with the IREA and key stakeholders, particularly the EPA.  

Operational vibration.  
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 sensitive receivers and accordingly does not warrant any specific 
management or mitigation. 

Assessment 
¶ I am generally satisfied that the noise and vibration impact of the project have been appropriately 

assessed as part of the EES.  

¶ The project can be constructed and operated with acceptable construction and operational noise 
and vibration impacts on health and amenity, subject to implementation of the findings and 
recommendations of this assessment. 

¶ The impacts of construction vibration can be appropriately managed through EPR NV7 and EPRs 
NV10ς14.  

¶ 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. 

¶ The project traffic noise objectives defined in EPRs NV1, NV2, and NV4 are adequate for the 
project, provided they are modified to include a night time traffic noise limit, and a retrofit criterion 
for the road pavement. 

¶ I am satisfied that, with the combination of noise attenuation measures and the revised 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.  

¶ L ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǘƘŜ L!/Ωǎ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ƻƴƎƻƛƴƎ ƳƻƴƛǘƻǊing of the ambient noise levels as well as 
assessing the long-term performance of the road pavement, subject to the changes proposed in my 
assessment. 
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6.8 !ƛǊ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ƎǊŜŜƴƘƻǳǎŜ ƎŀǎŜǎ 

Air quality impacts are addressed in Chapter 10 and Technical Report B of the 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 gas emissions, of 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 nearby residents, 
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 change-
resilient transport system that provides a wide range 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 then through the operation phase. The project will also contribute to greenhouse 
gas emissions during both the construction and operation phases. 

With the project affecting land uses of varying sensitivity to air quality impacts ς residential areas, shopping 
and commercial centres, industrial precincts, parks and sporting facilities ς the IAC identified ultrafine 
particulates and the tunnel ventilation system pollution control equipment as key issues beyond 
construction impacts.  

For greenhouse gas emissions, the IAC considered key issues were: 

¶ whether the greenhouse gas methodology and calculations are fit for purpose for the project; and 

¶ whether the approval mechanisms for the project adequately address greenhouse gas mitigation. 

Discussion 
In the current regulatory environment, potentially pollutant air emissions are regulated under the 
Environment Protection Act 1970, which provides for declaration of State Environment Protection Policies 
(SEPPs). The two SEPPs relevant to air quality are SEPP Ambient Air Quality (AAQ) and SEPP Air Quality 
Management (AQM). The SEPPs identify pollutants (indicators) of concern and designate objectives and 
design criteria (standards) for those pollutants to protect beneficial uses of the air environment.  

The EES was prepared having regard to these SEPPs, although I note the amended Environment Protection 
Act will come in to force in July 2020. I 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 expert evidence called on behalf of the proponent and from the BBW councils, the 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 the air quality impacts from the project will 
be within acceptable standards. I 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 these objectives aim to protect beneficial uses. I agree with 
this recommendation for the project, and note the IAC considers this should become the standard 
approach for road projectsΦ L ŀƭǎƻ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǘƘŜ L!/Ωǎ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ Řŀƛƭȅ ǊŜǇƻǊǘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ŀƛǊ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ 
monitoring data online. 
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¢ƘŜ L!/ ŀŎƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜŘ ǎǳōƳƛǘǘŜǊǎΩ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴǎ ŦƻǊ ǳƭǘǊŀŦƛƴŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƭŜǎ όǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǘŜǎ ƭŜǎǎ ǘƘŀƴ лΦм ƳƛŎǊƻƴǎΣ 
PM0.1), while also noting the lack of clear scientific evidence of their risks to human health. Given there are 
no ambient air quality criteria for ultrafine particulates, it is appropriate that 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, odours and emissions 
from combustion engines. The 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 that there is a real potential for significant impacts to air quality during the 
ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴ ǇƘŀǎŜΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǘƘŜ L!/ ǿŀǎ ǎŀǘƛǎŦƛŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ŎƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŀŘŜǉǳŀǘŜƭȅ 
managed through standard construction management techniques. I agree with this assessment.  

I consider that EPR AQ1 should also include provision of real-time monitoring of particulate matter to 
manage dust control. Real-time monitoring can help facilitate an active response to adverse weather 
events which should serve to minimise dust impacts to sensitive receptors. 

Lastly, EPR AQ1 and EPR EMF2 require the proponent to have regard to best practice, I note and agree with 
9t!Ωǎ ǎǳōƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ EPA Publication 480 is no longer best practice. Accordingly, it is my view that the 
proponent will consider more than just EPA Publication 480 in addressing these EPRs. 

