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* The Annual General Meeting

This year’s Annual General Meeting (on Friday January 7th) was a
lively and well-attended affair, with much vigorous discussion,
particularly relating to the Shire’s proposals for the redevelopment of
the lighthouse precinct. The mayor, and
those councillors and council officers
present were clearly surprised at the
depth of local feeling on this issue, and,
as a consequence of the discussion, a new
"Split Point Lighthouse Tourism Precinct
Advisory Committee” has been set up, to
provide advice and guidance to the Shire
before any final decisions are made. The
members of this committee were selected
by the Shire. Jane Grant is the AIDA
representative.

The AIDAW committee for 2000 was
elected at the AGM, and consists of the
following members:

Kim Neubecker (president), Angus McKenzie (vice-president), Jane

Grant (secretary), Guy Tuddenham (treasurer), Brian Williams
(membership secretary), Barbara Leavesley (minutes secretary), Tim
Gibson (newsletter editor), Craig Cunningham, Kay McCrindle and
Kevin Riley. The committee thus
represents a good mix of "permanents”
and "weekenders", and of
representatives of the various residential
areas in the district. It is encouraging that
several new committee members have
come forward, but we could still do with
more new blood - so, if you feel you
could make a contribution to the work of
the committee, please don’t be backward
in coming forward!

An edited transcript of the president’s
opening address to the AGM is
presented below; it gives a good
summary of the various wide-ranging issues with which AIDA is
involved.

e A Coordinator to Improve AIDA’s Efficiency?

At this year’s AGM, members present voted in support of a proposal that would see AIDA appointing a paid coordinator. It was agreed
that if AIDA wants to continue to have a say in the way in which this area is promoted and developed, then we need to approach the
task in a more consistent and professional manner.

Subsequently, a sub-committee has been formed to investigate and report back to the committee as to the best method of appointing a
coordinator. This sub-committee has met, and has, in general terms, worked out what we want the coordinator to be responsible for, and
how to go about funding this position.

The following is a brief and general job description. Anyone who feels they may be interested and able to fill this position, please
contact Jane Grant on 52897245 by April 18th for more information.

The coordinator will serve AIDA in ways that the committee feels most appropriate.
The basic job comprises: -

e Acting as a contact point for anyone wishing to deal with AIDA.

e Raising the profile of the group.

e Ensuring AIDA is operating efficiently.

¢ Performing whatever specific roles are necessary to the efficient running of AIDA, but not being carried out by AIDA committee
members at any given time.

It is envisaged that the job would take up to one day per week. Ideally the coordinator would have a good understanding of AIDA and
its aims and policies, with a love of the district. It would be desirable that the occupant of the position live locally. He/she would have
computer skills, and other skills necessary to the successful undertaking of the tasks outlined above. The coordinator would NOT be a
member of the AIDA committee, but would be expected to attend monthly committee meetings.

e Kim Neubecker’s address to AIDA’s 2000 AGM

Welcome AIDA members, our mayor Julie Hansen, our local
councillor Kingsley Love, councillors Lindsay Schroeter and Ken
McCallum, and our Shire Project Development Engineer, Richard
Bain.

been so farsighted and committed to the people of the Shire. Hers has
been a difficult job, as the whole coastal region of the Shire is in the
midst of a boom from which there are predictions of ongoing record-
breaking growth. We are in the last days of being described as a quiet
hamlet. Tf anyone doubts this, let them take a look at the new
residential developments in Torquay - areas such as the Wombah Park
and Great Ocean Views Estates - and be mindful that these residential
areas fall within the same Shire as us. Broadly speaking, we therefore
share the same planning policies - policies that AIDA has been
lobbying to be developed with full consideration given to the unique
character of our region. In essence, this is the role of overlay controls,
which give legitimacy to areas of special significance, and have the
potential to exempt, in part, these areas from the broad planning code
applying to the whole Shire.

Firstly I am going to take advantage of my position as President to
confess that I heard myself described last year - by someone I have
never met - as a leftist pinko greenie - or words to that effect. It's a
small town. Just to give that person satisfaction - and, being a small
town, it may get back to them - I would like to say Rob McClelland has
gone!

