
 

 

 

Note – this Submission is to be read in accordance with the Greater Shepparton Planning Scheme prior to the 

gazettal of Planning Scheme Amendment VC148. Any changes required as a result of VC 148 will be prepared 

prior to submitting the final Amendment to the Minister for Planning.  
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This Part A submission is made on behalf of the Victorian Planning Authority (VPA) and 

Greater Shepparton City Council (Council) in respect of Amendment C118 to the Greater 

Shepparton Planning Scheme (the Amendment).  

The Amendment is intended to facilitate the urban development of the Shepparton North 

East growth area generally in accordance with the Shepparton North East Precinct 

Structure Plan (the PSP) and supported by Shepparton North East Development 

Contributions Plan (the DCP).  The Amendment seeks to incorporate the PSP and DCP into 

the Planning Scheme and make various ordinance and mapping changes to give effect to 

those documents.  

The VPA is the Planning Authority for the Amendment. Council is the responsible authority 

in respect of the Planning Scheme and will be both the collecting and development agency 

for the purpose of the DCP. 

The Amendment has been prepared by the VPA in collaboration with Council, government 

agencies and relevant stakeholders including landowners. 

A total of 31 submissions have been received in response to notification of the Amendment. 

Twenty of these (including 3 supplementary submissions) were received in response to 

formal exhibition of the Amendment in March/April 2018.  Eleven of the submissions were 

received in response to a notice given of proposed revisions to the Amendment documents 

on 16 July 2018.  

The VPA and Council have together worked diligently with all stakeholders to resolve as 

many of the submissions as practicable. The issues raised in the unresolved submissions 

and the VPA and Council’s response in relation to the same are outlined in Section 8 – 

Summary of Unresolved Issues and detailed in Appendix 1 – Summary of Submissions.  

As directed by the Panel, this Part A Submission includes: 

 Background to the Amendment; 

 chronology of events; 

 strategic context and assessment; 

 identification of any further issues raised in submissions and the VPA’s response; 

 a copy of the authorisation letter; 

 any further updates proposed to the PSP and DCP; and 

 any changes to the other Amendment documents proposed as a result of the issues 

raised in submissions. 

 

The position presented by the VPA and Council in this submission where possible 

represents a whole of government submission. The VPA received submissions from several 

State government agencies and departments, and the following submission represents the 

agreed position (unless otherwise stated within this submission) of the following: 
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 Greater Shepparton City Council; 

 Goulburn-Murray Water; 

 Goulburn Valley Water; 

 Goulburn Broken Catchment Management Authority; 

 Environment Protection Agency; 

 Country Fire Authority; 

 VicRoads; 

 Transport for Victoria; 

 Heritage Victoria; 

 Aboriginal Victoria; and 

 Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning.  

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

The Amendment applies to land within the Shepparton North East Precinct (the Precinct), 

which is an area of approximately 177 hectares in size and situated to the north-east of 

Shepparton. Figure 1 shows the Precinct in context to the broader Shepparton area.  

The Precinct is bound by Verney Road to the west, Ford Road and an existing rural 

residential neighbourhood to the north, Grahamvale Road, a Goulburn-Murray Water 

irrigation channel and rail line to the east, and a Goulburn-Murray Water drain, Drain 3, to 

the south.  

The subject land is identified in Plan Melbourne 2017, the Hume Regional Growth Plan 

2014 and the Greater Shepparton Housing Strategy 2011 as a key residential growth front, 

and is generally zoned Farming Zone, with the Goulburn-Murray Water irrigation channels 

that traverse the Precinct zoned Public Use Zone.  

 

 

 



 

GREATER SHEPPARTON AMENDMENT C118: SHEPPARTON NORTH EAST PSP – PART A SUBMISSION AUGUST 2018 

 

 

 



 

 

 

The following provides a timeline of relevant strategic planning work preceding Amendment. 

 3 October 2006: Council adopts the Greater Shepparton 2030 Strategy Plan (Greater 

Shepparton City Council, 2006).  The Framework Plan in the Strategy Plan identifies 

the Precinct as part of the Shepparton North Growth Corridor and an ‘Area for urban 

development’.1 

 The Corridor was described as comprising a 200 hectare area boundary by Ford 

Road, Goulburn Valley Highway, Verney Road and the No. 14 GMW irrigation 

channel. In terms of timing for development, the western half of the Precinct was 

earmarked for ‘Short term future residential’ and the eastern half identified for ‘Long 

term future residential’.2 

 2008 to 2009: A landowner in the Precinct requests Council rezone the land to 

facilitate residential development. Via Maunsell Australia, the landowner commissions 

a number of reports (outlined in Table 1) to support the requested rezoning. 

 2009: Council adopts the Greater Shepparton Housing Strategy (David Lock 

Associates Pty Ltd, 2009). The Precinct continues to be identified as an Urban Growth 

Area although the proposed timing for development of the Precinct is identified in a 

Growth Management Plan as being 0-5 years 5-10 years, 10-15 years and 15 plus 

years for different parts of the Precinct. 

 2011: Council updates (and adopts) the Greater Shepparton Housing Strategy.   

 2011 to 2014: Council commissioned and prepared a number of reports (outlined in 

Table 1) to ensure relevant background information was available. 

 2012: Drainage Strategy Report Shepparton North East Growth Corridor (Reeds Pty 

Ltd, 2012), is commissioned by the same landowner who requested rezoning of the 

Precinct in 2008. 

 2014:  The Hume Regional Growth Plan (Department of Transport, Planning and 

Local Infrastructure, 2014) identifies Shepparton as ‘the pre-eminent centre for 

population growth within the Goulburn Valley sub-region3. The Precinct is identified as 

a ‘Key residential growth front’ in the Shepparton Urban Growth Framework4. 

 

 June 2013: Council requests assistance from the VPA in preparing the PSP, DCP and 

the Amendment.  

                                                           

 

 
1 Page 30. 
2 Page 31. 
3 Page 47. 
4 Page 48, Map 12. 
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 July 2016: At the Ordinary Council Meeting held on 19 July 2016, Council resolved to 

request that the Metropolitan Planning Authority become the Planning Authority for two 

amendments to the Greater Shepparton Planning Scheme to implement the 

Shepparton North East Precinct Structure Plan and the Shepparton South East 

Precinct Structure Plan. 

 July 2016: Council wrote to the Minister for Planning requesting that the VPA be 

planning authority for the Amendment to implement the PSP and DCP. 

 September 2016: The Minister responded to Council and the VPA providing in principle 

support for the VPA to be the planning authority for the Amendment.  

 November 2016: The VPA undertook informal consultation with State agencies and 

Council.  

 June 2017: Authorisation to prepare the Amendment was requested from the Minister 

for Planning. 

 3 December 2017: Authorisation to prepare the Amendment was granted subject to 

the following condition: 

“Prior to exhibition, the Shepparton North East Background Report, Shepparton 

North East Precinct Structure Plan and Shepparton North East Development 

Contributions Plan are to be revised (November 2017) to address council’s 

engineering requirements as set out in the Infrastructure Design Manual, including 

cross sections and shared path networks.” 

A copy of the Authorisation letter is included in Appendix 2 – Authorisation Letter to 

Council and VPA. 

 March 2018 to April 2018: The VPA formally exhibited Amendment C118 to the 

Greater Shepparton Planning Scheme.  

 April 2018 to August 2018: The VPA considered submissions on the Amendment. 

 11 May 2018: Panel Directions Hearing was held. 

 May 2018 to July 2018: Peer reviews of the existing infrastructure designs and 

costings occurred and the PSP, DCP and Planning Scheme ordinance were refined 

and revised to reflect these reviews.  

 16 July 2018: Updated PSP, DCP, and Planning Scheme ordinance were circulated to 

all submitters and landowners within the Precinct. 

 30 July 2018: Closing date for further or revised submissions. 

 2 August 2018: A second Panel Directions Hearing was held. 

 20 August 2018: Planning Panel Hearing is scheduled to commence.  

 

The Amendment proposes to make a number of changes to the Planning Scheme to 

facilitate the development and use of land within the Precinct.  

The proposed changes are: 



 

 

 Insert Schedule 1 to Clause 37.07 (Urban Growth Zone). The schedule will set out 

specific land use and development controls for the precinct and apply the Shepparton 

North East Precinct Structure Plan; 

 rezone land from the Farming Zone Schedule 1 (FZ1) and the Public Use Zone 

Schedule 1(PUZ1) to Urban Growth Zone (UGZ1); 

 amend the Schedule to Clause 45.01 Public Acquisition Overlay (PAO) to reserve land 

for retarding basins, open space, roads and community facilities within the 

amendment area, nominating Greater Shepparton City Council as the acquiring 

authority; 

 insert Schedule 4 to Clause 45.06 Development Contributions Plan Overlay (DCPO4) 

and apply the overlay to all land within the amendment area; 

 amend the Schedule to Clause 52.01 to include a public open space contribution for 

subdivision of land within the amendment area; 

 amend the Schedule to Clause 61.03 to insert map 19DCPO; 

 amend Clause 81.01 of the Scheme to incorporate the two new documents; 

- Shepparton North East Precinct Structure Plan; 

- Shepparton North East Development Contributions Plan. 

 amend Planning Scheme Map Nos. 11, 14 & 19; 

 amend Planning Scheme Map Nos. 11PAO & 14PAO; 

 amend Planning Scheme Map Nos. 11DCPO & 14DCPO; and 

 insert Planning Scheme Map No. 19DCPO.  

 

The Shepparton North East Development Contributions Plan (DCP) has been prepared for 

the Precinct to specify: 

 The development and community infrastructure items to be funded by development 

contributions; 

 the total cost of the funded infrastructure items and the proportion of that cost 

attributed to the precinct; 

 the levies payable by development; 

 the timing for delivery of the funded infrastructure; 

 how the DCP will be implemented; and  

 how any development contributions received will be administered.  

The Amendment proposes to incorporate the DCP into the Planning Scheme through the 

application of a Development Contributions Plan Overlay Schedule 4 (DCPO4) to the 

Precinct. 
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Agency, Council and land owner consultation progressed throughout the preparation of the 

draft PSP, DCP and ordinances. Stakeholders and the broader community were formally 

notified of the public exhibition process by the following: 

 Special Government Gazette Notice on Friday 9 March 2018; 

 public notices in local circulating newspaper Shepparton News Tuesday 6 March 2018; 

 notification letter and Newsletter sent to home owners and tenants within the notification 

area (see notification area – Figure 2); and 

 government websites including VPA, the Council, and DELWP.  

A community drop-in session was held at the Grahamvale School Library on 20 March 2018. 

This session was attended by VPA officers, Council officers, and approximately 30 

community members.  

 

A total of 31 submissions have been received in response to notification of the Amendment. 

Twenty of these (including 3 supplementary submissions) were received in response to 

formal exhibition of the Amendment in March/April 2018. The VPA worked to resolve these 

submissions, where possible, prior to the Panel Hearing, however less than half of the 

submissions remain partially unresolved due to the nature of the concerns raised.  

The major issues raised through these submissions are summarised as follows: 

 The overall DCP rate; 

 the amount and level of embellishments of the drainage, open space and road 

infrastructure;  

 buffers between the site and the adjacent industrial precinct to the south;  

 the proposed convenience retail and how this relates to the broader retail hierarchy in 

north Shepparton;  

 the distribution of infrastructure, cost and footprint, across the Precinct;  

 the use of Public Acquisition Overlays (PAOs) to determine the location of 

infrastructure;  

 the desire to co-locate the proposed community facility with the existing government 

school; and 

 access onto Ford Road is not fully supported and access onto Grahamvale Road is not 

supported.  