Operational impacts  
The EES largely focused on potential impacts arising from vehicle emissions (i.e. Carbon Monoxide, 
Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2), PM10 and PM2.5). The EES stated the environmental quality objectives in relation to 
the indicators, in the SEPP (AAQ), were used for comparative rather than compliance purposes given the 
lack of regulatory criteria for roadside locations. As noted above, I agree with the IAC that the proponent 
should monitor against the environmental quality objectives in 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 versus no-project scenarios. The EES found air quality would improve for most of the 25 
modelled roads when comparing the project against the no-project scenario, due directly to the reduced 
traffic volumes forecasted in the modelling. Conversely, decreased air quality 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, except PM10 and PM2.5, to comply 
with the SEPP (AQM) criteria under each modelling scenario. Both PM10 and PM2.5 concentrations were 
predicted to exceed the SEPP (AQM) criteria due to the already high background concentrations. While I 
agree these predicted exceedances do not conflict with the intent of the SEPP (AQM), due to the 
comparatively small contribution from the project compared with existing background levels, I consider 
they ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǘƘŜ L!/Ωǎ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǇǊƻǾƛǎƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ǎǇŀŎŜ ǘƻ ŀƭƭƻǿ ǊŜǘǊƻŦƛǘǘƛƴƎ ŀƛǊ Ǉƻƭƭǳǘƛƻƴ ŎƻƴǘǊƻƭ 
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. I acknowledge 
ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ ǎǳŎƘ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘǎ ŀǊŜ ƻǳǘǎƛŘŜ ǘƘŜ L!/Ωǎ Ǌƻƭe, but I do agree with the IACΩǎ ƴŜǿ 9tw 
ǊŜǉǳƛǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ construction vehicle fleet to comply with the Euro V European emission standards. 
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Greenhouse gas emissions 
¢ƘŜ L!/ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ ǎǳōƳƛǎǎƛƻƴǎ ǊŀƛǎƛƴƎ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ƎǊŜŜƴƘƻǳǎŜ Ǝŀǎ ŜƳƛssions. Greenhouse 
gas emissions were assessed in the EES in accordance with the National Greenhouse and Energy Reporting 
Act 2007. The EES identifies the contractor as responsible for reporting ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ ǳǎŜ ŀƴŘ 
greenhouse gas emissions, if the emissions exceed the levels identified in the National Greenhouse and 
Energy Reporting Act. The IAC supported the approach taken in the EES to predicting greenhouse gas 
emissions and I agree with this assessment. 

The IAC made a number of edits to EPR SCC2 which seeks to minimise greenhouse gas emissions, in 
ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǘƻ 9t!Ωǎ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǘŀōƭŜŘ 9twǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǘƻƻ ƎŜƴŜǊƛŎ ŀƴŘ ƭŀŎƪŜŘ ŎƭŜŀǊ ǘŀǊƎŜǘǎ ŀƴŘ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎ 
for the project. I agree with this recommendation as it provides clarity and greater transparency of the 
ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ƎǊŜŜƴƘƻǳǎŜ Ǝŀǎ ŜƳƛǎǎƛƻƴǎ ƳƛƴƛƳƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ƎƻŀƭǎΦ 

Assessment 
¶ The potential impacts to air quality from project construction should be managed through best 

practice construction measures, as directed by EPRs AQ1 and EMF2, noting this should not rely 
solely on EPA Publication 480 for guidance.  

¶ The project should make provision for retrofitting of air pollution control equipment on the tunnel 
ventilation systems. 

¶ The implementation of the EPRs regarding air quality, consistent with the recommendations of this 
assessment, will adequately manage potential impacts on air quality from construction and 
operation for sensitive receptors to an acceptable level. 

¶ The implementation of the EPRs regarding greenhouse gas emissions, consistent with the 
recommendations of this assessment, will adequately manage greenhouse gas emissions to an 
acceptable level. 

6.9 DǊƻǳƴŘǿŀǘŜǊ 

Groundwater impacts are addressed in Chapter 22 of the EES, as informed by Technical Report N. Chapter 
10 of the IAC report considered the impacts and submissions made on these matters. Five EPRs were 
offered by the proponent to deal with groundwater; three were the subject of recommendations by the 
IAC. 

Evaluation objective 
To avoid or minimise adverse effects on the interconnected 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 groundwater flow 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 existing contaminated 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, the proponent 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 the assessment 
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:  

¶ Yarra River, incorporating Banyule Swamp, Bolin Bolin Billabong and Kew Billabong; 

¶ Koonung Creek; 

¶ Plenty River; 

¶ Banyule Creek; and 

¶ Salt Creek. 

Potential changes in the location or movement of groundwater contamination due to project-induced 
changes in groundwater level and flow direction might 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 fuel service station at the intersection of Yallambie 
Road and Greensborough Road, and poly-fluoroalkyl substances (PFAS) at the former Bulleen Drive-in and 
near Watsonia Railway Station. The EES also noted that another area with the potential for contamination 
is the Bulleen Industrial Precinct.  

