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1. REVIEW OF FEEDBACK

1.1. INTRODUCTION

The Portarlington Safe Harbour draft master plan was released for community and stakeholder
consultation between 2 September and 3 October 2008. A Background Paper was prepared providing
an introduction to the study and an overview of the draft plan. A more concise outline of the study and
plan was presented in a Newsletter, which was accompanied by a feedback form for use by
respondents, if desired.

Early in the consultation period, members of the consultant team and Parks Victoria met with various
key stakeholders to present the draft plan and discuss any issues/concerns (held on Friday 5
September 2008). Representatives from the following groups/organisations were invited to attend
(and those with an asteric took the opportunity to participate):

. Business owners/operators*

. Portarlington Business Development Association*
e Friends of the Bellarine Hills*

e Geelong Environment Council

. Portarlington Community Association*

. Portarlington Bowls Club*

. Portarlington Senior Citizens Club*

. Portarlington Country Fire Authority

. Portarlington Kindergarten

. Portarlington Scout Group*

e Berth holders*

. Commercial fishermen*

. Portarlington Safe Harbour Community Group*
. Bellarine Ferry Group*

Parks Victoria invited members of the community to attend a Community Information Day on Saturday
6 September 2008 between 10 am and 3 pm, which was well attended (with over 300 people
estimated to have dropped in). At this session, members of the consultant team and Parks Victoria
staff were present to explain the draft plan and answer any questions.

As of 21 October 2008, Parks Victoria had received a total of 1,230 submissions, comprising:

e 461 completed feedback forms (some of the forms were accompanied by a written submission).

. 68 letters and emails.

«  One petition containing 318 signatures indicating opposition to the proposed hotel and multi-
storey development on Crown Land on the Portarlington foreshore.

« An additional 700 feedback forms indicating support for the ferry (expressed by ticking the
“Strongly Support” box on the form).

The quantitative analysis of the feedback is presented in Tables 1 to 5 in Appendix A. The following
section provides a summary of the key findings from the review of submissions.



1.2 MASTER PLAN VISION

Feedback on the Vision demonstrated relatively high support for the Safe Harbour’s future direction,
with 73.1% of respondents stating that they thought the vision was appropriate. An additional 19%
stated that it was partly appropriate.

When asked whether the draft Plan reflected the Vision, over 64.2% stated that it did, with another
27.2% stating that it partly reflected the Vision.

Respondents provided various comments and suggestions for inclusion in the Vision. The following
points represent the most common responses:

. Positive comments regarding Vision (eg. great vision).

e Adesire to maintain the village/coastal feel of Portarlington.

. Ensure natural environment/tree planting, historical links and views are protected.

« Concerns regarding commercial development on foreshore; over-commercialisation of public
land; questions about how certain elements relate to safe harbour concept.

1.3. MASTER PLAN ELEMENTS
1.3.1. Feedback Forms

The analysis of the feedback forms has highlighted that the following elements received the greatest
level of support (calculated by combining the percentage of respondents who selected ‘strongly
support’ or ‘support’):

. Portarlington Pier (item 18 on the draft plan) — 96.2%

. Ferry (item 16) — 91.9%

e The Esplanade (item 13) — 89.9%

e  Town Square (item 2) — 88.7%

* Main Road Entry (Newcombe Street) (item 1) — 85.2%.

The elements that received the least support were as follows (calculated by combining the percentage
of respondents who selected ‘strongly oppose’ or ‘oppose’):

*  Redevelopment of Portarlington Bowls Club (item 8) — 41.3%
*  Beachfront Commercial Development (item 14) — 23.3%

. Foreshore Landscape (item 9) — 21.2%

e Scouts Hall (item 4) — 16.9%

* Kindergarten (item 3) - 15.6%

It is interesting to note all elements in the draft plan (except for the Bowls Club redevelopment)
received more than 50% support. The Bowls Club received 49.1% support, which was higher than the
level of opposition for that proposal.