I did read in a political column describing the rise and fall of the last
State Government that no-one quite realised that Jeff Kennett's agenda
was to abolish government, so, with this in mind, I would like to
express the gratitude I feel to have had in that time a mayor who has



Of relevance to this was the proposal late last year to build seven units
in Hartley St. The units were to be built on individual freehold titles of
land parcels with areas of approximately 400 square metres. Not
surprisingly, the vast majority of nearby residents - some twenty-six,
whose amenity would be directly affected - objected to the proposal,
and sought AIDA’s help. As AIDA saw this as an important
opportunity to test the proposed new planning laws, we offered
assistance, and submitted our own objection. Many of you may not be
familiar with the planning processes of the
Shire. To be brief, any proposal that is not
easily accommodated by the current
planning guidelines must be taken to the
Town Planning Committee. This
Committee is composed of volunteers,
and was set up, [ believe, by the last CEO
of the Shire, Peter Anderson. The
Committee members are community
residents who are viewed as having
relevant professional experience, and
should thus be able to make informed ¢
judgements on what are often complex |
and difficult planning issues. For example,
one committee member is a local architect, ¢
and my colleague Jane Grant has also been
approached to serve. As you can imagine, the job involves some
working knowledge of the Shire’s planning policies - a big ask to start
with. But, more importantly, it also requires time in bucketloads to
read and digest all the numerous submissions for and against
development proposals, and the time for meetings to hear objectors
and make formal decisions. I stress again that membership of the
committee is voluntary.

Going back again to the Hartley St. proposal - the developer asked for
seven units, in what was clearly an ambit claim. In other words, based
on the old haggling system, the vendor starts with a high figure, the
buyer with a low figure, and they meet somewhere in the middle. But,
in this case, the developer was granted permission to build the full
seven units. This, in terms of our potential overlay controls, left no
room for reasonable retention of existing vegetation, and made no
allowance for the existing character of the area. It was, I believe, a bad

decision, made in haste by an overworked committee. The residents,
together with AIDA, are now faced with the prospect of raising
thousands of dollars to employ a town planner to appeal the decision
at VCAT. Even though the developer has offered to negotiate an
amended proposal - after all the appeal process is also going to cost
him a lot of money - if this were to occur, the planning decision would
still stand, to be used as a precedent by future proponents.

In a developing Shire such as ours, it does not take much imagination
to envisage the workload of such a
committee, and AIDA has come to the
conclusion that this voluntary group has
run its course. To this end we resolved last
month to write to the Shire appealing to
them to look at other possibilities for the
future of town planning.

Many of you will be aware of AIDA’s
plans to refurbish the Allen Noble
Sanctuary. We are in the process of
employing a hydrologist and a landscape
architect to determine the best way to
proceed. In brief, our plan is to install
proper drainage to contain and slow down
stormwater that is currently carrying large
amounts of gravel into the Sanctuary. We also hope to carry out partial
dredging to remove silt and reed buildup to create some clear water
for birds to land on, to remove excessive reed growth, and to replant
with appropriate vegetation, bearing in mind both the indigenous and
heritage values of the area. We have funding in hand for the work, but
our plans have been complicated by the State Government funding
that has come through for the proposed road sealing up to the
lighthouse. This has necessitated further planning and consultation,
because of the access roads that abut the Sanctuary. The residents with
properties along these roads now have to decide what approach to
take to these plans. While the community needs to accept the necessity
for finding a solution to higher traffic volumes, especially with
continuing residential growth, and the ongoing promotion of the
Great Ocean Road both here and overseas, we still have the right to the
quiet amenity of our residential streets, and the protection of our
natural environment.

e The 1999 Questionnaire —
"Aireys Inlet Into the 21st Century — Planning Our Future"

The questionnaire which AIDA distributed in October was again very
well received by the residents and ratepayers of the Aireys Inlet to
Eastern View district. Thirty-nine percent (39%) of the recipients took
the time and made the effort to respond, an extremely good response
rate for a questionnaire of this nature. This response rate is only
slightly down on that for the previous (1990) questionnaire, and again
indicates the strong interest, which our community has in having their
say in the management of the district.

Once again, in addition to the thoughtful responses to our questions,

we were deluged with additional comments. In summarising these
comments [ believe the vast majority could be placed into one or more
of the following five categories:

1. We should employ every effort to preserve the unique
character of the Aireys Inlet district.

2. There must be no unfettered development, and all allowed
development must be strictly controlled and policed, to protect
neighbourhood rights.

