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Drainage

1

External apportionment
DCP Levy

In the November 2021 version of the DCP the cost of a number of drainage projects changed and the extent of the project cost that is to be recovered from the DCP was reduced to 80% without explanation.  

Additional concerns with changes to the draft November 2021 Development Contributions Plan as follows:

• Changes to the location, design and scope of infrastructure projects including the corresponding cost implications and the way the DCP relates to existing infrastructure contributions agreements within the precinct; and 

• Changes to the apportionment of some drainage items amounts to Council. As at the date of writing this report, (22 April 2022) Council is still not in reciept of a finalised drainage design nor an understanding of the cost implications of the drainage design.

Council reiterates its position that the DCP must be fully funded except to the extent of funding shortfall on account of existing permits in respect of which Council has agreed to fund the gap. A failure to fully fund the DCP will mean that Council as collecting agency and development agency WILL NOT enter into 
any works in kind agreement where the owner does not agree to fully fund the item of infrastruture which is required.  

Council will not have the financial capacity to meet any additional funding shortfall beyond what it has agreed to fund on account of existing planning permits. 

The approval of a DCP with a large unfunded component is not agreed to by Council and should not be reccomended by the Advisory Committee.  Unless the State agrees to take responsibility for the unfunded amount of the DCP or developers take responsibility individually as projects are required to be 
delivered, the DCP is unimplementable.

To the extent that it is likely that a further updated DCP will be provided prior to the hearing, Council will review and respond when it has an opportunity to review that updated DCP. 

2

External apportionment
External Drainage catchment

Council has been advised by the VPA that there will be an amount of the drainage costs that will be externally apportioned on account of stormwater drainage that is entering the  catchment from upstream. On that basis Council understands that existing stormwater flow will be apportioned to Council as 
external apportionment.  As at the date of writing this report, Council does not have any information as to what specifically is proposed only the general nature of the proposal.  This will result in a significant funding gap to the DCP as per item 1.  The publication of the November 2021 DCP was speculative in this 
respect. In any event, Council submits that the stormwater flows into the PSP area are an existing condition that the PSP must be fully aware of.  It is inappropriate to retrospectivally charge that flow of stormwater to Council.  Purchasers of land in the PSP area must be regarded as having undertaken due 
diligience to understand the condition of the land and any "encumbrances" over the land. Council will not agree to provide funding for a historical condition to the benefit of land developers within the PSP area.

3

External apportionment External 
transport catchment

Council has been advised by the VPA that there will be an external transport catchment that will apply to the precinct area.  This is work that is currently being undertaken by Stantec for the VPA and as at the date of this report 30 March 2022, Council is yet to understand the outcomes of this work and how it 
will affect the costings, rates and apportionment within the Development Contributions Plan.  Council will reserve its comments when it is fully aware of the extent of any funding gap (if any on account of this proposal.  However, as a general proposition, Council does not propose to direct any council funds 
(other than DCP levies) to projects within the PSP area.
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4

Alluvium Outfall drainage report:
The original drainage strategy and the November 2021 DCP  fails to provide the final link in the drainage system being the outfall into the Powlett River.

The Alluvium Outfall Drainage Report shows the extent of the drainage channel work within an existing farm drain from the location of the current drainage channels going in a westerly direction to Pinkerton Road.  There are unanswered questions in relation to this outfall namely:

-  What is the design solution at Pinkerton Rd where the drainage channel ends as the works stop on the east side of the bridge.  This area and the road is notorious for flooding, as a result Council has concerns about the protection of its existing bridge and culvert assets in this location being the bridge and 
culverts.  Council considers that this issue must be addressed.

- Is this essentially an extension of the drainage channel work as referred to within the Engeny Drainage Strategy?

- The Alluvium Report is not clear about whether Council is required to construct and undertake the works within the whole extent of the Powlett  River through to Pinkerton Rd?  The report must be clear on what Council's obligations are before Council will agree to take on responsibility for the works 
(assuming that they are properly funded)

Furthermore Council queries why the outfall drainage not going directly to the Powlett River north of the property immediately downstream of the wetlands? Surely it is more economical to go directly to the Powlett River rather than all the way west. 

Deed for aquiring land:
The option deed is one way of obtaining easement rights downstream for the purpose of the channels.  But is is not the only way.  Entering into the options deed is premature at this stage.  Council requires more certainty in relation to the finalisation of the drainage scheme and then will put in place the 
measures that are required to ensure esements are acquired (if necessary) downstream of the wetlands.

A voluntary deed is not the only way to acquire land. Council prefers to park the issue for now until it understands whats happening with the balance of the more substantive issues in the PSP area. 