See Table 4 in Appendix A for the level of support/opposition received for all key elements presented
in the draft plan.

One of the questions on the feedback form asked respondents to prioritise their top three proposals
within the draft plan. The number of responses to this question was considerably smaller than the
other items on the feedback form and the results are not considered to be statistically valid.



The low response rate may have been due to the difficulty in selecting three proposals amongst the 18
that were stated. Also, respondents who did not complete the question correctly were not included
(eg. by placing a tick in three boxes instead of numbering them).

Table 5 in Appendix A presents the ranking of the top 3 proposals. The elements considered most
important were very similar to those that received the greatest support, with the ferry, pier and town
square ranking as the top three priorities. The interesting exception is the beachfront commercial
development, which ranked as the fourth most important proposal.

1.3.2. Qualitative Feedback

In reviewing all of the submissions received, there have been numerous qualitative comments
received regarding the various proposals/elements contained in the draft plan, as well as other town
related issues. Over 1,000 comments have been tabulated and included in Table 6 (Appendix A).

The plan elements that received most comments were the proposed Bowls Club redevelopment
(approximately 230 comments), Ferry (just under 100 comments) and Beachfront Commercial
Development (approximately 50 comments).

The following list provides a sample of the key issues raised regarding the draft plan:

. Redevelopment of the Bowls Club — some of the concerns raised related to the possible
removal/relocation of the Bowls Club; commercial development on the foreshore; viability of the
hotel and impact on views. There were a small number of respondents who suggested that the
Bowls Club should move elsewhere and others who wanted the building design to be of high
quality and have regard to the surroundings.

«  Safe Harbour Elements — strong support for the ferry; suggestions for relocation of harbour
elements; impact on swimming beach.

« Climate Change/Sea Level Rise — questions were raised regarding potential impacts of climate
change and coastal processes.

. Beachfront Commercial Development — some opposition to commercial development on the
foreshore; questions were raised regarding the potential impact on Newcombe Street businesses
and on views; design and scale of built form was important.

e Traffic and Parking — several suggestions regarding traffic management solutions and a desire to
minimise parking on the foreshore.

e Scouts Hall — mixed views regarding the preferred location for the Scouts; suggestion that the
building has heritage value.

«  CFA - mixed views regarding the redevelopment of the CFA.

. Parks Hall — support for enhanced utilisation of Parks Hall; suggestion that the fees for hiring the
hall are expensive.

e Town Square — support for the proposal; a small number of respondents expressed concern
regarding the closure of Pier Street.

1.4. NEXT STEPS

The issues raised in the feedback will be presented to the Steering Committee, who will approve any
changes to the draft plan. Formal approval of the plan will be sought from the steering committee
organisations before approval is sought from the Minister for Environment and Climate Change.

Once the draft plan has been finalised, some of the design elements will be refined (including
landscape elements and traffic management/parking). This will enable cost estimates to be prepared,
which will be used in a financial and economic assessment of the draft plan.
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PORTARLINGTON SAFE HARBOUR DRAFT MASTER PLAN

STAKEHOLDER FEEDBACK ANALYSIS

TABLE 1.

Do you think the Vision is appropriate for the Safe Harbour Precinct?

TOTAL
No. %
Yes 315 73.1
Partly 82 19.0
No 34 7.9
TOTAL 431 100.0
TABLE 2.

Do you think the draft Plan reflects the Vision?

TOTAL
No. %
Yes 267 64.2
Partly 113 27.2
No 36 8.7
TOTAL 416 100.0
TABLE 3.

Do you have any suggestions about the Vision?