On 16 July 2018, revised Amendment documentation was circulated to all submitters and 

land owners within the Precinct. In response to this revised documentation, new and revised 

submissions were due to be sent to the VPA on 30 July 2018. A further 11 submissions 

were received, which raised the following issues: 

 Local contractor rates not being used in the construction of the local parks, district park, 
landscaping of the retardation basins and the community facility; 



 

 

 the inequitable location of some infrastructure items on an individual property; 

 the role of the proposed convenience retail centre and how it fits within the broader retail 
hierarchy is not considered to be resolved; 

 the limited size of the applied Commercial 1 Zone and proposed limit on as-of-right shop 
floor space;  

 the increased cost of the community facility; 

 access to the Precinct via a proposed roundabout on the corner of Ford and Grahamvale 
Roads; 

 decreased land valuations;  

 clarification of planning costs included in the DCP requested; and 

 the DCP rate has reduced, but more infrastructure is going to become the burden of 
future developers.   

The VPA provided all submissions (resolved and unresolved) to the Panel prior to the 

Directions Hearing and Panel Hearing. 
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The VPA provided a written response to all submissions received in May 2018 and, where 

necessary, has met with all submitters. A table outlining a summary of submissions and 

their status is included at Appendix 1- Summary of Submissions.  

A consistent issue raised throughout submissions related to the cost of the development 

contributions levy. At the Directions Hearing held on 11 May 2018, the Panel directed VPA 

and Council to complete a peer review of the DCP. Following the peer review, the 

Amendment documentation was updated and circulated on the 16 July 2018 to all 

submitters and land owners within the Precinct to allow the opportunity for comment on the 

proposed revisions. The closing date for further submissions was 30 July 2017.  

The VPA and Council’s formal response to all issues raised to date are outlined in this Part 

A submission and forms our position on the matters before the Panel.  

An updated key changes table outlining specific changes proposed to the Amendment 

documentation in response to submissions and/or require further refinement is included in 

Appendix 3 – PSP Change Matrix, Appendix 4 – DCP Change Matrix and Appendix 5 – 

Track Changed Ordinance.  

 

The Amendment is supported by a number of background reports, a number of background 

documents have been superseded by the more recent strategic planning documents. This 

information is provided in Table 1. 

Document Commissioned by Role in Amendment 
process 

Victorian and Local Government Policy 

Victorian and Local Government Policy N/A Informed the exhibited 
Amendment 

Victorian and Local Government 
Policy, including the Greater 
Shepparton Planning Scheme 

N/A Informed the exhibited 
Amendment 

Greater Shepparton 2030 Strategy 
Plan (Greater Shepparton City 
Council, 2006) 

N/A Informed the exhibited 
Amendment 

Greater Shepparton Housing Strategy 
(David Lock Associates Pty Ltd, 2011) 

Council Informed the exhibited 
Amendment 

Hume Regional Growth Plan 
(Department of Transport, Planning 
and Local Infrastructure, 2014). 

N/A Informed the exhibited 
Amendment 

Environmental  
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Environmental Assessment 
Shepparton North East Growth Area 
(ENSR Australia Pty Ltd, 2008) 

Nordic Pty Ltd via 
Maunsell Australia Pty Ltd 

Informed the exhibited 
Amendment 

North East Precinct Structure Plan 
Buffer Constraint and Odour Impact 
Assessment (GHD Pty Ltd, 2017) 

Council Informed the exhibited 
Amendment 

Shepparton North East PSP Noise 
Assessment (Marshall Day Acoustics 
Pty Ltd, 2017). 

Council Informed the exhibited 
Amendment 

Drainage 

Drainage Strategy Report Shepparton 
North East Growth Corridor (Reeds 
Pty Ltd, 2012) 

Nordic Pty Ltd Informed the exhibited 
Amendment 

Drainage Strategy Report Shepparton 
North East Growth Corridor (Reeds 
Pty Ltd, 2014) 

Nordic Pty Ltd Informed the exhibited 
Amendment 

Shepparton East Overland Flow Urban 
Flood Study (BMT WBM Pty Ltd, 2016) 

Council Informed the exhibited 
Amendment 

Shepparton North East Growth 
Corridor Drainage Strategy Peer 
Review (Spiire Pty Ltd, 2018) 

VPA Informed the revised 
Amendment documentation  

Traffic 

Shepparton North East Growth 
Corridor Development Traffic Impact 
Assessment (Nordic Pty Ltd, 2008) 

Nordic Pty Ltd via 
Maunsell Australia Pty Ltd 

Considered superseded  

Shepparton North East Growth Area 
Traffic Impact Assessment (AECOM 
Pty Ltd, 2009) 

Nordic Pty Ltd Considered superseded 

Shepparton North East Growth 
Corridor Traffic Engineering 
Assessment (TraffixGroup Pty Ltd, 
2011) 

Council Informed the exhibited and 
revised Amendment 
documentation 

Shepparton North East Growth 
Corridor Traffic Impact Assessment 
Report (Trafficworks Pty Ltd, 2014) 

Council Informed the exhibited and 
revised Amendment 
documentation 

Shepparton North East Growth 
Corridor Traffic Impact Assessment 
Report (Trafficworks Pty Ltd, 2018) 

Council Informed the exhibited and 
revised Amendment 
documentation 

Infrastructure 

Shepparton North East Growth Area 
Social Infrastructure Assessment 
Report (Maunsell Australia Pty Ltd, 
2008) 

Nordic Pty Ltd via 
Maunsell Australia Pty Ltd 

Considered superseded 

Physical Services Assessment Report 
(Maunsell Australia Pty Ltd, 2008) 

Nordic Pty Ltd via 
Maunsell Australia Pty Ltd 

Considered superseded 



 

 

Shepparton North East Growth 
Corridor Social Infrastructure 
Assessment (Greater Shepparton City 
Council, 2012) 

N/A Informed the exhibited and 
revised Amendment 
documentation 

Shepparton North Activity Centre 
Community Services and Facilities 
Needs Assessment (Capire Pty Ltd, 
2016) 

Council Informed the exhibited and 
revised Amendment 
documentation 

Economic and Retail 

Shepparton North East Growth Area 
Activity Centre Demand Report 
(Development Research Pty Ltd, 2008) 

Nordic Pty Ltd via 
Maunsell Australia Pty Ltd 

Considered superseded 

Shepparton North East Growth 
Corridor Economic Retail Assessment 
Report (CPG Australia Pty Ltd, 2012) 

Council Informed the exhibited 
Amendment 

City of Greater Shepparton 
Commercial Activity Centre Strategy 
(Essential Economics Pty Ltd, 2015) 

Council Informed the revised 
Amendment documentation  

Open Space 

Shepparton North East Growth Area 
Open Space and Recreation 
Assessment Report (Maunsell 
Australia Pty Ltd, 2008) 

Nordic Pty Ltd via 
Maunsell Australia Pty Ltd 

Considered superseded 

Shepparton North East Growth 
Corridor Open Space Peer Review 
(@Leisure Pty Ltd, 2010) 

Council Informed the exhibited 
Amendment 

Shepparton North East Growth 
Corridor Open Space Peer Review 
Report (@Leisure Pty Ltd, 2012). 

Council Informed the exhibited 
Amendment 

Land 

Residential Land and Supply and 
Demand in Shepparton (Spade 
Consultants Pty Ltd, 2009) 

Nordic Pty Ltd via 
Maunsell Australia Pty Ltd 

Considered superseded 

 

The Infrastructure Design Manual (IDM) is a joint initiative of regional Victorian councils 

working together to formulate and maintain a set of consistent requirements and standards 

for the design and development of infrastructure. The IDM is owned and maintained by the 

Local Government Infrastructure Design Association.  

Amendment C112 to the Greater Shepparton Planning Scheme, which was gazetted on 6 

April 2017, further implemented the IDM into the Planning Scheme by augmenting the 

existing wording in Clause 21.07 and including the document in Clause 21.09. 

While the IDM is the preferred guidance document for Council for infrastructure standards 

and design it allows for flexibility; 
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“While the Manual sets minimum standards, Councils and developers may wish to 

consider adopting alternative standards to achieve residential development outcomes that 

are more appropriate to the character or a particular rural or regional township.”5 

The IDM has been used in guiding the design of the proposed infrastructure for the PSP.  

  

                                                           

 

 
5 Infrastructure Design Manual (Version 5.10 Release Date 11 January 2018) Page 16. 



 

 

 

 

The Greater Shepparton Housing Strategy (David Locke Associates, 2011) (GSHS) 

identifies land to meet the future urban growth of the municipality until 2031. The GSHS 

includes the four main growth corridors identified in the Municipal Strategic Statement of 

the Greater Shepparton Planning Scheme, which will satisfy a significant portion of the 

predicted short to medium term residential growth needs of Greater Shepparton. In addition 

to these growth corridors, the GSHS states that it is important that growth is maintained on 

a number of fronts, providing choice and variety in the housing market. The GSHS identifies 

a number of other corridors and estates that will aid in meeting this predicted demand. The 

Precinct will be one of the most extensive and important of these areas.  

 

The Hume Regional Growth Plan (Department of Transport, Planning and Local 

Infrastructure, 2014) identifies Shepparton as a key residential growth front for Victoria. 

Identified growth corridors in Shepparton can accommodate up to 17,600 new residents by 

2031. Significant investment in physical and social infrastructure is required to support such 

growth. It specifically identifies the future Precinct as a key residential growth front (see 

Figure 3).  The plan nominates future growth population within the Precinct as 

accommodating an additional 3,900 residents, equating to approximately 1,700 lots.  

Source: Adopted from Hume Regional Growth Plan 2014, VPA 2018 
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A direction of Plan Melbourne 2017 - 2050 is to promote the growth of regional Victoria. It 

seeks to cater for future housing needs in regional Victoria by ensuring that housing change 

areas are defined, such as redevelopment sites and areas suitable for growth development, 

in order to support long-term housing growth, choice and diversity for a range of household 

types. Plan Melbourne outlines the expected population of the regions to growth from 1.5 

million to 2.2 million by 2051. Development of Shepparton, being one of Victoria’s 10 

regional cities (see Figure 4), should be in-keeping with its existing character, balanced with 

the protection of productive agricultural and horticultural land, economic resources and 

biodiversity assets that are critical to Victoria’s continued economic and environmental 

sustainability.  

Source: Adopted from Plan Melbourne Plan 2017, VPA 2018 

 

 



 

 

 

On 7 October 2009, the former Minister for Planning released the Precinct Structure 

Planning Guidelines. The Guidelines provide a tool for designing and delivering better 

quality communities in growth areas. They set out the key objectives of growth area 

planning and include a step-by-step guide on how to achieve the identified objectives. 

The overarching objectives for PSPs as set out in these guidelines are as follows:   

 Establish a sense of place and community; 

 create greater housing choice diversity and affordable places to live; 

 create highly accessible and vibrant activity centres; 

 provide local employment and business activity; 

 provide better transport choices; 

 respond to climate change and increase environmental sustainability; and 

 deliver accessible, integrated and adaptable community infrastructure. 

The UGZ applies to land that has been identified for future urban development within the 

Urban Growth Boundary. It may also be applied to land adjacent to regional cities and towns 

where a strategy has been prepared that clearly identifies that the land is suitable for future 

urban development. The UGZ sits within the suite of zones within the Victorian Planning 

Provisions. It has been specifically designed to implement an incorporated PSP and ensure 

that future development accords with the approved PSP.  

The UGZ includes two parts:  

 Part A, which applies to land when no PSP applies; and 

 part B, which applies to land when a PSP applies. 

