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The residents of Seaford are deeply protective of their community, with strong 
views of how it should be developed.

The most notable feature of that first public meeting of residents in February 2012, 
was the topic of development.

Participants were quick to voice their fears that Seaford would be over-developed 
and that the character of the community would be buried under higher density 
housing.

Pressures from an increasing population featured strongly and were at the heart of 
many of the other issues discussed.
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The Planning Panel directed Council to clarify similar concerns:
a) The differences between schedules 4, 5 and 7 to the General Residential Zone.
b) The possibility of consolidating schedules with similar content.
c) How any conflict between the schedules to the new residential zones and 

existing schedules to the Design and Development Overlay will be addressed.
This presentation was prepared prior to any Council clarification.
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Despite the planning work preceding it, the North Ward presentation in November 
was very disappointing:
• It was not Seaford-specific
• It concentrated on Site Use, e.g. medical centre
• It was not informative e.g. when asked: 

• Can you outline the differences between the current and proposed zone 
schedules, the response was: “It is very complicated..!”

• Frankston Planning confirmed they had not consulted all relevant council 
departments for input e.g. Stormwater Management, which is of paramount 
importance to Seaford since heavy rainfall frequently results in road closures 
&/or warnings.

SCC members acknowledge that planning requires a degree of complication but the 
planning process in Frankston is exceedingly complicated.  
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By not clearly designating areas based on Plan Melbourne Residential Zones too 
much was left to interpretation.

The manner of constructing and applying the zones is a reflection of this confusion.

An allowance of only 500m for a “20 minute city” is over-restrictive and limits 
Council’s opportunities to meet housing needs whilst still considering building 
constraints.
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FCC Expert Witness Statement P12-13 states:
“Minimal Change - predominantly Constrained or Partially Constrained Land
• Vulnerable coastal areas
• SBO area with significant flooding constraints”

This “process” does NOT support the allocation of Incremental and Substantial 
Change to Seaford, as much of the area is subject to:
• Bushfire Management (BMO)
• Land Subject to Inundation i.e. overland flooding (LSIO)
• Special Building Overlays to control floor levels in areas subject to stormwater 

flooding (SBO)
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FCC Expert Statement P21 states:
“Planisphere was not involved in translating the Housing Change Areas contained in 
the Frankston Housing Strategy 2013 into the new residential zones and preparing 
the associated Schedules. It is understood that this work was completed by Council 
Officers.”

Is this a Get Out of Jail Free card to say that Planisphere did not get C95 wrong -
Frankston did?

We believe they have BOTH misinterpreted the guidelines, with the result that 
schedules attached to zones are not indicative of the zone they represent.
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This is just one example where details have been removed from the Zone Schedules 
and hidden from the casual observer.

In many Zone Schedules, the detail has been left as “None Specified”, requiring 
reference to other planning clauses to determine the actual requirements of the 
Zone.

It could be said that the Fog Index is so high on Frankston Residential Zone 
schedules that aircraft have been advised to avoid Frankston.
We don't want tourism, residents and responsible developers to do the same.
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FCC Expert Statement P22 states:
“The Frankston Housing Strategy identifies the majority of land in Seaford in the 
Incremental Change Area and some in a Substantial Change Area. This is due to its 
proximity to the Activity Centre and public transport.”

And this appears to have been the ONLY basis for selection i.e. near Railway Station 
= RGZ without any consideration to building constraints. 

They have also shown total disregard to traffic hazards e.g. congestion near Primary 
Schools.
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Many residents have been confused into thinking that C95 is much better, but in 
fact for Seaford very little has changed.  Those changes are essentially Kananook
Creek confirmed as NRZ (but not with expected NRZ schedules, e.g. heights),  the 
original “Areas” now have Zone names and decisions on Substantial change areas 
(RGZ) have merely been postponed.

FCC Expert own Statement (P4 and P23) confirms this:
“A subsequent planning scheme amendment is necessary to apply the Residential 
Growth Zone to areas identified as Substantial Change, in order to ensure that the 
municipality has sufficient land supply to accommodate forecast population 
growth.  It is understood that Council will pursue this once detailed design 
guidelines have been prepared for the respective areas.”
The statement goes on to say: “It is my conclusion that Amendment C95 is generally 
consistent with and implements the directions of the Frankston Housing Strategy, 
2013.” = minimal correction.
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These are the NRZ guidelines presented by Plan Melbourne and FCC.