SUGGESTIONS TOTAL
Generally supportive of Vision 61
Maintain the village/coastal feel of Portarlington 25
Ensure natural environment/tree planting/historical links/views are

protected 19
Commercial development on foreshore not appropriate, over-
commercialisation of public land, elements don't relate to safe

harbour concept 13
Who's vision/people pushing the vision have a vested interest 9
Don't like it (start again, idea is old, too ambitious) 7
Like it as is (ho change) 6
Support safe harbour elements 4
Concerned about global warming and development on the coast 3
Include "Protection and enhancement of the natural environment" 3
More emphasis on tourism, events 2
Include reference to people who enjoy this area, "people of all ages

and all users, including day trippers" 2
Main priority is to improve access, facilities and amenities 1
Doesn't take into account importance of marine environment (sea

horses, sea grasses) 1
Does not mention hotel, climate change, extra car parks, new roads,

etc. 1
Less emphasis on commercial fishing 1
Port to reflect a functional marine environment 1
TOTAL 159
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TABLE 4.
Please express your opinion towards the draft Plan proposals by ticking the appropriate boxes (from Strongly Support to Strongly Oppose).

Support No View Oppose TOTAL
Proposal No. % No. % No. % No. %
1. Main Road Entry (Newcombe Street) 357 85.2 24 5.7 38 9.1 419 100.0
2. Town Square 369 88.7 12 2.9 35 8.4 416 100.0
3. Kindergarten 282 67.8 69 16.6 65 15.6 416 100.0
4. Scouts Hall 282 68.0 63 15.2 70 16.9 415 100.0
5. Parks Hall 317 76.8 49 11.9 47 11.4 413 100.0
6. CFA 277 67.9 68 16.7 63 15.4 408 100.0
7. Shared Parking Spaces 294 73.9 69 17.3 35 8.8 398 100.0
8. Redevelopment of Portarlington Bowls
Club” 208 49.1 41 9.7 175 41.3 424 100.0
9. Foreshore Landscape 305 72.6 26 6.2 89 21.2 420 100.0
10. West Foreshore Road and Parking
Spaces 316 78.0 28 6.9 61 15.1 405 100.0
11. Henderson Reserve 321 79.1 32 7.9 53 13.1 406 100.0
12. Newcombe Street Parking 345 84.6 19 4.7 44 10.8 408 100.0
13. The Esplanade 365 89.9 17 4.2 24 5.9 406 100.0
14. Beachfront Commercial Development” 293 70.4 26 6.3 97 23.3 416 100.0
15. East Foreshore Parking Spaces 311 77.2 30 7.4 62 15.4 403 100.0
16. Ferry Terminal and Berths* 417 91.9 8 1.8 29 6.4 454 100.0
17. Refuelling/Service Berth 337 82.2 36 8.8 37 9.0 410 100.0
18. Portarlington Pier 395 93.2 9 2.1 20 4.7 424 100.0

NOTE:

# In addition to the feedback forms received, the petition with 318 signatures expressed opposition to the proposed hotel and multi-storey development on

Crown Land on the Portarlington foreshore.

* An additional 700 feedback forms were received, in which respondents had only ticked the "Strongly Support" box for the Ferry Terminal and Berths.
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TABLE 5.
In addition, please rank your top 3 proposals, with 1 being the most important/highest priority.

Proposal First Preference | Second Preference | Third Preference TOTAL
1. Main Road Entry (Newcombe Street) 18 19 11 48
2. Town Square 28 33 24 85
3. Kindergarten 14 11 10 35
4. Scouts Hall 4 6 15 25
5. Parks Hall 12 19 14 45
6. CFA 9 12 30
7. Shared Parking Spaces 14 23
8. Redevelopment of Portarlington Bowls Club 17 14 40
9. Foreshore Landscape 5 10 21 36
10. West Foreshore Road and Parking Spaces 4 13 11 28
11. Henderson Reserve 2 6 13
12. Newcombe Street Parking 10 4 20
13. The Esplanade 4 9 19
14. Beachfront Commercial Development 11 29 27 67
15. East Foreshore Parking Spaces 8 5 9 22
16. Ferry Terminal and Berths 119 23 15 157
17. Refuelling/Service Berth 4 20 13 37
18. Portarlington Pier 30 39 32 101
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TABLE 6.
OTHER COMMENTS