The UGZ includes zone provisions that seek to provide certainty about the nature of future 

development, streamline the approval process and ensure that any land use and/or 

development within a precinct does not prejudice its future growth.  

A Schedule to the Urban Growth Zone is drafted for each PSP area and can include 

requirements for land use, buildings and works, application/advertising requirements, 

decision guidelines and any other conditions/requirements.  

The proposed UGZ Schedule 1 has been designed to apply a suite of Victoria Planning 

Provision zones to guide future use and development of the Precinct through the 

specification of permit triggers, application requirements, referral and/or notification 

requirements, and permit conditions so that land use and development within the Precinct 

is generally in accordance with the PSP.  

Schedule 1 to the UGZ is specific to the Shepparton North East Precinct as it includes 

certain permit triggers and requirements that respond to strategic assessment of the land 

as identified in the background reporting and planning for the Precinct.   

The design of the Schedule 1 to the UGZ promotes consistency in the manner that planning 

authorities deal with land use issues and ensures that the zone implements the SPPF and 
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LPPF. It has been structured in such a way that the ultimate translation to conventional 

Victorian Planning Provision zones can occur in a timely and efficient manner once the land 

has been developed. 

 

The State Planning Policy Framework (SPPF) ensures that the objectives of section 4 of 

the Act are implemented through appropriate land use development by addressing 

environmental, social and economic factors to achieve sustainable development. 

Table 2 outlines the State Planning Policy relevant to the Amendment.  

Policy Implementation  

Clause 11 – 
Settlement 

11.01 Victoria 

11.02 Urban Growth 

11.04 Open Space 

11.07 Regional 
Victoria 

The amendment facilitates the orderly planning and delivery of land for 
residential development that has been identified for growth, by way of 
preparing a PSP to direct how the precinct will accommodate growth 
and the relevant infrastructure required to support this growth. 

Clause 11 - 
Settlement 

11.12 Hume 

The PSP implements the Hume Regional Growth Plan 2014 by 
preparing a PSP for a precinct that is identified in this document as a 
key growth corridor to accommodate population growth for Shepparton.  

Clause 12 – 
Environmental and 
Landscape Values 

12.01 Biodiversity 

The Precinct does not include any areas of matters of significance 
regarding biodiversity, hence there are no requirements for biodiversity 
protection. 

Clause 13 – 
Environmental Risks 
and Amenity 

Clause 13.05 Bushfire 

Bushfire risk in the precinct is currently managed through the Building 
Regulations 2006, however the amendment requires site-management 
during construction to minimise the potential spread of any bushfire 
through land. This will be implemented via relevant provisions and 
requirements incorporated into Schedule 1 to the UGZ. 

Clause 15 – Built 
Environment and 
Heritage 

Clause 15.01 Urban 
Environment 

Clause 15.02 
Sustainable Design 

The amendment seeks to implement the PSP that guides urban 
development so that it provides for a liveable and diverse community 
that integrates and is well connected to existing and establishing 
communities. The PSP provides a future urban structure that outlines a 
well-designed subdivision pattern and transport network that fosters 
more sustainable modes of transport, a safe public environment, a 
network of public open space, and a diverse housing stock to attract a 
diverse community. 

Clause 16 –  Housing 

Clause 16.01 
Integrated Housing 

Housing in the precinct will be fully serviced. New residents will have 
access to existing services and employment opportunities within the 
community and in adjacent developed neighbourhoods. The PSP sets 
out provisions to facilitate a range of potential housing types and 
densities. 



 

 

Clause 17 – Economic 
Development 

Clause 17.01 
Commercial 

The amendment provides a local convenience centre providing 
essential services and potential employment opportunities for residents 
within the precinct. 

Clause 18 – Transport  

Clause 18.01 Land 
use and Transport 
Planning 

Clause 18.02 
Movement Networks 

The precinct’s road network will integrate with the existing arterial road 
network and provide opportunities for bus routes to traverse the 
precinct. The proposed road network provides a robust structure for 
traffic and transport movement within and through the precinct. 

 

The Amendment supports the Local Planning Policy Framework (LPPF) particularly the 

Municipal Strategic Statement (MSS).  

Table 3 outlines the Local Planning Policy relevant to the Amendment.  

Policy Implementation  

Clause 21.04 
Settlement 

 

This policy provides a strategic direction for the anticipated growth of 
the municipality, including guidance on urban consolidation and growth; 
housing; rural residential living; community life; and non-residential 
uses. This policy includes framework plans for different areas of the 
municipality that identify the settlement boundary and directs urban 
growth. The precinct is identified in the Shepparton North Framework 
Plan as an area for urban growth that reflects the Greater Shepparton 
Housing Strategy, 2011 and the Hume Regional Growth Plan, 2014. 

Clause 21.05 
Environment 

There are existing drainage channels throughout the precinct that 
service the existing farmland. As a result of the development of the 
precinct these channels will be removed. The PSP requires an 
integrated water management system that operates to best practice 
standards ensuring that drainage and stormwater is managed 
consistent with pre development levels. 

Clause 21.06 
Economic 
Development 

The PSP accommodates a local convenience centre which will provide 
some employment opportunities and economic development for the 
community. The size of the local convenience centre is such to service 
the basic daily needs of the future community, thereby not competing 
with the established hierarchy of commercial and activity centres within 
the Shepparton central activities area. 

Clause 21.07 
Infrastructure 

The amendment supports this clause by identifying the required 
infrastructure to service the precinct. The road structure within the 
precinct is designed to ensure it will successfully improve and integrate 
with the existing road network. The PSP includes bus capable roads to 
reduce car dependency 
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The Amendment complies with the applicable Ministerial Directions as outlined in the 

explanatory report. More broadly, the Amendment complies with the following Ministerial 

Directions relating to the preparation of an amendment within the urban growth areas, 

including Ministerial Direction 11 - Strategic Assessment of Amendments, and Ministerial 

Direction 12 - Urban Growth Areas, as detailed further below.  

 

The Amendment has been strategically assessed in accordance with the assessment 

criteria set out in Ministerial Direction 11. The Amendment will implement the objectives of 

planning in Victoria by providing for the fair, orderly, economic and sustainable use of land 

identified for urban purposes. 

The Amendment has addressed environmental effects, as the pattern of land use and 

development was guided by studies of the area relating to flora and fauna, flooding and 

drainage. 

The Amendment has addressed the relevant social and economic effects. It is expected to 

have a positive social and economic effect through the provision of additional housing and 

community facilities, as well as the creation of local employment opportunities. The 

Amendment has considered the relevant social, environmental and economic effects, and 

the amendment will result in a net community benefit.  

 

This Direction applies to the preparation of any planning scheme amendment that provides 

for the incorporation of a PSP in the scheme or the introduction of, or changes to, provisions 

in a schedule to the Urban Growth Zone (UGZ). Therefore, the Direction applies to the 

Amendment. 

The Direction requires the Amendment to implement any Growth Area Corridor Plan 

relevant to the land and must be in accordance with applicable Precinct Structure Plan 

Guidelines. 



 

 

 

 

The PSP area is identified in the Hume Regional Growth Plan 2014 as one of the five main 

residential growth fronts seeking to accommodate the bulk of any future population growth 

in Greater Shepparton. These growth areas are identified in Table 4.  

The Mooroopna West Growth Corridor, Shepparton North Growth Corridor and Shepparton 

South Growth Corridor are identified on Figure 5. The four residential investigation areas 

identified in Figure 5 are identified in the Greater Shepparton Housing Strategy 2011 (David 

Locke Associates Pty Ltd, 2011) as potentially suitable for urban development subject to 

the completion of investigation studies.  

Source – Adopted from Hume Regional Growth Plan 2014 

  Growth area Lot 
yield 

Land 
area 
(ha) 

Population Amendment Number Status 

Mooroopna 
West Growth 
Corridor 

1600 260 4000 Amendment C75 was 
gazetted on 8 July 2010 
facilitated development of 
the precinct.  

Amendment C160 was 
gazetted on 16 May 2013 
to correct a number of 
errors and anomalies.  

Strategic planning 
complete.  

Development 
commenced.   

Shepparton 
North Growth 
Corridor 

1000 200 2700 Amendment C11 was 
gazetted on 27 November 
2003 and rezoned the 
land for residential 
purposes.  

Amendment C181 was 
gazetted on 25 February 
2016 to facilitate drainage 
infrastructure.  

Amendment C188 was 
gazetted on 12 October 
2017 and rezoned the 
remaining land for 
residential purposes. 

Amendment C203 was 
gazetted on 7 June 2018 
and amended the expiry 
date of the DCP. 

Strategic planning 
complete.  

Almost fully developed.  

Shepparton 
North East 
Growth 
Corridor 

1500 180 4000 Proposed Amendment 
C118. 

PSP and DCP 
currently being 
prepared by VPA in 
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collaboration with 
Council. 

Shepparton 
South Growth 
Corridor 

1400 490 3600 Amendment C11 was 
gazetted on 27 November 
2003 and rezoned land for 
residential purposes.  

Amendment C155 was 
gazetted on 17 July 2014 
and allowed for an 
expansion of the 
neighbourhood activity 
centre. 

Amendment C203 was 
gazetted on 7 June 2018 
and amended the expiry 
dated of the DCP. 

Strategic planning 
complete. 

Almost fully developed. 

Shepparton 
South East 
Growth 
Corridor 

2500 475 6500 N/A PSP and DCP 
currently being 
prepared by VPA in 
collaboration with 
Council.  
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The PSP is a long-term plan for future urban development of the site. It describes how the 

land is expected to be developed, and how and where services are planned to support 

development. The Plan provides a high level structure to guide subsequent detailed 

planning and development and thus will be subject to further refinement through this 

process.  

The PSP provides a guide for the delivery of an urban environment that will be a logical 

extension of the existing established neighbourhoods of Shepparton. The PSP will enable 

the transition of ‘urban identified’ land to urban land giving effect to necessary applied zone 

provisions to allow development to occur in accordance with the Plan. 

The PSP outlines the projects required to ensure that future residents, visitors and workers 

within the Precinct are provided with essential services and timely access to key 

infrastructure necessary to support proposed land uses and the future community. 

The PSP includes a Precinct Infrastructure Plan (PIP), which details what is to be included 

within the DCP and ensures Government agencies, Council, developers, the local 

communities, and investors have certainty about future development requirements of the 

Precinct. 

Figure 6 below is the Exhibited Shepparton North East Future Urban Structure (Plan 2 in 

the PSP). 

 

The development of the PSP area if guided by a set of key objectives: 

 Create an attractive urban environment that features tree-lined streets and a diversity 

of open spaces with high-amenity landscaping; 

 provide urban design outcomes which recognise the history of the site, its relationship 

to horticulture and its relationship to neighbouring farmland to provide an appropriate 

transition from rural to urban landscapes; 

 promote a diversity of dwellings to meet the needs of the future resident population. 

 encourage the provision of local retail and community services, to meet the daily needs 

of residents within the precinct, without compromising the function and role of nearby 

activity centres; 

 establish generous public open space assets that are visually and physically linked via 

the local road network and associated pedestrian and cycling trails; 

 promote local self-sufficiency by encouraging private and public community facilities to 

establish in the precinct; 

 establish appropriate waterway setback widths to achieve a balance between water 

quality, biodiversity, recreation and visual amenity while maximising developable land; 



 

 

 create a road network that is permeable and facilitates efficient and direct pedestrian, 

cyclist and vehicle movement; 

 provide alternatives to the use of private vehicles through the creation of direct links to 

commercial areas, schools and community assets for pedestrians, cyclists and public 

transport users; 

 deliver an integrated and resilient water system that supports liveable and sustainable 

communities, protects the environmental health of urban waterways and the Goulburn 

River and delivers affordable, efficient and safe water services; 

 ensure that development staging is co-ordinated with the delivery of key local and 

State infrastructure; and 

 ensure that development responds to the staged decommissioning of Goulburn–

Murray Water channels. 
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The PSP articulates the following Vision for the Precinct: 

“The PSP will offer the Greater Shepparton community a new residential neighbourhood in 

close proximity to the city centre. It will be characterised by attractive open spaces and tree-

lined streets. 