3. We should create harmony from the chaos which currently
exists between vehicles and pedestrians in commercial zones.

4. There should be safer pedestrian access to commercial and
recreational facilities, both within and between the two
communities of Aireys Inlet and Fairhaven.

5. It is essential to provide hygienic and safe toilet facilities
throughout the district.

As in the 1990 survey, the answers to our specific questions showed
the strongest support (averaging 90%) for the development of
conservation zones on all forms of public land, from beaches and
dunes to wetlands and forests. With regard to the district as a whole,
80% of respondents indicated that “the area should be conserved for its
natural beauty and serenity as an alternative to big city living”, and more
than 90% believed that “incidental development should be limited to the
existing approved residential zones”. The support for this second
proposition was significantly stronger than in the earlier survey, and
may reflect the disquiet in the community over the effects of
subdivisions which have been permitted to occur during the last nine
years, particularly in the Painkalac valley and at Fairhaven.

Restrictive controls on allowable activity on private land in both the
urban and the rural zones also received strong support (averaging
70%), and the specific question on the "introduction of siting and design
controls that aim to improve the visual environmental impacts of future
developments” was supported by 81% of respondents. The related
question on the "conservation of the natural environment within the
residential township areas" received 85% support.

Traffic management was also a significant issue, with 72% seeking
better management of peak summer traffic, 62% requiring improved
pedestrian crossing facilities and 55% supporting “the investigation of
possible bypass routes for through traffic”.

With regard to the questions relating to development issues, only 30%
(ie, less than one in three) supported the development of further retail



outlets or any further tourist developments, and the zoning of any
new commercial areas for light industrial activity was a definite "no-
no", with 80% opposition. The development of recreational facilities
received qualified support from 58% of respondents. Specifically, less
than one in four respondents wanted any improved facilities at any of
the beaches, or in the townships — with the exception of Aireys
township, where 39% of fes’pondents indicated their wish for some
improvements. From their comments it was clear that their main
concerns were the inappropriate mix of pedestrians and vehicles in the
commercial zones, and the general untidy nature of these areas. This
latter question revealed a very significant change from the 1990
survey, where only 25% of respondents indicated support, This
possibly indicates a degree of dissatisfaction within the community
over the lack of progress in resolving these issues.

The related questions as to provision of bicycle tracks (74% support)
and more walking tracks (88% support) continued to receive strong
backing, but there was decreasing support (averaging less than one in
three) for lawn bowling, more tennis courts or the sports oval. Horse
riding, while receiving support from 44% of respondents, is possibly
being questioned, with 39% opposed, and the remaining 17% either
unsure or offering no response. This represents a significant drop in
support since the 1990 survey, and may reflect some of the negative
feedback concerning the large number of horses on the beach at
Moggs Creek and Fairhaven. -

The responses received regarding municipal services were more
varied. The strong support for better controls to be established to help
conserve the natural environment, and the rights of neighbours to
maintain their privacy and appropriate viewscapes, and for a

reduction in the visual and environmental impacts of future
developments, has already been discussed. Improved rubbish
collection services and better fire protection continue to rate highly
with our respondents (60% support). The provision of improved
drainage (40% support), street construction (29% support) and
sewerage (24% support) rank progressively down the scale. Many of
the accompanying comments regarding the provision of street
lighting supported AIDA’s view that any further street lighting should
be environmentally friendly, to help preserve our ability to observe the
night sky.

The significant increase in support for street construction (up from
23% to 33%) needs to be further analysed on a sub-regional basis, as
does the decrease in support for sewerage (down from 40% to 24%).
While the latter change probably reflects the completion of the
sewerage scheme for Aireys Inlet and Fairhaven since the previous
survey, the question of street construction is more complex. 55% of our
respondents indicated that they are residents of Aireys Inlet, with 30%
from Fairhaven and the remaining 15% from Moggs Creek/Eastern
View. A more detailed analysis of these questions is required.

While the AIDA committee is encouraged by the general confirmation
of our current "Aims and Policies”, as expressed in the responses to the
questionnaire, the next step is to ensure that the Surf Coast Shire, as

_ the responsible local government authority, is fully informed of your

expressed wishes. To this end, AIDA has initiated discussions with the
chief executive officer of the Shire, in order to facilitate this process.