Council also needs to be sure that the cost of acquisition of land for easements is covered by the DCP.

CHEN
Typewritten Text
Council's submission addendum 2: issues relating to material released in March and April 2022



5

Within the land at 465 Heslop Rd Wonthaggi North East, there are existing culvert crossings over the existing drainage channel for the farmer to access that side of their land. 

Will additional bridge crossings and culverts be required for the landowners to access parts of their land? 

As a result of this, will the Cardno report need to be changed/updated to reflect new assets and will those assets be identified in the DCP?  

Council will need to consider the additional costs involved.

Council awaits further advice from VPA as to what is proposed in relation to this item.  Can there be confirmation that no further crossings are required as part of the furthre channel upgrades?  Is this one of the matters that the "sensitivity  testing" is to address?

6
Council requires confirmation that additional works are required within the Powlett River itself. The Alluvium Report is unclear on this.  Council requests the report be updated to reflect this.

7
A review of the functional designs are unclear as to where the drainage channel connects into the Powlett River. The outfall connection to Powlett River must be made clear. Council requests the report be updated to reflect this.

8
Hydraulic modelling was undertaken for the existing outfall drainage into the existing farm channel through the downstream property towards the west.  Due to the diverse catchments, Council considers that updated flood modelling should be undertaken to take into account the impacts upstream, 
downstream taking into account any potential impacts on the outfall to the mouth of Powlett River.

10

In addition to extensive work being done within the river, new drainage easements and agreements will be required with the Hoeys and the other land owner/s.  

Costs of easements are unknown and not included in the DCP. Under the current arragnements, Council (not the DCP) will have to pay for the easement. Council is hesitant to agree with this arrangement and is seeking  advice from a land valuer as to the cost of the acquisition of the land required for the 
channels.

In relation to the method of acquiring easements, while an agreement and Call Options Deed have been prepared in relation to one of the two landowners affected by the drainage outfall, Council has not yet determined whether or not to proceed with this format of acquisition.  In order to do so, Council needs 
to understand what overall costs and obligations it would be subject to.  Council is obtaining legal advice on the methodolgy.  Council does not rule out the VPA proposed methodology but notes that if necessary, Council also has statitpru powers to accquire easements.  While there is a preference for voluntary 
arrangements over compulsory arrangements, a decision has not yet been made as to the proposed methodology.

11
Since the private-farm drain including outfall works lies in the floodfringe of the Powlett River, HGL for respective i.e. 50% AEP for Powlett River should also be taken into account for determining functional design workability. Council requests an anwer from Alluvium Consulting regarding this issue. 

12

The diagramatic sections of the works that will be required should be extended further downstream since hydraulic conveyance depends on downstream topography –including breaklines such as Pinkerton Rd cross drainage which has tendency of restricting flow capacity.

Council requires a response in regards to the following:

Can it be confirmed that the enhanced drainage channels will not impact the pre-determined flows to the outfall of Powlett River?

How does the increase in stormwater impact on the overall area, upstream and downstream? 

What is the treatment and remediation between the interface of the proposed outfall to Powlett River so that there is no backflow and how is this proposed to work? 

How do the additional flows from the precinct impact existing infrastructure and housing etc downstream? Has this been considered?

Does the flood modelling cover understanding the impacts further downstream and to the mouth of the Powlett River? Council is uncertain as to what the downstream effects are especially in regards to the additional drainage channel work.

Modelling should analyse the upstream flows in order to better understand what will occur downstream.  Why are we not extending the flood modelling upstream to understand how the system works in order to capture and retard flows upstream? Council is uncertain as to what the downstream effects are 
especially in regards to the additional drainage channel work.

There needs to be a more holistic view of what is happening from external catchments and upstream to better understand the requirements downstream. This may reduce flows to the Powlett River.

Is it proposed to have control of sedimentation when higher flows are experienced?

What is the impact of additional water coming from the PSP into the Powlett River based on the water already coming through the river  system above the outfall? 

In relation to Pinkerton Rd and bridge impacts has any consideration been given to what happens when it floods and how far upstream does it go?  Has emergency impacts on people getting out of those areas been considered?  

Should there be modelling for a worse than 1% storm event?

Council response to the above - there is no reference in the report. Council is uncirtain as to what the downstream effects are especially in regards to the additional drainage channel work.

9



13

For a large catchment level study and river flood analysis 2d hydraulic models are much more efficient than 1d since they simulate actual flow conditions, in addition to avoiding many assumptions with added benefit of-  way easier to convey results. It gives much relatable picture of flood plain mapping that one 
does not have to be technical background to decipher the results.