The new neighbourhood will seamlessly integrates with the surrounding urban framework 

of Shepparton. The precinct will ultimately support approximately 1,500 new homes for a 

population of approximately 4,000 residents. 

The Precinct will feature abundant open space, including five district retarding basins that 

integrate with a variety of adjoining parks. Reserves associated with the existing Goulburn-

Murray Water drains will be converted into landscaped waterway corridors with shared path 

links, connecting the Precinct with the city’s open space network.  

An anticipated local convenience centre will allow residents to shop locally for basic 

conveniences whilst capitalising on its Verney Road frontage for exposure to surrounding 

neighbourhoods. The local convenience centre is positioned to integrate directly with a 

planned community centre and town square, creating a vibrant community hub for local 

residents. 

The Precinct will build on the structure of the existing road network and include safe and 

convenient access to Verney Road, Ford Road and Grahamvale Road to connect the 

Precinct with the wider Shepparton area. Tree-lined connector streets will cater to local bus 

routes within the precinct and feature shared bicycle and pedestrian paths that directly links 

residents to schools, community facilities and the open space network. 

The PSP will embrace the regional city character of Shepparton and acknowledges its 

surrounding rural landscapes. It will assist and strengthen the growth of the regional city, 

while maintaining its unique character and high standard of liveability.”6  

 

The following sections provide information on the exhibited PSP and DCP documents. 

Further information on the revised material is provided in Section 6 – Peer Review.  

 

The PSP provides land for residential, employment, local parks, local community facilities, 

schools, roads and waterways supporting around 144.83 Net Developable Area (NDA) 

hectares (see Figure 7). The total areas and percentage of net developable area are 

provided in more detail in the Summary land use budget in Table 1 at Page 11 of the PSP 

document.  

                                                           

 

 
6 Shepparton North East Precinct Structure Plan (Victorian Planning Authority, July 2018) Section 
2.1, Page 10. 
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The PSP is estimated to deliver approximately 144.83 hectares NDA-Residential across the 

applied General Residential Zone supporting an estimated 1,500 dwellings to 

accommodate 4,000 residents.   

 

The PSP allows for the potential expansion of the existing government school and non-

government school. Should expansion of the government school proceed as per the Plan, 

the school will total approximately 3.5 hectares in area, as per the size recommended by 

the Department of Education and Training (DET) for government primary school sites.   

The land shown for the expansion of the government and non-government school will 

facilitate the re-orientation of access to the schools so they are internal to the precinct. 

Currently, the government school is accessed off Grahamvale Road, which causes safety 

concerns. This was emphasised in the submission from Grahamvale Primary School. The 

non-government school is accessed from Verney Road, which is also a busy arterial road.  

 

The exhibited PSP provides for a Level 1 multi-purpose facility including a community room 

and space for a double kindergarten. The proposed facility is integrated with the proposed 

convenience retail, district park and is in proximity to the existing non-government school. 

Inclusion of the facility in the PSP was informed by the Shepparton North East Growth 

Corridor Social Infrastructure Assessment (Greater Shepparton City Council, 2012). 

One hundred percent of the cost of this facility was attributed to the Precinct in the DCP 

with 70% of the cost proposed to be recovered via the Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) 

and 30% via the Development Infrastructure Levy (DIL).  

 

The exhibited transport network is informed by the Shepparton North East Growth Corridor 

Traffic Impact Assessment Report (Trafficworks, 2014). The proposed transport network for 

the precinct includes a network of Connector and Local Access Streets.  

The transport projects proposed to be funded by the DCP comprise: 

 Four intersection projects, including two signalised intersections onto Verney Road, a 

T-intersection onto Ford Road and a signalised intersection onto Grahamvale Road.  

 Land and construction costs to upgrade part of the Connector Level Road network from 

Connector Level 1 to Connector Level 2. 

 Construction of a pedestrian bridge for a shared path crossing over G-MW Drain 3 on 

the east side of Verney Road. This path extension is required to connect the new 

residential area to the existing shared path and footpath networks.  



 

 

While delivery of the connector level network would typically be considered local 

infrastructure or subdivision works (and not funded via a DCP), it is considered necessary 

to include the works in the DCP to ensure the efficient and equitable delivery of the 

connector level network.  

As the Trafficworks report concludes that the Precinct does not generate a need for 

additional capacity to be provided on the surrounding arterial road network, the DCP did not 

include any land projects for arterial road widening.  

 

The exhibited PSP proposed 5 retardation basins to service the necessary drainage 

infrastructure of the precinct. The extent and location of this drainage infrastructure was 

informed by recommendations in the Drainage Strategy Report Shepparton North East 

Growth Corridor (Reeds, 2014).   

Drainage infrastructure is required to appropriately retard and treat stormwater flows from 

the new urban development, in accordance with best practice principles and prior to 

discharge into rural areas at pre-development rates to the satisfaction of G-MW.  

 

The exhibited PSP provides 8.46% of NDA (Residential) as credited open space and 

recreation which is slightly less than the PSP Guideline standard. This provision is provided 

by 4 local parks and 1 district park (6.12 ha). The Guidelines also call for 95% of dwellings 

to be within 400 metres of a local park, which has been achieved as reflected by the Future 

Urban Structure.  

The exhibited DCP proposed to fund the land and construction cost for both the district 

parks and local parks. While local parks would typically be delivered as local infrastructure 

or subdivision works (and not funded via a DCP), it was considered necessary to include 

the infrastructure in the DCP to ensure the standard of open space delivered across the 

Precinct meets the expectations of the community and Council.  
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A Directions Hearing was held on 11 May 2018 in relation to the Amendment. At the 

Directions Hearing, the VPA and Council sought to defer the Panel Hearing previously 

scheduled for the week of 4 June 2018 to allow a peer review of the design and cost of 

some infrastructure in the DCP in response to issues raised in submissions, and its own 

internal review. The Panel affirmed this approach and directed the VPA to distribute a copy 

of any peer review and revised Amendment documents to all landowners impacted by the 

PSP and to Amendment by Monday 16 July 2018. 

The Panel further directed any further submissions or updates to submissions be made to 

the VPA by 4.00pm on Monday 30 July 2018: 

The Peer Review process involved the engagement of a number of consultants to conduct 

review of the following components of the DCP: 

 Spiire Australia Pty Ltd (Spiire) to review the functional design and costing of the 

proposed drainage infrastructure; and 

 Mesh Pty Ltd (Mesh) to review the local parks, district park, landscaping of retardation 

basins and community facility. 

Additionally, the VPA engaged Trafficworks to prepare an addendum to the existing Traffic 

Impact Assessment Report (TIAR) which included the preparation of revised costings for 

the three proposed road projects.  

The Peer Review process and further review of the TIAR informed revised concept plans 

and costings for all infrastructure categories which were reflected in the revised material 

and circulated to all submitters and land owners on 16 July 2018. A comparison of the 

exhibited and revised costings and projects are shown in Table 5.  

Project 
Category 

Exhibited 
costing 

($/NDHA) 

Exhibited projects Revised costing 
($/NDHA) 

Revised projects 

Transport $64,385 4 road projects 

4 intersection 
projects 

1 bridge project 

$46,454 3 road projects 

3 intersection 
projects 

1 bridge project 

Community 
Facilities 

$5,032 1 community 
facility 

$27,134 1 community 
facility 

Open Space $58,844 1 district park 

4 local parks 

$36,865 1 district park 

4 local parks 

Drainage $134,898 5 retardation 
basins 

$62,872 4 retardation 
basins 



 

 

Total ($/NDHA) $264,588 $174,944 

 

Submissions to the exhibited Amendment raised the cost of the proposed infrastructure as 

an issue and suggested the proposed drainage design had been designed for a 

metropolitan Melbourne context and is not suited in a Shepparton context. The provision of 

five retardation basins for the Precinct was considered excessive.  

Spiire was engaged to conduct a peer review of the Drainage Strategy Report Shepparton 

North East Growth Corridor (Reeds, 2014). The Shepparton based Spiire office as they 

identified their knowledge of the local context and understanding of the requirements of the 

local catchment authority (Goulburn-Murray Water). Spiire Australia was directed to: 

 Review the assumptions in the report prepared by Reeds. 

 review the functional retardation basin design and costing in the report prepared by 

Reeds; 

 prepare a revised functional layout plan and apportionment calculations for each 

retardation basin;  

 provide revised costings to inform the DCP; and 

 provide responses to a number of specific concerns raised regarding the quantum, 

design and costing of drainage infrastructure in submissions. 

The Shepparton North East Growth Corridor Drainage Strategy Peer Review (Spiire, 2018) 

was prepared, which generally agreed with the methodology used by Reeds but identified 

amendments to the design and rates used for drainage construction costs. The Spiire report 

recommended the following:  

 The basin on parcels 6 and 14 is shown on an existing G-MW irrigation supply channel 

which would result in significant earthworks to grade the catchment. Irrigation channels 

are generally constructed on the highest sections of land. Therefore Spiire Australia 

Pty Ltd has proposed to split this basin and add the additional volume to the existing 

basins in the north east and south east of the Precinct to reduce the total number of 

basins to four. 

 The proposed basin in the north west of the precinct is relocated further south to comply 

with the Environmental Protection Authority (EPA) Code of Protection for Onsite 

Wastewater Management.  

 A number of civil cost savings are also identified.  

The recommendations from the report prepared by Spiire Australia were reflected in the 

revised PSP and DCP documents circulated. They provided for the following changes to 

what was exhibited: 

 The deletion of one retardation basin (RB-04) and the renaming of exhibited RB-05 to 

RB-04;  

 the change in size and location of the existing basins to ensure compliance with EPA 

standards and to accommodate further capacity required by the loss of one basin; and 
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 a reduction in the DCP levy amount per NDHA from $134,898 to $62,872. 

The total cost for drainage projects in the exhibited DCP was $19,536,727 with a per NDHA 

drainage levy of $134,898, the total cost of drainage projects in the revised DCP was 

$9,211,355 with a per NDHA drainage levy of $62,872.  

A summary of the drainage approach in the exhibited documentation and revised 

documentation is identified in Table 6.  

Basin reference and location Land area Construction cost 

Exhibited  

RB-01 (north west) 1.79 ha $3,503,445 

RB-02 (south west) 1.54 ha $3,503,445 

RB-03 (north east) 1.37 ha $3,503,445 

RB-04 (east) 2.22 ha $3,503,445 

RB-05 (south east) 1.49ha $3,503,445 

Revised 

RB-01 (north west) 2.03 ha $1,682,371 

RB-02 (south west) 2.05 ha $1,655,871 

RB-03 (north east) 2.55 ha $2,211,057 

RB-04 (south east) 2.49 ha $1,838,056 

 

To achieve a reduction in cost of the local parks, a portion of open space requirement has 

been considered as being provided within the drainage reserve. This approach is consistent 

with IDM which states that any area to be contributed to open space requirements must 

meet the following criteria: 

 Be at least 10m wide; 

 incorporate the construction of shared walkways; 

 have a cross-fall within a 10m wide corridor around any path; 

 be linked to other public open space being provided in the area; 

 not be inundated during any event up to and including a 20% AEP event; and 

 unless otherwise agreed by Council, not be inundated during a 1% AEP event.  