Discussion 
Based on its modelling of the behaviour of groundwater, known aquifer properties of the project area, and 
proposed construction techniques, the EES predicts the maximum extent of drawdown will occur as tunnel 
construction nears completion in 2024. After that, groundwater will gradually reach a new equilibrium.  

The IAC heard considerable evidence on the potential effects of the project on groundwater and the 
ŀŘŜǉǳŀŎȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǇƻƴŜƴǘΩǎ ƎǊƻǳƴŘǿŀǘŜǊ ƳƻŘŜƭ ŀƴŘ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ǘƻ ƎǊƻǳƴŘǿŀǘŜǊ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘΦ Ultimately, 
ǘƘŜ L!/ ŦƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǇƻƴŜƴǘΩǎ ƳƻŘŜƭ ǿŀǎ Ŧƛǘ ŦƻǊ ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜ ƛƴ ŀŎƘƛŜǾƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ 99{ ǎŎƻǇƛƴƎ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎ 
and the groundwater modelling assessment generally met best practice criteria for a major project. The IAC 
ƴƻǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ мн ƳƻƴǘƘǎΩ ǿƻrth of groundwater monitoring data collected since preparation of the 
EES, that was tabled in the IAC hearing, ŀƴŘ ŀŎŎŜǇǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǇƻƴŜƴǘΩǎ ǎǳōƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ Řŀǘŀ ŎƻƴŦƛǊƳŜŘ 
the validity of the model. Moreover, the additional data enabled the preparation of a revised groundwater 
dependent ecosystems assessment, also tabled in the IAC hearing. 

The IAC considered the groundwater assessment undertaken allows the proponent to establish and 
manage key environmental aspects across the project with a suitable suite of EPRs for protecting 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 proponent said further work has 
been undertaken and more is planned to gain a greater understanding of the Bolin Bolin Billabong and 
other GDEs. Accordingly, EPRs GW1, GW2 and FF6 will be important in developing appropriate 
groundwater monitoring and management plans to respond to changes in groundwater and will effectively 
ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘ ǘƘŜ L!/Ωǎ wŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ 24. 

Beyond the EPRs, Melbourne Water in its submission to the IAC provided detail of 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 assets. The IAC found that the EMF in conjunction with 
the proposed suite of groundwater EPRs are appropriate to understand and manage groundwater risks. I 
agree. 

Assessment 
¶ The groundwater assessment and modelling provide adequate insight into the likely impacts of the 

project on groundwater. 

¶ The groundwater model will require refinement during detailed design, and this will occur in 
accordance with the EPRs. 
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¶ Application of the suite of groundwater EPRs and FF6 will ensure that impacts of the project on 
groundwater and groundwater dependent ecosystems can be managed acceptably. 

6.10 DǊƻǳƴŘ ƳƻǾŜƳŜƴǘ 

Ground movement impacts are addressed in Chapter 21 of the EES, as informed by Technical Report M. 
Chapter 10 of the IAC report considered the impacts and submissions made on these matters. Four EPRs 
were offered by NELP to deal with ground movement; none were subject to recommendations by the IAC.  

Evaluation objective 
To avoid or minimise adverse effects on land stability 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 trench and cut and cover tunnel sections. The 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 sub-surface activities. The EES noted that 
receptors ς buildings, utilities, landscapes and environmental features ς may be damaged or degraded 
where ground movements are severe. 

Discussion 
The EES stated the key effect of the project that might give rise to ground movement was dewatering 
(lowering of the water table) of compressible sediments, associated with cut and cover tunnels and deep 
excavation. The EES then went on to conclude that ground settlement from dewatering is unlikely to have a 
significant impact on sensitive receptors. 

¢ƘŜ L!/ ŀƎǊŜŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǇƻƴŜƴǘΩǎ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘΣ ƴƻǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ƴŜŀǊōȅ ǳǘƛƭƛǘƛŜǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ǿŀǘŜǊ Ƴŀƛƴǎ ǿƻǳƭŘ 
likely experience settlement of varying degrees, but within acceptable standards. Similarly, the IAC found 
residential properties are unlikely to be affected but some minor settling may result in cosmetic damage to 
houses, particularly around the Lower Plenty Road and Bulleen areas. I note EPR GM3 requires the 
contractor to carry out pre- and post-construction assessments of potentially affected properties.  

Elsewhere, the IAC accepted that minimal movement of parklands and sporting grounds was not a concern 
ōǳǘ ŘƛŘ ŀƎǊŜŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǇƻƴŜƴǘΩǎ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ IŜƭƳŜǘ {ŎǳƭǇǘǳǊŜ ƛƴ .ŀƴƪǎƛŀ tŀǊƪ Ƴŀȅ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ 
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: 

¶ developing a geotechnical model; 

¶ implementing a ground movement plan; 

¶ undertaking condition surveys; and 

¶ repairing any damage caused from ground movement.  