Based on the guidelines alone, it looks like Frankston and Plan Melbourne are in 
agreement.

In particular:
“Areas where SINGLE dwellings prevail and change is not identified”.
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DDO6 has a Max Height 12m – far in excess of Plan Melbourne’s default NRZ of 8M 
and FCC’s 9m.

This is quite different to “single dwellings”.

This does not mean we support the growth already existing in this precinct as 
sustainable.

It is simply given as a demonstration of an existing area that does not meet the 
principles for a Neighbourhood Residential Zone.
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I mean no offence to the people living there, but does this look like an area 
deserving of preservation?

Again, this does not meet the principles of a Neighbourhood Residential Zone.
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The guidelines agree.
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To designate this a General Residential Zone with a minimum lot size of 300 square 
metres, and a height limit of 9 or 10 metres

• Does not retain the existing character of the area
• Does not consider the sensitive environmental area
• Does not consider restricted road access in times of emergency

How does one put the Wetlands Precinct in General Residential?
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The guidelines agree.

However, in C95, Frankston has deferred decisions on many of the areas proposed 
as Growth Zones in the original Housing strategy.

When and how will this be done?
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In order to ensure that the municipality has sufficient land supply to accommodate 
forecast population growth, FCC needs to take a harder look at other areas of 
Frankston.
It should consider areas NOT impacted by environmental overlays or constraints and 
already in the process of being developed e.g. High Street Frankston South, 
Dandenong Road Seaford North.
Most importantly, development should be on MAIN Roads which have the capacity 
to handle increased traffic flow – not RESIDENTIAL streets with restricted access.  
The ones proposed for Seaford are predominantly all family areas adjacent to 
primary schools, with restricted road access and impacted by sensitive overlays.
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As C95 clearly states: “Frankston City Council IS the planning authority for this 
amendment”.  Zone allocations are firmly within Council's control.
This is Council’s opportunity to regain control of their local planning but only if 
sound decisions are made NOW.  
Council must eliminate confusion and uncertainty by setting appropriate and clear 
differences between Zones, which include height, coverage, permeable land and 
boundary setbacks.  

The SCC understands that Overlays are designed to control land development.

The next slides highlight the overlays that SHOULD have been considered when 
allocating the Seaford Residential Zones.
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Environmental Significance appears to be the only consideration in the C95 
allocation of the Seaford Residential Zones (i.e. Seaford Wetlands). But C95 has 
ONLY considered the actual wetlands and not any impact from adjacent land.
The loss of the Moreton Bay Fig (ESO3) in Cranbourne Road highlights that dense 
development and large trees DO NOT MIX so ESO4 is just as important.
ESO1:  Significant Environmental Areas: “development compatible with the long 
term protection and enhancement of their botanical and zoological values”
In Seaford this is primarily the Foreshore, Kananook Creek environs and the Ramsar
recognized Seaford Wetlands.
ESO4:  Significant Trees:  “To protect and enhance trees and areas of vegetation that 
have been identified as being significant “ presents constraints to individual 
properties only.
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Land Subject to Inundation does not appear to have been considered when 
allocating the Seaford Residential Zones

Melbourne Water states:

Land subject to inundation overlays are planning scheme controls that apply to land 
affected by flooding associated with waterways and open drainage systems. 
Such areas are commonly known as floodplains. 

Overlays are based upon the extent of flooding that would result from a 1 in 100 
year storm OR a 1% chance of occurring in any given year.
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Special Building Overlays should have been considered when allocating the Seaford 
Residential Zones – and it does not appear to have been.

Melbourne Water states:  

Special building overlays are planning scheme controls that identify areas prone to 
overland flooding.

The purpose of these overlays is to set appropriate conditions and floor levels to 
address any flood risk to developments.