Spiire applied the above conditions and recommend a 0.3 hectare portion of drainage land 

adjacent to the local parks can be considered unencumbered which justified the reduction 

in size of the local parks from 1ha to 0.7ha. Further changes to the local park 

infrastructure are outlines in Section 3.2.3 – Local Parks.   



 

 

 

Submitters raised issues with the following components of this infrastructure including the: 

 Design for open space includes unnecessary items and is overembellished;  

 Community Facility is unnecessary; and  

 plan for the landscaping of the retardation basin includes unnecessary items. 

Mesh were engaged to review four DCP infrastructure items in the exhibited documentation 

to determine whether any components of the projects should be removed or updated, and 

to provide concept designs and costing sheets to reflect the agreed modified infrastructure 

projects.  

The items Mesh reviewed included the concept plans and cost sheets for the local parks, 

the district park, the landscaping of the retardation basins and the community facility. The 

purpose of the review of these four items was to ensure the scope of costed items in each 

infrastructure item is considered reasonable under the DCP system in a regional context.   

The exhibited concept plans for these infrastructure items were generally prepared 

separately by different consultancies. It was considered appropriate for the concepts for 

each of these infrastructure items to be prepared by one consultancy so opportunities for 

infrastructure sharing and footpath connections could be realised.  

Mesh rely on other companies with expertise to assist including: 

 Outlines Landscape Architecture Pty Ltd (Outlines) were engaged to prepare the 

revised concept plans for the local parks, the district park and landscaping of the 

retardation basins. 

 PlanCost Pty Ltd (Plancost) were engaged to prepare the cost sheets for the local park, 

the district park, the landscaping of the retardation basins and the community facility.  

Mesh provided a potential alternative Future Urban Structure that reduced the amount of 

open space while still achieving the 400 metre walkable catchment.  

The peer review of the drainage infrastructure recommended that a drainage basin could 

be removed (see section 6.2); therefore, it was considered appropriate to remove the local 

parks adjacent to this retardation basin. Further discussions with Mesh Pty Ltd prompted 

the preparation of advice regarding the use of PAOs in the exhibited amendment.  

Mesh provided the following outputs: 

 Advice on the use of PAOs (prepared by Mesh); 

 a revised concept plan and cost sheet for the local park (prepared by Outlines and 

Plancost); 

 a revised concept plan and cost sheet for the district park (prepared by Outlines and 

Plancost); 

 a revised concept plan and cost sheet for the landscaping of the retardation basin 

(prepared by Outlines and Plancost); 
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 a revised cost sheet for the community facility (prepared by Outlines and Plancost); 

and 

 an updated concept plan for the community facility and convenience retail (reflected as 

Figure 1 in the revised PSP  

All of the outputs prepared by Mesh are provided at Appendix 6 – Outputs from Mesh Work.  

 

As part of the peer review process the use of the PAO was examined. The exhibited material 

proposed 14 PAOs be applied on all retardation basins, open space, road projects and the 

community centre. The revised amendment proposes the removal of all but one PAO, which 

is the proposed PAO23 on RB-03.  

Mesh reviewed the land ownership pattern and the location of proposed infrastructure and 

there was a low to medium risk to development. In order for Parcel 6 to develop in isolation, 

access to RB-03 is required. Considering RB-03 is entirely within parcel 3, it was considered 

necessary to maintain a PAO on this infrastructure item in order to enable parcel 6 to 

develop in isolation.  

 

Mesh were tasked with reviewing the concept design and cost sheet for the local parks to 

identify any items in the exhibited material that may be considered over embellished and 

inappropriate to be included in the DCP.  

As part of this review of the local parks, it was suggested the provision of open space 

appeared excessive for the Precinct, considering the 400 metre walkable catchment to open 

space was overlapping in some parts. It was also suggested that the size of the local parks 

could be reduced from 1ha to 0.7ha as this would achieve a cost saving and would still 

provide a substantial open space offering for the community. As discussed in section 6.2, 

Spiire recommended the reduction from 5 retardation basins to 4, it was considered 

appropriate to remove the local park proposed to be adjacent to the exhibited RB-04 as the 

400 metre walkable catchment to open space would still be achieved for the majority of the 

Precinct. As discussed in section 6.2.1, Spiire work justified the reduction in the size of the 

local parks from 1ha to 0.7ha.  

The construction cost of each local park in the exhibited DCP was $882,480 and this was 

reduced to $640,000 for each local park in the revised documentation.  

Table 7 outlines the exhibited local parks and the changes reflected in the concept plan and 

cost sheet prepared by Outlines and Plancost  

Exhibited Amendment Changes proposed in revised Amendment 
documentation 

4 local parks each 1 hectare in size. 3 local parks each approximately 0.7ha in size 
(also based on recommendation from Spiire – 
See Section 6.2.1.  



 

 

Embellishments in local park concept plan and 
cost sheet. 

A revised concept plan was prepared which 
included a reduction in width of internal 
footpaths, reduction in extent of internal 
footpaths, removal of external footpath network 
as this will be delivered by the cross section, 
reduction in extent of play equipment and 
reduction in garden beds.   

Revised cost sheets where prepared to reflect 
these changes. 

 

The size of the district park in the exhibited amendment was 2.12 hectares this increased 

slightly in the revised material to 2.22 hectares to be accommodated with the proposed 

change in size and shape of the adjacent retardation basin.  

The construction cost of the district park in the exhibited DCP was $3,522,731 and this was 

reduced to $2,615,000 in the revised documentation. It is proposed to reflect the revised 

concept plan prepared by Outlines and cost sheets prepared by Plancost in the final DCP.  

Table 8 outlines the exhibited district park and the changes reflected in the concept plan 

and cost sheet prepared by Outlines and Plancost. 

Exhibited Amendment Changes proposed in revised Amendment 
documentation 

1 district park 2.12 hectares in size. 1 district park 2.22 hectares in size. 

Embellishments in district park concept plan 
and cost sheet. 

A revised concept plan was prepared which 
included a reduction in width of internal 
footpaths, reduction in extent of internal 
footpaths, removal of external footpath network 
as this will be delivered by the cross section, 
reduction in the extent of play equipment, 
reduction of hardcourt to a half-court, removal 
of off-street car parking, remove of skate park 
and removal of change rooms. 

Revised cost sheets where prepare to reflect 
these changes. 

 

The exhibited concept plan for the landscaping of the retardation basin included a 

significant footpath network and planting. The revised plan refined the footpath network to 

reduce the widths of the paths, remove the external path network as this will be delivered 

by the cross section of the adjacent road network and ensures the provision of tree 

planting is proportionate with the role and function of the basins. There was also a 

provision for irrigation in the exhibited plan and this was considered unnecessary. It was 

removed in the revised plan. 

The construction cost for the landscaping of each retardation basin in the exhibited DCP is 

$706,979.70 (2015 dollars) and this was reduced to $500,000 in the revised documentation. 
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It is proposed to reflect the revised concept plan prepared by Outlines and cost sheets 

prepared by Plancost in the final DCP.  

 

VPA and Council in collaboration with Mesh reviewed the current costing and service 

provision for the community facility in the exhibited PSP. The exhibited costing was based 

off the recommendations in the Shepparton North East Growth Corridor Social 

Infrastructure Assessment (Greater Shepparton City Council, 2012), which concluded:  

“The activity centre in the Shepparton North-East Growth Area will include a 

community centre which will provide for: 

 Maternal and child health sessions, to be shared with other community 

groups / community services as required; and 

 A preschool/kindergarten potentially including occasional day care services.”7  

The facility costed in the exhibited documentation provide for 36 kindergarten children. As 

part of the peer review process VPA and Council referred to the Shepparton North Activity 

Centre Community Services and Facilities Needs Assessment (Capire, 2016) which is a 

more recent assessment that considers community infrastructure needs for the PSP. This 

document concludes: 

“Given the majority of the population growth will occur within the growth area, the 

proposed Shepparton North East Growth Area community hub is the best location to 

provide early years' services for the broader area. It is recommended Council partner 

with the Victorian Planning Authority (VPA) to develop a facility within this site to 

include: 

 long day care 

 kindergarten (with a recommended licensed capacity of 66 children) 

 multi-purpose children's room suitable for occasional care and playgroups”8   

The Capire report does not provide a recommendation for Maternal and Child Health 

services but the Shepparton North East Growth Corridor Social Infrastructure Assessment 

(Greater Shepparton City Council, 2012) identifies a need for meeting rooms, kindergarten, 

preschool potentially including occasional day care and Maternal and Child Health 

services.  

Both the Capire and Council reports identify the need for a facility to service the new 

precinct and the existing community. It was considered a Type 1 facility is appropriate but 

some of the cost of this facility should be apportioned to the existing community and 

therefore paid for me Council. 

                                                           

 

 
7 Page 21. 
8 Page 3.  



 

 

The exhibited costings where review and it was concluded the provision is inconsistent with 

the requirements for these facilities based off the Kinder Infrastructure Needs Assessment 

in Greenfield Growth Areas (VPA, 2015), such as the number and size of kindergarten 

rooms. The Kinder Infrastructure Needs Assessment in Greenfield Growth Areas (VPA, 

2015) concludes that a type 1 Community facility generally requires between 0.4 – 0.8 

hectares of land to include car parking, landscaping and sufficient outdoor play space. The 

exhibited costing was for a total site area of 1,680 sqm and did not provide the adequate 

number of kindergarten rooms, maternal & child health rooms, space for car parking, space 

for landscaping, outdoor play space or meeting space.  

It was considered necessary to adjust the cost sheet to ensure current Victorian 

Government standards are met in delivering the proposed community facility. Therefore the 

cost of the community facility increased from $2,204,970 in the exhibited DCP to $5,258,000 

in the revised DCP.  

The apportionment between the Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) and Development 

Infrastructure Levy (DIL) has also been reviewed following the circulation of the revised 

documentation. The proposed community facility is able to be fully funded by DIL, and as 

such it’s not considered appropriate to collect CIL for this precinct.  

The Capire (2016) report’s recommendation is clear that this facility is likely required to 

service a portion of the existing community. Therefore the VPA engaged Jo Cannington 

from Social Planning Fabric to complete a desktop review of the facility proposed by Mesh 

and determine the likely apportionment figure of the facility to the existing community and 

the proposed community. The advice prepared by Jo is available at Appendix 7 – 

Community Facility Apportionment Advice. We are proposing to reflect the apportionment 

figure recommended by Ms Cannington in the final DCP. 

Therefore, while to cost of the community facility has increased if the August 2018 proposed 

apportionment figures are used (Outlined in Table 9), the Precinct will only be required to 

pay for $2,629,000 of the facility which is only slightly more than the figure that was 

exhibited.  

Community facility (March 
2018) 

Community facility (July 
2018) 

Community facility proposed 
(August 2018) 

30% apportionment to 
Development Infrastructure 
Levy  

70% apportionment to 
Community Infrastructure 
Levy 

= 100% collected by DCP 

68% apportionment to 
Development Infrastructure 
Levy 

32% apportionment to 
Community Infrastructure 
Levy  

= 100% collected by DCP 

50% apportioned to 
Development Infrastructure Levy 

50% apportioned to existing 
community (paid for by Council) 

= 50% collected by DCP 

 

Submitters raised concerns with the proposed traffic and intersections in the exhibited 

Amendment: 

 The road widths and cross sections are not consistent with the IDM;  
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 access onto Ford Road not fully supported; and 

 access onto Grahamvale Road not supported. 