Total (No. of
1. Main Road Entry (Newcombe Street) Responses)
Make Newcombe Street one way 5
More parking on Newcombe will slow traffic 2
No more trees in median 2
Discourage vehicle access between Harding and Brown Streets 1
Not required 1
Upgrade Newcombe Street (tired looking) 1
Tree selection critical 1
If need for more parking it should be on the south side 1
Sub Total 14
Total (No. of
2. Town Square Responses)
Do not close Pier Street 8
Excellent proposal, good area for community activity 6
Revitalise and utilise Rotunda for bands, information centre, etc 5
Will there be enough parking for Senior Citizens, locate parking
on east side of Senior Citizens 3
Town Square too small for market/Mussel Festival 2
Relocate existing senior citizens club (eg. next to Parks Hall) 2
Relocate market to town square/Pier Street 2
Provide appropriate paved surface for continuation of races 2
More rest stops on both sides of Pier Street for elderly, disabled
and other users of the area 1
Safety concerns for pedestrians 1
Need to compensate for lost parking 1
Pier St closure OK if no retail along it 1
Town square not required 1
Use senior citizens building for other community uses 1
Sub Total 36
Total (No. of
3. Kindergarten Responses)
Remove/relocate kindergarten elsewhere (to existing school area,
CFA building, Parks Hall) 25
Retain kindergarten in Pier Street 6
Provide access for community use (after hours) 2
Revert land to park/community use if kindergarten is relocated 2
Has just been upgraded 1
Sub Total 36
Total (No. of
4. Scouts Hall Responses)
Relocate Scouts (Parks Hall, to existing football ground) 11
Retain Scouts Hall - has heritage values, upgrade 11
Let Scouts decide if/where they want to move 4
Do not relocate Scouts 3
Remove old toilet block in park near Scouts Hall 1
Scouts Australia support relocation subject to meeting certain
requirements 1
Demolish Scout Hall 1
Sub Total 32
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Total (No. of

5. Parks Hall Responses)
Too expensive to use, restructure fees 8
Extending Parks Hall for community use is good (include
Neighbourhood House) 7
Has already been refurbished/extended, leave as is 6
Appears to be currently underutilised 1
Provide for current and future needs 1
Incorporate conference facilities 1
Sub Total 24

Total (No. of
6. CFA Responses)
Do not relocate CFA 10
Relocate elsewhere 6
Development as a joint community facility is OK 4
CFA open to meeting other community needs/sharing parking 1
Not safe for children to be near CFA 1
Sub Total 22
[7. Shared Parking Spaces

Total (No. of
8. Redevelopment of Portarlington Bowls Club Responses)
Do not redevelop Bowls Club (with hotel) 52
Do not remove bowls club from current location 48
No hotel (on foreshore) 44
Build hotel elsewhere (north of Parks Hall, town square, caravan
park, vacant land) 18
Viability of/demand for the hotel is questionable, enough
accommodation in town 12
Move Bowls Club elsewhere (eg. next to Golf Club, west of
current site, east of low level hotel) 9
Design in harmony with surrounds (don't impede views)/good
design/low level 7
How will development impact the area environmentally (unstable
cliff)? 4
Roof top Bowls Club is not practical 4
Needs to operate independently of other organisations (wherever
it is located) 4
Could/would impact views 4
Support for hotel, assist tourism 3
There is not appropriate car parking available for a new hotel 2
License is vital to club finances 2
How would members access the club? 2
Prefer other residential options instead of boutique hotel (eg. 5
star motel, apartments) 2
Needs to be undertaken with extreme care and in consultation
with Club 2
Use site for multi storey car park 2
Like rooftop option, talking point 1
Hotel will reduce sheltered car parking spaces 1
Upgrade the Grand Hotel instead of developing a new hotel 1
Include convention facilities in hotel 1
No provision for club facilities, storage, spectators, etc 1
Need continuance of club facilities 1
What is the effect on club lease and costs? 1
What are other uses proposed? 1
Incompatible with PV Mission Statement 1
Reconsider hotel later once safe harbour has been developed 1
Sub Total 231
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Total (No. of