Proposed zoning with a minimum of only 20% permeable land in and around these 
areas will seriously compromise them.
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The Bushfire Management Overlay (formerly WMO) should have been considered 
when allocating the Seaford Residential Zones – and it does not appear to have 
been.

BMO requires that new development implements appropriate bushfire protection 
measures.   

Guidelines aim to “substantially restrict new developments and subdivisions in those 
areas of highest risk.“
Endorsed plans need to address: 
• construction standards
• minimum defendable space
• water supply and 
• access

(Department of Transport, Planning and Local Infrastructure)

22Seaford Community Committee Presentation



When the Overlays are consolidated, a very clear picture presents itself.

There is only a very small area of Seaford that is not directly impacted by at least 
one sensitive overlay, but even it could be surrounded by wildfire in the event of a 
disaster.  

During the recent drought, major fires occurred in the wetlands area and along the 
reserves adjacent to the railway line.  Thankfully, CFA was able to contain them.

Over-development anywhere in Seaford can impact the overlayed areas, through:  
• Loss of permeable land
• Increase risk of stormwater flooding in the neighbouring areas
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And then there is the “elephant in the room”:  Coastal Acid Sulphate Soils (CASS)
Recorded disturbance of acid sulfate soils in Victoria has been quite low (so far).   
This may be due to the relatively low occurrence of acid sulfate soils within the 
state.
As further pressure for housing development occurs in the coastal zone, the 
likelihood of disturbance of CASS increases due to increased engineering works. 
Being aware of the existence of CASS is the first management step. 
Second step is for land managers (planners) to identify those areas where 
development is either best avoided, or is going to need some special treatment.
Left undisturbed, these soils are harmless.  In order to preserve such sensitive 
environments as Kananook Creek and the Seaford Wetlands we need to look to 
adjacent land development.  Run-off can be just as devastating.
CSIRO  http://www.clw.csiro.au/acidsulfatesoils/
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CSIRO extract:
“Local and state governments around Australia are beginning to respond, producing 
planning policies and guidelines mindful of the risks associated with acid sulfate
soils.  Some are more developed than others - Victoria is not one of them.
It is hoped that the Atlas of Australian Acid Sulphate Soils will enable informed risk 
management, both in terms of the maintenance of existing development and the 
assessment of future development proposals.”

We do not pretend to be environmental experts – but a small amount of research 
shows that the potential for major environmental damage if these soils are ignored 
is extremely high and that far more professional research is needed if major 
disasters are to be avoided.
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As shown, most of Seaford is designated as “High Probability” for CASS.

With inadequate research into the ACTUAL instance of CASS within the Seaford 
area, we remain a HIGH RISK option for growth development and cannot be 
considered a RESILIENT ENVIRONMENT.
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In conclusion, Amendment C95 may be consistent with the direction of the 
Frankston Housing Strategy, 2013.

The problem is that the Frankston Housing Strategy, 2013 DOES NOT adequately 
address the many constraints to development in the Seaford area.  These remain 
unaddressed.

We are fortunate that ALL of Frankston offers good access to services, transport and 
other infrastructure.  

Determining where to best position Growth vs Neighbourhood Zones MUST 
consider more fundamental aspects of the area than it’s proximity to a railway 
station!
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In preparing this presentation, we considered many documents including, but not limited to:
Frankston City Council (FCC)
• C95 Amendment
• Frankston Housing Strategy 2013 (prepared by Planisphere)
• Expert Statement prepared by Planisphere in support of FCC presentation
Department of Planning & Community Development (DPCD)
• Planning Overlays for Frankston Grid Areas 01 and 04
Department of Environment & Primary Industries
• Victorian Coastal Acid Sulphate Soils Strategy 2003
Some of the URLs used.
http://www.frankston.vic.gov.au/Planning_and_Building/Planning/Strategic_Planning/Amendments_-
_Frankston_Planning_Scheme/Amendment_C95
http://planningschemes.dpcd.vic.gov.au/schemes/frankston/maps
http://www.vcc.vic.gov.au/resources/VCS2008/home.htm
http://vro.depi.vic.gov.au/dpi/vro/vrosite.nsf/pages/soil_acid_sulfate_soils
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