Trafficworks were engaged to prepare an addendum to the original traffic report they 

prepared to investigate several aspects of the PSP. Prior to engaging Trafficworks, VPA 

and Council conducted a review of the exhibited cross sections to ensure consistency with 

the IDM. A number of changes were made including the reduction in road widths of the 

connector street network, the amended cross sections where provided in the revised 

documentation circulated on 16 July 2018. 

Trafficworks prepared the Shepparton North East Growth Corridor Traffic Impact 

Assessment Report (Trafficworks Pty Ltd, 2018) which informed the following changes to 

the revised material: 

 The removal of the IN-04 into Ford Road; and 

 revised costings for RD-01, RD-02 and RD-03 

During the review process, VicRoads had provided VPA and Council with a concept plan 

for a proposed roundabout on the corner of Ford and Grahamvale Roads. This roundabout 

is part of the broader network planning currently underway by VicRoads and is considered 

in the Draft Wanganui Road and Ford Road, Shepparton: Feasability Study Design Report 

(GTA, 2018). VicRoads do not agree to the proposed access IN-03 onto Grahamvale Road 

and submit that access to the Precinct via the proposed roundabout on the corner of Ford 

and Grahamvale Roads would negate this.  

 

The exhibited DCP and Amendment relied upon land valuation data from 2015. In the 

circumstances, VPA and Council have engaged LG Valuations Services Pty Ltd to provide 

revised land valuations for the land subject of the proposed DCP land projects.  

LG Valuations Services Pty Ltd examined nearby sales evidence and proposed a unit rate 

of $20/sqm which was reflected for the proposed infrastructure items in the revised DCP. 

The land for the community facility was given a $100/sqm rate as this was considered to 

occupy a prime site in the context of the PSP area and it is appropriate to apply an 

underlying commercial development value to the land.  

Additionally, some submitters to the revised documentation identified that land valuations 

had decreased from the exhibited figures, confirmation on the methodology used by LG 

Valuations Services Pty Ltd was sought. It was confirmed that it had underestimated the 

values and has prepared a revised square metre rate. It is proposed to reflect this in the 

final DCP. A revised report was prepared which has confirmed: 

The market for inglobo residential development land shows values in the range of $200,000 

to $275,000 per hectare depending on the extent to which a particular site is ripe for 

development.  We have valued the land within the north east growth corridor that still has a 

Farming zone classification at $200,000 pha ($20pm2) which is an increase from the 2015 

report up from $175,000 ($17.5pm2). 

Upon finalisation of the Precinct Structure Plan assuming that favourable General 

Residential Zone applies to the land we advise that the underlying value of the land is 



 

 

$275,000 per hectare up from $240,000 per hectare in the 2015 report.  The increase is 

based on a general improvement in the market between 2015 and 2018.   

Prior to approval it’s proposed that the land valuation rates in line with the revised 

documentation valued at $200,000 per hectare ($20/sqm) are updated to reflect the 

underlying value of the land as $275,000 per hectare ($27.50/sqm). The exception to this 

is the commercial facility for which it is proposed to maintain the commercial development 

value of ($100/sqm).      
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The VPA and Council considers that some of these issues have been addressed by the 

peer review process, the revised amendment documentation or this Part A submission. All 

other emerging issues are intended to be addressed through expert evidence and/or the 

Part B submission on behalf of VPA and Council. 

 

The Panel noted the following issues emerging from its review of the exhibited Amendment. 

These have been addressed in this submission as outlined below: 

 The overall cost of the development contributions rate of $264,588 per net 

developable hectare. The Panel noted it was further interested in: 

o its cost in comparison to other regional centres and metropolitan Melbourne – 

See Section 7.2 – DCP Comparison 

o the various costed inclusions – See Section 7.2 – DCP Comparison, will be 

further addressed in VPA and Councils Part B Submission 

o the impact on housing prices and housing affordability – Will be addressed in 

VPA and Councils Part B Submission. 

o the impact on the overall viability of the PSP and development of the land – Will 

be addressed in VPA and Councils Part B Submission. 

 Extent and location of drainage infrastructure – See Section 6.2 – Drainage  

 Road and path dimensions, and road infrastructure – See Section 6.4 – Traffic 

 Access to Ford Road – See Section 6.4 Traffic 

 Drafting issues, including Clause 52.01, amount and designation of shop floorspace, 

the Kangaroo Management Plan, land set aside for education purposes – See 

Appendix 1 – Summary of Submissions 

 Compliance with EPA requirements – See Appendix 1 – Summary of Submissions 

 Consistency with the Infrastructure Design Manual – Will be addressed in VPA and 

Councils Part B Submission 

 Consistency with local and state policy – See Section 3.5 – State Planning Policy 

Framework and 3.6 – Local Planning Policy Framework 

 Designation of the school expansion site and co-location with the community facility – 

Will be addressed in VPA and Councils Part B Submission 

 

The Panel noted the following issues emerging from its review of the revised Amendment. 

These have been addressed in this submission as outlined below: 



 

 

 The reduction in the development contributions rate to $174,944 per net developable 

hectare – See Section 6.2 – Peer Review and Further Work 

 The revised drainage proposal and the reduction in the number of drainage basins from 

5 to 4 following the peer review by Spiire Australia Pty Ltd – See Section 6.2 – Drainage  

 The revised road and traffic layout proposals following the peer review by Trafficworks 

Pty Ltd with further submissions expected from VicRoads – See Section 6.4 – Traffic  

 Redrafted planning documentation including the amendment of Clause 52.01 is not 

proposed, the changed approach to the application of the PAO and the use of one 

PAO, the increase in shop floorspace to 2,000 square metres, the deletion of provisions 

requiring a Kangaroo Management Plan and the proposed treatment of land for school 

purposes –  Will be addressed in VPA Part B Submission 

 The inclusion of controls over sensitive uses in the PSP and Urban Growth Zone 

Schedule 1 – Will be addressed in VPA Part B Submission  

 The material and documentation distributed to date do not provide a cost comparison 

of the Development Contributions Plan with other regional centres and metropolitan 

Melbourne, and nor does the material deal with the impact on housing prices and 

housing affordability or the viability of the PSP – See Section 7.2 – DCP Comparison, 

will be further addressed in VPA and Councils Part B Submission. 

 A number of peer reviews have been commissioned. The revised documentation 

provided to the Panel includes that prepared by Trafficworks Pty Ltd and Spiire 

Australia Pty Ltd; however, there is other documentation that is referenced but appears 

not to have been provided. They include: 

o Shepparton North East PSP Noise Assessment (Marshall Day Acoustics, 2017) 

– Provided to Panel and all parties on 6 August 2018 

o Shepparton North East Growth Corridor Social Infrastructure Assessment 

(Greater Shepparton City Council, 2012) – Provided to Panel and all parties on 

6 August 2018 

o Other reports relied upon for costings in the DCP including by Civil Design 

Consulting Engineers Pty Ltd and PlanCost Pty Ltd. – Costings by Civil Design 

Consulting Engineers Pty Ltd included in Exhibited DCP, Plancost cost sheets 

outlined in Section 6.3 – Open Space, Landscaping of Retardation Basin and 

Community Facility  

 

The exhibited overall DCP rate per NDHA was $264,588, the peer review process resulted 

in revised costings that informed a new DCP rate per NDHA of $174,944. A breakdown of 

this specific to each infrastructure category is provided in Table 10.  

A discussion of how local, regional and metropolitan comparisons is provided below. 

Project 
Category 

Exhibited 
costing 

($/NDHA) 

Exhibited projects Revised costing 
($/NDHA) 

Revised projects 
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Transport $64,385 4 road projects 

4 intersection 
projects 

1 bridge project 

$46,454 3 road projects 

3 intersection 
projects 

1 bridge project 

Community 
Facilities 

$5,032 1 community 
facility 

$27,134 1 community 
facility 

Open Space $58,844 1 district park 

4 local parks 

$36,865 1 district park 

4 local parks 

Drainage $134,898 5 retardation 
basins 

$62,872 4 retardation 
basins 

Total ($/NDHA) $264,588 $174,944 

 

Shepparton North and South Growth Corridors 

The Shepparton North Growth Corridor comprises 200 hectares of land and it is bound by 

the existing Goulburn Valley Highway to the west, Ford Road to the south, Verney Road to 

the east and by the No. 14 Goulburn-Murray Water irrigation channel to the north. Two small 

parcels of land within the centre of the Growth Corridor remain to be developed for 

residential purposes. When fully developed, this Growth Corridor will deliver 1,000 homes 

for a population of more than 2,700 people. 

The Shepparton South Growth Corridor comprises 490 hectares of land and it is bound by 

the existing Goulburn Valley Highway to the east, Seven Creeks to the south and to the 

west, and by the Broken River to the north. A number of large parcels of land within the 

Growth Corridor remain to be developed for residential purposes. When fully developed, 

this Growth Corridor will deliver 1,400 homes for a population of more than 3,600 people. 

One DCP was prepared for both Growth Corridors in 2003 and it is due to expire on 26 

November 2028. It provides for drainage, open space and traffic infrastructure to support 

the future residential development of the Growth Corridor. The development contribution 

rates are approximately $40,000 for residential land (in 2018 dollars). The construction rates 

within the development contribution rates are indexed using the Consumer Price Index.  

Overall, the cost of realising all infrastructure within the DCP has been significantly greater 

than that estimated in 2003 and the indexation rate has not kept pace with the increase in 

the cost of infrastructure. This has led to a significant burden on Council, which has, in-

effect, subsided development within both Growth Corridors. 

Mooroopna West Growth Corridor 

The Mooroopna West Growth Corridor comprises 260 hectares of land and is bound by the 

established urban area of Mooroopna to the west, Cornish Road to the north, the proposed 

Goulburn Valley Highway (Shepparton Bypass) reservation to the west along Excelsior 

Avenue and the Midland Highway to the south. The Growth Corridor is expected to support 

a resident population of 3,937 based on a total lot yield of 1,600 lots. 



 

 

A DCP was prepared for the Growth Corridor in 2010 and it is due to expire on 7 July 2040. 

It provides for a community facility, flood mitigation, open space and traffic infrastructure to 

support the future residential development of the Growth Corridor. The DCP does not 

provide for the cost of realising drainage infrastructure. The DCP is divided into four 

precincts and the cost of the realising the infrastructure is apportioned across these 

precincts with development contribution rates varying from $83,000 to $123,000 for 

residential land (in 2018 dollars). The construction rates within the development contribution 

rates are indexed using the Building Price Index and the land valuation component is 

updated annually using a valuer’s estimate. 

Despite being a relatively new Growth Corridor, a significant amount of the infrastructure 

included in the DCP has been constructed. Overall, the cost of realising all infrastructure 

within the DCP has been greater than that estimated in 2010 but the indexation rate, with a 

facility to allow for changes in land valuations, has proved to be a better mechanism to cater 

for annual changes in the increase in the cost of infrastructure. 

 

Leneva-Baranduda DCP (Wodonga) (2017) 

The Leneva-Baranduda PSP and DCP was prepared by the City of Wodonga with the 

assistance of the VPA. It was exhibited in late 2017 and a Panel Hearing occurred in June 

2018. The net developable area for the precinct is 559.33 hectares and it will ultimately 

accommodate approximately 15,700 people in 6,153 dwellings. Table 11 provides an 

overview of the exhibited DCP rates. 