Assessment 
¶ Potential impacts from project-induced ground movement are acceptable and will be adequately 

managed by the EPRs. 

6.11 {ǳǊŦŀŎŜ ǿŀǘŜǊ 

Surface water impacts are addressed in Chapter 24 of the EES, as informed by Technical Report P. 
Chapter 11 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 amendment to EPR 
SW6. 

Evaluation objectives 
Land stability ς To avoid or minimise adverse effects on land stability from project activities, including 
tunnel construction and river and creek crossings 

Catchment values ς To avoid or minimise adverse effects on the interconnected 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 potential surface 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. These are significant channel changes that have the potential 
to change downstream hydrology if they are not carefully managed.  

The increased area of impervious surface, and the concomitant change in runoff and drainage efficiency 
across the project area, has the potential to significantly change local hydrology and may result in the 
transport of pollutants from the road surface to receiving waters. To minimise the increased runoff 
efficiency and the potential for pollutants entering waterways, water 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, bioretention ponds and storage 
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 storage and handling of hazardous materials and mobilisation of 
sediment or contaminants. Project changes to the beds and banks of waterways may also decrease water 
quality downstream.  

Discussion 
The IAC agreed with the experts they heard from that the EES has minimal baseline or conditions data and 
lacks refined mapping of potential flooding impacts. The IAC said they found it difficult to understand how 
the impacts of the project were determined, what they are, and how WSUD or other mitigation measures 
have beeƴ ŘŜǎƛƎƴŜŘΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǘƘŜȅ ƎŀǾŜ ǿŜƛƎƘǘ ǘƻ aŜƭōƻǳǊƴŜ ²ŀǘŜǊΩǎ ǎǳōƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ǎǳǊŦŀŎŜ 
water impacts could be acceptably mitigated through the EPRs, particularly EPR SW6. Equally, the IAC 
recognised that despite their respective reservations of the assessment, 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 velocities 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 
ǿƛǘƘ aŜƭōƻǳǊƴŜ ²ŀǘŜǊΩǎ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǘƘŜ L!/Σ ŎƛǘƛƴƎ ǘhe surface water expert conclave report, 
warned against WSUD being too focused on the management and treatment of flows and water quality at 
the expense of amenity and environmental values. WSUD and resultant mitigation measures will require 
careful integration with the UDS. 

¢ƘŜ L!/ ŀƭǎƻ ƴƻǘŜŘ aŜƭōƻǳǊƴŜ ²ŀǘŜǊΩǎ ǾƛŜǿ ǘƘŀǘ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƭŀǊƎŜ ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǎǘƻŎƪǇƛƭƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǎǇƻƛƭ 
should not occur on floodplains wherever possible. This led the IAC to recommend that flood risks should 
be properly modelled and 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.  

I consider that modelling for construction compounds should occur prior to establishment of any above 
ground structures at sites located on floodplain. I recommend that this is achieved through amendment to 
the requirements for construction compound plans in the incorporated document. Moreover, I 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, I am confident 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 that the project should not be constrained by having to avoid permanent channel changes 
by diversion 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 function. Accordingly, it is my assessment that the mooted channel changes will give 
rise to incremental impacts and are therefore acceptable. Further, I expect that WSUD principles will 
minimise these impacts to the greatest extent practicable in line with EPR SW8. 

During the hearing, some 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 refined. In response, the proponent strengthened the surface water 
EPRs through the course of the hearing. I accept that the EES and the process of the IAC hearing have now 
appropriately explored the likely impacts of the project on surface water.  

The EPRs, as now proposed, provide a proper basis by which the ongoing design development, construction 
and operation of the project can minimise and mitigate surface water impacts to an acceptable degree. 

Assessment 
¶ The potential impacts of the project on surface water can be avoided, mitigated, or responded to in 

an acceptable way through application of the surface water EPRs. 

¶ 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 EPA on surface water matters. 

6.12 [ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴǘŀƳƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǎƻƭƛŘ ǿŀǎǘŜ 

Land contamination and solid waste impacts are addressed in Chapter 23 and Technical Report M of the 
EES and in Chapter 12 of the IAC report. Seven EPRs (CL1 to CL6 and T2) deal with land contamination and 
solid waste matters. One EPR (EMF3) addresses appointment of an independent environmental auditor. 
EPRs CL1, CL2, CL6 and EMF3 were the subject of recommendations by the IAC. 

Evaluation objective 
To manage excavated spoil and 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 
recreation or commercial and industrial uses. Hence, no broad-scale contamination associated with heavy 
industry sources exists across the project footprint. However, decommissioned landfills and historic in-
filling of land along with existing commercial and industrial land use are potential sources of contamination.  
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