9. Foreshore Landscape Responses)

More trees/better landscaping 3

Do not remove trees, no shelter/shade for users of this area near

their cars 3

Need to fix beachfront road 2

Ensure that the beach front has adequate vegetation to help

protect erosion and degradation. 1

Sub Total 9
Total (No. of

10. West Foreshore Road and Parking Spaces Responses)

Will result in loss of parkland/vegetation, do not remove trees 4

Do not turn into major traffic area 2

Remove West Foreshore Road 1

Car parking should be designed to retain the existing trees 1

Inclusion of speed control devices to reduce accident potential 1

Sub Total 9
Total (No. of

11. Henderson Reserve Responses)

Don't support overflow parking 2

Sub Total 2
Total (No. of

12. Newcombe Street Parking Responses)

Unattractive entry to town 3

Design car parking around the retention of existing trees 1

Sub Total 4
Total (No. of

13. The Esplanade Responses)

Include old fashioned lanterns 1

Make sure it doesn't disappear under car parks 1

Remove car parking 1

Sub Total 3
Total (No. of

14. Beachfront Commercial Development Responses)

No commercial development on foreshore, keep on main street

(Newcombe Street) 23

Impact on views? 10

Ensure good design, low scale 6

New commercial area may have a negative effect on the existing

commercial area in town 5

Already have café and toilets on beachfront, don't move Spanish

restaurant 2

Continue boardwalk east and west 2

Remove existing café and replace with picnic area 1

Limit commercial development on foreshore 1

Incompatible with PV Mission Statement 1

Compromises cleanliness and safety of eastern beach 1

Impacts on amphitheatre space 1

Sub Total 53
Total (No. of

15. East Foreshore Parking Spaces Responses)

Having road with heavy vehicles between park and beach is

dangerous 2

Don't impinge on park to the south 1

Sub Total 3
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16. Ferry Terminal and Berths
Total (No. of
16. Ferry Responses)
Support for ferry 47
Ferry terminal should be relocated/redesigned (eg. at the end of
the pier/existing breakwater, north of commercial berths) 22
Previous ferry attempts have been unsuccessful, unviable 9
Where will ferry parking go?/More car parking/Don't like amount of
ferry parking/Need to have adequate parking 8
Needs to be affordable 4
Support for ferry to Geelong 1
Don't be influenced by ferry committee 1
Allow for turning circle 1
Introduce proper ticketing system is in place 1
Needs to operate in all weather conditions 1
Ferry parking proposals need to be explained 1
Sub Total 96
Total (No. of
Berths Responses)
Commercial berths must be under separate Government control,
competitive pricing to other country working ports 8
Will impact on swimming beach (eg motorised boats) 3
More mooring facilities 2
Changes suggested to berth location 2
Allocation of 31 itinerant berths seems excessive 1
Berths security is important 1
Commercial fishing activity needs shoreline hardstand 1
Sub Total 18
Total (No. of
Both Responses)
No extra jetties for commercial berths and ferry 1
Ferry and berths will need parking 1
Sub Total 2
Total (No. of
17. Refuelling/Service Berth Responses)
Pollution from the refuelling berth and impact on recreation beach,
need to have proper environmental safety measures 11
Relocate refuelling/service berth 5
Not required 1
Sub Total 17
Total (No. of
18. Portarlington Pier Responses)
Ensure most parts of pier available to public access (and safe) 7
Concern regarding environmental impacts (eg. sand movement,
water quality, seaweed) 7
Retain berthing facilities for larger vessels (eg Enterprise) 2
Establish solid wall along pier to prevent sand shift 2
Include elements along Pier (eg. seating, interpretive signage, old
fashioned lanterns) 2
Upgrade of jetty is supported 1
Potential for a restaurant at the end of the pier 1
Increase length of pier to deeper water for fisherman use 1
Widen pier to service aquaculture industry 1
Remove controlled access gate 1
Sub Total 25
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