14

Has the VPA had discussions West Gippsland CMA to understand if they have adequately reviewed the reports and if they support the approach about the extent of work and works within the drainage channels and subsequently draining into the Powlett River?

Council understands that WGCMA attended the Drainage Briefing, however they have not advised whether or not they support the updated work. Council requests that the WGCMA provide a "sign off" on the proposed drainage outfall works and design so that if the drainage scheme is put in place, there are no 
surprises from the WGCMA that may cause additional costs or delays down the track.

15

Have DELWP been contacted and is their approval required? Powlett River is owned by the state government.

Clarity is required as to whether DELWP accepts the proposed method of outfall and will consent to any approvals required

16

The costings do not appear to take into account the requirement and costs for CHMPs and works in waterway approvals with the WGCMA. If these costs are reasonably anticipated (as we think they should be) then the costs should form part of the costing for the relevant drainage project.

If the next iteration of the DCP contains a contingency, the amount needs to cover the cost of the anticipated assessments.

17
Is the Alluvium outfall work being peer reviewed? 

Information needed:
18 Council requests that cross sections of the drainage channels be provided.

19a

DCP item WL-03 The April version of the Alluvium report provides two different schedules for DCP item WL-03 one after another on pages 158-161.  Both schedules provide differing costs for WL-03.  It looks like there has been a duplication of WLRB2 and the second table for WLRB3 has WLRB2 underneath the description on 
page 158.  Council notes that  HWLE indicated this section of the report is not finalised and will be reviewed after ‘sensitivity testing’. Council asks that this discrepancy is resolved in the next version.

19

As for the costings within the Alluvium Report, Council need to understand the full likely cost implications. The costings do not cover the following:

- Scouring treatment for the drainage channels.
- The report identified that waterway shear stresses were at an acceptable level, however as a result of the slower flows a mix of long  grasses can cause sedimentation to build up which could induce flooding and results in a more rigorous maintenance regime.  Council  needs to understand if the maintenance 
periods have been taken into account.
- How were the works costed if the full extent of cross sections and proposed treatment is not available?  Did this costing just include excavation works with no embellishments and no treatment?  (If that is the case then the costs may be too low).

It has been the long established practice in costing of signalised intersections  that VicRoads includes signal maintenance for 10 years as part of the capital costs of the infrastructure project.  See for example below an extract from the Wollert DCP for intersection IN-05 – though the same applies in all other 
intersections.

In relation to wetlands and drainage channels, traditionally, at least in Melbourne metro where most DCPs apply, DCPs do not deal with wetlands and drainage because they are dealt with by the Melbourne Water Drainage Schemes.  So, there are less examples to go by.  Where the examples exist in the 
regions, the cost sheets are quite rudimentary and disclose no real analysis though higher contingency costs tend to be provided (as high as 30%).  

Nevertheless from the example above (and many others like this from this and other DCPs) it is clear that where it is reasonable to capitalise maintenance costs because of the particular type of infrastructure, it is appropriate to include the funds for that element in the DCP.



19b

DCP item CU-08 and culverts generally Council is concerned that there is no detailed plan for CU-08 within any of the reports. We ask that the VPA provide the design and specifications for this item.

In regards to culverts generally, it is understood that culverts and costs are highlighted within the Engeny 2019 report and that these costs and culverts did not carry through to the 2021 report.  The Alluvium report refers to the culverts in table 2 and Appendix A but does not provide information about the costs 
and designs of all culvert assets.  It is unclear as to how the culvert assets will be implemented and what document (including detail and design) we should refer to when implementing the drainage strategies.  Council asks the VPA to please provide further clarification about this issue.

19c

Discrepancies bewteen the DCP, Engeny 
and Alluvium reports.

Council has identified  a number of references to infrastructure items which are unclear across the DCP, Engeny and Alluvium reports. For example the numbering of sediment basins in the DCP does not match the numbering of sediment basins in the Alluvium Report published in April.  

SB-02 in DCP is SB-04 in Alluvium April drawings
SB-03 in DCP is SB-05 in Alluvium April drawings
SB-04 in DCP is SB-06 in Alluvium April drawings
SB-05 in DCP is SB-07 in Alluvium April drawings

Council asks that references to infrastructure items across all documents are reviewed and reconciled.

19d

Discrepancies bewteen the DCP and PSP A number of discrepancies between the PSP and DCP have been identified. For example, the land use budget tables in both documents are inconsistent. There are too many discrepancies to list and so we ask that the text and tables in both documents be checked and reconciled. 

19e

Low quality images and tables in the 
PSP and DCP

Council notes that there are a number of tables and images within the PSP and DCP which are low in quality and difficult to read. We ask that the image quality of blurry tables and images be improved. 