Copies of the complete results of the questionnaire are available on
request.

Guy Tuddenham

Aireys Inlet Foreshore
Committee of Management

In December the Environment Conservation Council (the successor to
the Land Conservation Council) released a draft 140 page report on its
Marine, Coastal and Estuarine Investigation, which covered
practically all the public land along the Victorian coastline. The
Council encouraged public comment, and held public meetings at
various locations along the coast, including a very lively meeting at
Torquay in February.

Matters of local interest covered by the report include:

(1) Eagle Rock Marine Sanctuary (B4), as shown on the map below.
Nature observation, snorkelling, scuba diving and other non-
intrusive recreational activities would be permitted, but
recreational fishing, shellfish collection and the like would be
prohibited.
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(2) Coastal public land zoning into two broad categories:

- the Coastal Recreation Zone, which covers areas considered
capable of sustaining recreational opportunities for large
numbers of people, but with management to minimise impacts
on the environment; and

- the Coastal Protection Zone, which recognises areas in

relatively natural condition, or with significant natural or
cultural values.

The area from the mouth of Painkalac Creek to Spout Creek has been
designated as Coastal Recreation Zone, and the area from the mouth
to Urquhart Bluff as Coastal Protection Zone.

The Foreshore Committee has made two submissions along the
following lines:

- shellfish and invertebrate denudation of intertidal rock platforms is
a continuing problem requiring urgent attention (recommendation
R19 refers);

- the Coastal Waters Reserve recommended under R2 should be
implemented expeditiously and foreshore management integrated
with the offshore marine environment for 300 metres or so;

- the Coastal Protection Zone seems appropriate for the cliff environs
and the mouth of Painkalac Creek, providing that it recognises that
some visitor facilities and access will be acceptable in appropriate
locations; however it must be managed so that natural values of the
Zone are adequately protected;

- the Coastal Recreation Zone seems appropriate for the beach area
from Fairhaven to Eastern View, but the environs of the Painkalac
Creek estuary and the associated dunes would be more appropriately
classified as Coastal Protection Zone, along the lines recognised in the
Geelong Region Proposed Management Plan of 1991; and

- the Eagle Rock Marine Sanctuary area definition should be fine-
tuned to give easily-recognised boundaries, based on prominent rock
features.

The toilet/ changing room facility adjacent to the beach and picnic area
at the foot of Reserve Road suffered major vandalism in February, and
the Committee has again emphasised to the Surf Coast Shire the
importance of maintaining an improved and appropriately
landscaped facility in this general area. Detailed concept plans
prepared by landscape architect Graeme Quin in 1996 are held by the
committee, and provide options for achieving this,

Major erosion control work was completed in Sandy Gully in
February, and it is planned that this will be followed later in the year
with a revegetation program aimed at stabilising the eroding cliff and
dune area.

Brian Williams



e Fairhaven Foreshore Committee

The Fairhaven Foreshore Committee continues to maintain a tenuous hold on existence, with six-monthly stays of execution.

In addition to maintaining its role in the upkeep and day-to-day management of the beach and backshore zones between Painkalac Creek and
Grassy Creek, the committee has been proactive in forward planning issues, and has prepared a five-year management plan.

Following commissioned consultant’s reports in February 1998 and February 1999 from Dr. Eric Bird, the principal of Geostudies Australia, the
committee was successful in obtaining a seeding grant from the Department of Natural Resources and Environment. This grant will enable a
full investigation to be made of the issues raised in Dr. Bird’s reports, particularly relating to improving the safety of pedestrian access to the
beach and dunes at the mouth of Painkalac Creek, and to protecting and managing this fragile area. The fencing, which was installed during
1999, represents one part of these management requirements.

The committee is now in the process of drawing up a tender for a specific consultancy report on these matters. Once this report is completed,
the recommendations contained within it will be opened for community consultation and comment.

Guy Tuddenham

* Membership

AIDA currently has a mailing list consisting of about 390 addresses, which represents a membership of well over 400 individuals, including a very
welcome fifty new members, many of whom became aware of the existence of AIDA through the questionnaire which was distributed last year.

The reminder being sent out with this newsletter to 1999 members who are currently unfinancial should ensure that our high level of membership
continues in 2000. -

Brian Williams
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