Project Category Exhibited costing ($/NDHA) Exhibited projects 

Transport $98,597 2 road projects 

8 intersection projects  

1 bridge project 

 

Community Facilities $22,932 3 community facilities 

Open Space $41,323 3 sporting reserves 

1 walking and cycling link 

Drainage (does not include 
waterway infrastructure)  

$45,927 6 wetland projects 

4 wetland and retarding basins 

Total ($/NDHA) $208,779 

Lake Narracan (2015) 

The Lake Narracan DCP was prepared by the Latrobe City Council with the assistance of 

the Metropolitan Planning Authority (now VPA). The PSP has a net developable area of 
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337.66 hectares and will ultimately accommodate approximately 8,935 people. The final 

DCP rates are provided at Table 12.  

Project Category Exhibited costing ($/NDHA) Exhibited projects 

Transport $28,372 5 road projects 

7 intersection projects  

4 culvert project 

 

Community Facilities $10,488 1 community facility 

Open Space $24,229 2 sporting reserves 

2 environmental improvements 

Drainage  $56,389 7 wetland and retarding basins 

Total ($/NDHA) $166,614 

 

DCPs are developed for a specific local area and thus the level and type of infrastructure 

items identified in a DCP are relevant to, and engineered for a specific area. Therefore the 

requirements for infrastructure items in a regional setting is different than in a regional 

context.  

Certain infrastructure categories are considered particularly different in a metropolitan 

Melbourne and regional setting, for instance in metropolitan Melbourne, the necessary 

drainage infrastructure is provided by Melbourne Water. In regional Victoria the relevant 

water authorities do not have the capability to provide similar infrastructure. The 

infrastructure is still required to support the new development, as such in a regional context 

drainage infrastructure is generally included in DCPs. This leads to a higher overall DCP 

rate in regional Victoria than would otherwise be if the infrastructure was provide by the 

local water authority, however the provision of this infrastructure is necessary to enable the 

development of the subject land and as retardation basins often service a broad catchment 

that can include various land holdings it’s more equitable to attribute this to the DCP rather 

than as part of normal developer works. 

Increasingly, regional Councils are relying on the IDM as the standard approach for the 

design and development of infrastructure. The IDM standards influence the design of roads, 

cross sections, drainage and open space infrastructure. Different infrastructure standards 

are relied upon in a Metropolitan Melbourne setting.  

Therefore, it’s not considered appropriate to compare the DCP to metropolitan examples.    



 

 

 

 

Unresolved matters are those issues marked in Appendix 1 – Summary of Submissions as 

‘unresolved’ and summarised in Section 8.1.1 to 8.1.6. 

As part of the circulation of revised material, submitters were asked the following: 

“Any further submission or update to an original submission must be provided to the 

VPA by 4pm Monday 30 July. These should be emailed to 

amendments@vpa.vic.gov.au. If you are updating your original submission, please 

make clear if you consider any issues raised in your original submission are resolved 

by the revised documents and if so, what outstanding concerns you still have.”  

The submissions marked as ‘unconfirmed resolution’ in Appendix 1 – Summary of 

Submissions are those items that we believe have been addressed by the peer review 

process, however the submitter did not confirm this in their revised submission.  

 

Submission 1 is concerned about the removal of infrastructure items from the revised 

drainage approach, the uncertainty around the proposed roundabout at Ford and 

Grahamvale Roads and Strategic Planning costs.  

Outstanding issues: 

Issue Response 

Remove all our land from the 
PSP area 

Disagree. The PSP area should be planned as a single precinct 
that is integrated with Shepparton’s existing urban area. The 
entire precinct is proposed to be rezoned UGZ1 in order to 
implement the PSP in a streamlined way. 

Professional fees and 
contingency fees should be 
reduced 

The VPA relies on contingency amounts outlined in the ICP 
Guidelines which state 15% for community, recreation, road and 
intersection projects and 20% for bridges. These contingency 
amounts are reflected in the revised costings completed as part 
of the peer review. VPA advises on a standard list of 
professional fees that have been tested through several panel 
process. We have generally reflected these fees in the revised 
costings however diverted from these in some instances. For 
example, we did not include a ‘council fee’ component for the 
community facility costing considering this may be a Council 
facility.  

Goulburn-Murray Water 
(GMW) may have increased 
the permissible discharge from 
the site from 1.2L/s/Ha to 
1.6L/s/Ha 

Disagree. GMW has confirmed the permissible rate is1.2L/s/Ha 
with a 24 hour blocked outfall.  

External services should be 
removed from the local and 
district park costing 

Disagree. External services are considered a standard 
component of a DCP infrastructure costing. The costing is 
intended to cover the entire project delivery. 

mailto:amendments@vpa.vic.gov.au
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In the district park costing, 
steel edging should be 
replaced with timber 

Disagree. Steel edging is considered necessary from a 
maintenance perspective, timber edging is more susceptible to 
pests and requires more frequent maintenance.  

There are difference between 
the traffic costings and figures 
in the DCP 

As part of the Peer Review process, further work was completed 
by Trafficworks who prepared the Shepparton North-East 
Growth Corridor Development Addendum to Traffic Impact 
Assessment Report (Trafficworks, 2018). The costings prepared 
in this report where accurately reflected in the revised 
documentation. 

The bridge at the intersection 
of Grahamvale Road should 
be a culvert 

Disagree. A bridge is required to comply with G-MW standards 
for the structure to pass 450ML/d with no more than 30mm of 
headloss.  

The PSP should allow for a 
service state at the Ford – 
Grahamvale intersection 

Disagree. Facilitating the construction of a service station within 
the Precinct is considered inappropriate given its close proximity 
to residential. This precinct is not providing for employment or 
industrial land; therefore it is not considered that there is any 
appropriate location for a service station within the Precinct. 

Basin size have reduced due 
to a 5 year storage level which 
was never agreed to in the 
past 

Will be addressed in VPA and Councils Part B submission. 

Spiire have removed control 
pits and pipework as a cost 
saving. There are required and 
will have to be delivered at the 
cost of the developer. 

Will be addressed in VPA and Councils Part B submission. 

 

The rate of $5 a cubic metre is 
not a commercial rate in a 
stand-alone project. 

Will be addressed in VPA and Councils Part B submission.  

We seek clarification on which 
party hold risk for cost overrun 
if the assumptions in the DCP 
are not realised.  

DCP levies are paid to Council for the development of the 
required infrastructure. If a development proponent believes they 
can deliver the infrastructure in a different way or for less than 
what the DCP specifies, they can seek to enter into a Works In 
Kind agreement with Council to develop the infrastructure 
themselves. If they develop the infrastructure for less than the 
levy amount, they may be eligible for a DCP credit. If the 
infrastructure costs more than the levy amount, a negotiation 
with Council would need to occur. 

Footpaths have been removed 
from the drainage reserve and 
landscape costs. 

Disagree. The revised concept plan for the landscaping of the 
retardation basin prepared by Outlines and revised cost sheets 
by PlanCost have included footpaths.  

The inclusion of a diagonal 
road alignment from the 
proposed roundabout at Ford 
– Grahamvale Road would 
impact on lot yield. 

Will be addressed in VPA and Councils Part B submission.  

Seek confirmation on the 
amount of land required and 
the funding of the proposed 
roundabout at Ford – 
Grahamvale Roads. 

It’s likely that the ‘leg’ of the roundabout that connects into the 
precinct will be required to be funded by the DCP. The land 
amount required from Parcel 3 for the Roundabout will be 
approximately 1.4ha.  This will be addressed in more detail in 
VPA and Council Part B submission.  



 

 

Concerned about the 
increased cost of the 
community facility and the 
viability of the proposed 
commercial precinct. 

See Section 6.3.5 of this Submission for a detailed discussion on 
the cost of the Community Facility. The convenience retail centre 
is based on the recommendation in the Commercial Activity 
Centre Strategy (Essential Economics, 2015). It’s intended to be 
a convenience retail offering.  

Current strategic planning 
costs do not reflect my client’s 
costs. 

We seek further information on what costs your client feel should 
be reimbursed through the DCP, such as invoices.  

 

GVW noted the proposed development will trigger a number of water and sewer network 

augmentations that will need to be considered at the subdivision stage. GVW do not object 

to the Amendment. All matters are considered noted and resolved.  

 

The Sfetcopoulos’ have concerns regarding infrastructure costings being more suited to a 

metropolitan Melbourne context and the potential removal of access onto Grahamvale Road 

resulting in them being land locked.  

Outstanding issues: 

Issue Response 

Functional layout plans should 
be prepared for all basins.  

Disagree. The time and cost involved in getting Functional 
Layout Plans prepared for the remaining basins was not 
considered appropriate to proceed with at this stage in the 
process. However a new Functional Layout Plan and costing 
has been prepared in the North East Growth Corridor 
Drainage Strategy Peer Review (Spiire, 2018), Spiire have 
also reviewed the methodology of how this is apportioned 
across the remaining basins in the precinct. 

Construction rates for road and 
intersections appear more 
consistent with a metropolitan 
Melbourne context.  

The DCP must reflect rates that Council is likely to receive 
when tendering for infrastructure projects. Discounted rates 
that local contractors sometimes have access to are not 
likely to be accessible by Council. We believe the rates 
recommended by the Shepparton North-East Growth 
Corridor Development Addendum to Traffic Impact 
Assessment Report (Trafficworks, 2018) are appropriate.  

The connector road onto 
Grahamvale Road should be 
alleviated. 

Agree. We support the proposed roundabout at Ford and 
Grahamvale Road replacing the need for IN-03 onto 
Grahamvale Road. 

The traffic lights at the Verney 
Road, Ryeland Drive exit should 
be alleviated and the Pine Road 
Very Road intersection should 
be downgraded to a small 
roundabout. 

Disagree. The Shepparton North-East Growth Corridor 
Development Addendum to Traffic Impact Assessment 
Report (Trafficworks, 2018) concludes “that Access B onto 
Ford Road could be alleviated as the internal traffic 
diversions resulting from closure of Access B can be 
accommodated within the network and the proposed 
intersection treatment (signalised intersection) at Access A.”  

The development of a roundabout at the Pine and Verney 
intersection would result in a much greater land acquisition 
than what is currently shown. It would also require the 
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acquisition of a small property with an existing dwelling 
which is not supported. 

Widening of Ford Road should 
be limited to turning lanes only. 

 A submission from VicRoads has indicated additional land 
for the widening of Ford Road should be sought from the 
precinct. Further information from VicRoads is being sought 
to confirm the detail of this. This will be addressed further in 
VPA and Councils Part B submission.  

Construction rates for open 
space and landscaping appear 
more consistent with a 
metropolitan context. 

Disagree. The DCP must reflect rates that Council is likely to 
receive when tendering for infrastructure projects. 
Discounted rates that local contractors sometimes have 
access to are not likely to be accessible by Council. We 
support the revised rates prepared by Plancost. 

 

The inclusion of RD-03 and IN-
03 onto Grahamvale Road is 
vital as otherwise my client will 
be land locked. 

We acknowledge that unfortunately parcels being land-
locked can occur when using PSPs as a planning tool. 
However, due to the nature of the land ownership pattern it's 
considered reasonable that an agreement could be reached 
with surrounding land owners in order for access to your 
property to be reached. It’s considered that while interim 
intersection would likely be supported, they may be cost 
inhibitive due to the need to construct intersections over G-
MW channels.  

The Community Centre is 
overpriced and unnecessary 

See Section 6.3.5 of this Submission for a detailed 
discussion on the cost of the Community Facility. 

 

Greater Shepparton City Council raised concerns with the DCP rate, the use of Clause 

52.01 to collect open space contributions, flexibility around the proposed expansion site and 

a number of other administrative changes to ensure the documents are relevant. All matters 

are considered noted and resolved.  