Concerns: Council has lost the use of Engeny on account of an alledged potential conflict of interest.  Council has on that basis recently retained a drainage engineer to assist Council in reviewing the work being carried out by the VPA.  Council's drainage expert is currently reviewing the various reports and the designs so 
as to be able to advise Council whether the designs of what is proposed and the costs (if possible) are appropriate.  

The additional channel works for the outfall are are significant extension of works that Council had not anticipated and Council is not yet fully aware of the impacts those works will have on the costings and overall cost of the drainage strategy or of the impact upon existing Council assets in the area or of the 
potential impact on existing residential and ancillary buildings.

20

Council has not had the opportunity to work through the outcomes of this report as it was completed just before Christmas 2021.  

Council has not had an expert to review the report to ensure that it is appropriate.

Council's Infrastructure Delivery team have reviewed the work at a high level and the comments are referred to below.  

21

The Cardno estimates make little or no allowances for investigation, permits (which may have an impact on the construction costs via set conditions), hard standing areas, haul roads, cranage and any potential service relocations.  The drawings presented in the Cardno report are essentially concepts and lack 
detail to facilitate a reasonable estimate.

22 Council is unable to provide a reasonable estimate for these culvert/bridge structures.

23

Challenging factors include the WGCMA (West Gippsland Catchment Management Authority) who don’t have any funds or contributions strategy, unlike Melbourne Water.  Any design and construction will be subject to the CMA’s approval. This may leave Council in a predicament that may result in a funding 
shortfall for these works. It is recommended that the VPA send the DCP and the Cardno report to the WGCMA as approval for works in waterways comes from the WGCMA. Council is not privy to WGCMA's views on the report and if it is supported.

24
Is there a rate or allowance of escalation costs (i.e. KPI/year) etc. dependent upon when these works forecast to be implemented?

25

In looking at the various assumptions (set out in part 3.2 of the Cardno Report):

a) The proposed channels will have been constructed prior to the commencement of the bridge construction. No allowance has been made for this in the estimation. Is this part of another component of work (i.e. proposed channels being built prior to the bridge/culvert structures?) 

26

b) It is assumed that the founding conditions will be sufficient for the design loads induced by this structure. This can only be determined via geotechnical investigation/bearing capacity checks of the proposed structure. 

27
c) No allowance has been made for any demolition work on this site as the site is assumed to be greenfield. We assume this is a new bridge and no demolition required; this should be confirmed. 

28

d) It is assumed there are no utilities near the structure. No allowance has been made as part of the design for proximity of utilities to the bridge or for utility relocation works. (More preliminary works are necessary to determine if there are any existing underground services, unless it’s a greenfield site (i.e. no 
services in the vicinity of the site) 

29

e) No allowance has been made for lighting of the bridges and associated infrastructure to enable this. Is it assumed that this bridge/culvert structures are moving cattle/farmers requirements? The report should cover this element. 

Cardno Report bridges & culverts December 2021



30
f) Analysis of the vehicle turn allowance onto the bridge structures has not been calculated although proximity of boundaries has been considered. This will be required to be undertaken to ensure turning movements are understood based on type of vehicles being used (i.e. tractors, trucks etc. farm equipment) 

31 g) The rate utilised is for simple bridge construction of small planks or super Ts; 

32
h) No allowance has been made for alterations to the existing pipes already contained within the channels; Do existing pipes etc exist? If so, then allowance should be made. Many assumptions leave too much opportunity for scope creep and cost escalation. 

33 i) Scour to the channel embankments has not been considered in this scope of work; 

33a

An implementation plan for the drainage needs to be prepared. A system of temporary drainage basins will be needed and there is no early works funding in the DCP to deliver them early. 

Council is of the view that either the PSP or the DCP needs to assist in the implementation of interim measures while the permanent drainage scheme measures are put in place – which will be over a long time frame given the enormity of the scheme.  In this regard, consideration should be given to introducing 
a set of requirements in the PSP that relate to the implementation of drainage measures before the permanent assets are provided.  This should include Requirements providing for:

 •The need for planning permits to include condi ons for the provision of interim measures for stormwater treatment and retarda on before the permanent DCP funded works are provided;

 •The need for planning permits to include condi ons which require a developer to remove the interim infrastructure once the permanent infrastructure is provided or to provide security to cover the cost of the removal of interim drainage measures when the permanent DCP funded works are provided.

Please note: Council is reviewing the costings of DCP infrastructure items and reserves its right to make further submissions in relation to costings when it has completed its review. The same applies to the costings of land projects.

Please additionally note: Regarding the Alluvium Report published in April, Council is waiting for a report from its consultant Peter Coombes

Implementation of the drainage works proposed and funded by the DCP