 

ESV had no specific comments on the proposed Amendment but recommended 

engagement with pipeline licensees with a pipeline in vicinity of the precinct occur. There 

are no significant assets in the vicinity of the precinct. All matters are considered noted and 

resolved.  

 

EPA submission requested an evidenced based buffer between the existing Industrial 

zoned land and the precinct and evidenced based modelling to determine the buffer from 

the existing bitumen batching plant. All matters are considered noted and resolved.  

 

Concerned that the PSP may allow a more significant retail offering than the intended 

convenience retail centre.  

Outstanding issues: 



 

 

Issue Response 

The PSP should re-
consider the term 
'anchor retail' in 
Figure 1 as it could 
imply that a full-line 
supermarket may be 
anticipated for the 
area 

Agree. We believe ‘local convenience supermarket’ is the most 
appropriate term. 

The UGZ Schedule 
should be modified to 
clarify the amount of 
land for commercial 
purposes. 

It’s not considered appropriate to include this discussion in the UGZ 
schedule, however the proposed changes to Section 3.2 of the PSP as 
outlined in the revised documents better clarify the role of the proposed 
convenience retail.  

The UGZ schedule 
should ensure the 
convenience centre 
can’t be developed 
prior to construction 
of the precinct taking 
place. 

We do not agree with putting a control on the development of the 
convenience centre in the UGZ schedule, this will be controlled by the 
market and when the land owner chooses to act on developing the land. 

The proposed 
convenience centre 
is not more than 1km 
away from a local 
town centre or higher 
order centre. 

The proposed location is approximately 1km from the existing local 
centre in Shepparton North. The proposed location is considered 
appropriate as it is adjacent to the community centre, district park and is 
in close proximity to the existing school. The centre is also on a main 
road (Verney Road) therefore is be exposed to passing traffic which is 
consistent with the guidance provided by the PSP Guidelines. 

It is unclear about 
where the centre fits 
in the retail hierarchy 
under C192 and 
Council’s 
Commercial Activity 
Centres Strategy 
(CACs). The new 
MSS provisions do 
not recognise the 
proposed Centre for 
the PSP.  

 As the convenience centre in the PSP is proposed, it is too early to 
include it in the Activity Centre Hierarchy table in Clause 21.06 and may 
cause some confusion considering this centre is yet to be developed. If 
the proposed centre is developed, a correctional amendment could be 
carried out at that time to update Clause 21.06. 

A Decision Guideline 
should be included in 
the Schedule to the 
UGZ which states; 
the impact of the 
proposed shop use 
on the existing 
activity centre 
hierarchy as per 
Clause 21.06-5 
(Commercial/Activity 
Centres) 

Disagree. We are proposing that further discussion be included in the 
PSP outlining the retail context of the area and how the proposed local 
convenience centre relates to this. This wording was provided in the 
revised documentation on the 16th July 2018 at Section 3.2 of the PSP. 
Therefore we don’t believe a decision guideline is also necessary.  

 

Request that third 
party notice and 
review rights are 

Agree. We are proposing to make this change to the UGZ Schedule. 
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turned on for 
supermarket uses.  

We request that the 
original 1,600sqm 
floor space figure be 
adopted unless a 
mechanism can be 
introduced to ensure 
a mix of shops is 
developed. 

Disagree. The Commercial Activity Centre Strategy (Essential 
Economics, 2015) is being used as the basis for the 2000 sqm figure.  

 

The PSP Plan 3 
shows an area for 
the convenience 
centre and 
community precinct 
of over 1ha in size – 
this could anticipate 
a larger 
supermarket/retail 
offer than is 
envisaged by the 
1,600m2 trigger. 

Agree. The area subject to the concept plan will be approximately 0.8 
hectares to accommodate a total site area of 4000 sqm for the 
community facility and 4000 sqm for the convenience retail centre. This 
accounts for approximately 2000 sqm for the retail component and 2000 
sqm for associated car parking, loading area and landscaping. We are 
proposing Plan 3 be updated to reduce the 'area subject to the concept 
plan' so it occupies and area of approximately 0.8 hectares.  
 

 

G-MW did not identify any objections to the Amendment but identified a number of factors 

to be considered at the subdivision stage. All matters are considered noted and resolved.  

 

The unresolved matters for submitters 9 and 10 are related to the positioning of RD-02, the 

use of local contractor rates, the fixed position of interface and access streets and a number 

of issues with Shepparton North-East Growth Corridor Development Addendum to Traffic 

Impact Assessment Report (Trafficworks, 2018). 

Outstanding issues: 

Issue Response 

Location of RD-02 as being 
entirely within parcel 13. 

Disagree. The land and construction costs to upgrade a connector 
level 1 to a connector level 2 road are included in the revised 
DCP. Considering the connector level 1 network is relatively fairly 
distributed across the precinct, and the upgrade component is 
included in the DCP, it's considered the current proposal is 
equitable. We don't agree with moving this road entirely onto 
another parcels property, particularly as parcel 17 contains a 
functioning orchard which may impact on the timing of the 
development of the precinct. The road being solely located on 
Parcel 13 means this parcel can develop in isolation without 
needing to negotiate with the adjacent landowner. 

Drainage basin RB-02 and 
OS-02 is 2/3 on parcel 13 
and 1/3 on parcel 17. It 
should be slit 50/50.  

Will be addressed in VPA and Councils Part B submission.  



 

 

Disagree with the interface 
street and the north south 
access street on our 
property. 

Disagree. All parcels will be required to provide access level 
streets as part of subdivision, these streets are defined to fulfil a 
particular purpose. 

Rather than defining 
interface streets on the 
precinct, flexibility should 
be provided in the PSP to 
achieve an ‘active interface.  

Disagree. There are some interface streets shows in the PSP, 
there is flexibility as at the subdivision stage a proposed lot layout 
must be “generally in accordance” with the PSP which allows for a 
level of creativity and innovating. Therefore we don’t agree with 
removing the proposed interface streets. 

It’s unusual that land 
valuations have dropped 

See Section 6.5 of this Submission. 

Landscaping, traffic and 
community facility costs do 
not reflect local rates.  

Disagree. The DCP must reflect rates that Council is likely to 
receive when tendering for infrastructure projects. Discounted 
rates that local contractors sometimes have access to are not 
likely to be accessible by Council. We support the revised rates 
prepared by Plancost, Spiire and Trafficworks. 

Flexibility around the 
precise shape and location 
of the drainage basins and 
public open space needs to 
be considered. 

Disagree. The location of the retardation basins is not flexible as 
these play a critical role in providing the drainage function for the 
precinct. The basin location is identified in the drainage report to 
service a particular catchment. There is a level of flexibility in that 
Council will assess future subdivision applications against the 
contents of the PSP and will determine if the application is 
'generally in accordance with the PSP. This ensures a level of 
creativity and innovation can be pursued at the subdivision stage, 
subject to the discretion of Council. 

Possibility for a roundabout 
at the Pine Road 
intersection 

 

Disagree. Property 16 (PSP Plan 3 - Land Use Budget) is small 
and has an existing dwelling on it, it will not benefit from the 
development of the precinct and therefore if possible we avoid 
acquiring it for the purpose of infrastructure provision. As per the 
Shepparton North-East Growth Corridor Development addendum 
to Traffic Impact Assessment Report (July 2018) the installation of 
a roundabout would require the acquisition of Property 16, the use 
of a signalised intersection wholly within property 13 avoids this. 

Issues with Shepparton 
North-East Growth Corridor 
Development addendum to 
Traffic Impact Assessment 
Report (July 2018): 

- The use of gross 
area vs NDHA 

- The eastern access 
to the precinct is 
unresolved 

- Traffic volumes 
have been over 
estimated 

- Not satisfied with 
the length and 
width of RD-02 

- An outdated 
version of the IDM 
is used 

- Dual carriageways 
have been costed 

Will be addressed in VPA and Councils Part B submission.  



 

GREATER SHEPPARTON AMENDMENT C118: SHEPPARTON NORTH EAST PSP – PART A SUBMISSION AUGUST 2018 

 

- Costings have 
included part of 
intersections 

All road widths over 16m 
should form part of the 
DCP, so the difference 
between Access level and 
Connector level are 
apportioned across the 
precinct. 

Disagree. The land and construction costs to upgrade a connector 
level 1 to a connector level 2 road are included in the revised 
DCP. Considering the connector level 1 network is relatively fairly 
distributed across the precinct, and the upgrade component is 
included in the DCP, it's considered the current proposal is 
equitable 

 

Concerns around the proposed convenience retail centre and the risk that this may develop 

into a higher order retail offering. 

Outstanding issues: 

Issue Response 

The use of the term 
anchor tenant should 
be altered to say 
neighbourhood 
supermarket. 

Agree. The revised documents provided on 16 July 2018 include a 
revised concept plan at Figure 1 that refers to the proposed retail as 
'limited line supermarket' however a further revised submission has 
requested this be re-named to 'local convenience supermarket'. We 
believe 'local convenience supermarket' is the most appropriate label. 

Uncertainty around 
the 2000 sqm figure 
and where this came 
from.  

This figure is from the Commercial Activity Centre Strategy (Essential 
Economics, 2016). 

The PSP should 
acknowledge that 
new full-line 
supermarkets must 
be developed at the 
IGA site. 

Disagree. It's not the role of the PSP to define what level of supermarket 
should be located at an alternative site. However, we are proposing that 
further discussion be included in the PSP outlining the retail context of 
the area and how the proposed local convenience centre relates to this. 
This wording was provided in the revised documentation on the 16th 
July 2018.  

The PSP must 
ensure that the Local 
Convenience Centre 
does not develop into 
a higher order 
Activity Centre. 

Agree. An application can be lodged with Council to exceed 2000 sqm in 
combined retail floor space within the proposed convenience retail 
centre. Council will consider such a proposal as part of the assessment 
of any future development proposal. It's proposed that a new section be 
added in the UGZ Schedule requiring an applicant to provide an 
assessment of any likely impact on existing or proposed activity centres 
and a response to other criteria at Appendix A of the Commercial 
Activity Centres Strategy (Essential Economics, 2015) if seeking greater 
than 2000 sqm in retail floor space.  

The PSP must be 
absolutely clear that 
the IGA site is the 
Sub-Regional Activity 
Centre that will serve 
the broader retail and 
shopping needs of 
Shepparton North 
including this new 
community in 
accordance with the 
proposed Structure 

Agree. We are proposing that further discussion be included in the PSP 
outlining the retail context of the area and how the proposed local 
convenience centre relates to this. This wording was provided in the 
revised documentation on the 16th July 2018 and is also provided at row 
54 of the PSP change matrix available at Appendix 3 – PSP Change 
Matrix. 



 

 

Plan for North 
Shepparton and the 
Commercial Activity 
Centre Strategy 

 

The CFA had no concerns with the Amendment and is of the view that a site management 

plan condition contained in subdivision permits and the recent changes to state planning 

provisions will be able to address local bushfire risk. All matters are considered noted and 

resolved. All matters are considered noted and resolved.  

 

DET have concerns around the administrative issues of acquiring three separate land parcels, 

a desire for the community facility to be co-located with the government school and insufficient 

widths of the roads to cater for school drop-off zones. 

Outstanding issues: 

Issue Response 

Acquisition of three land 
parcels 

Disagree. The proposed site expansion is the most logical and 
effective way for the school to expand to a 3.5 hectare footprint 
which is the size DET recommends for a government primary 
school site. 

Consideration of a future 
urban structure that co-
located the proposed 
community facility with the 
government school.  

Disagree. The community facility is co-located with the proposed 
convenience retail, the district park and is adjacent to a major 
road. 

A new requirement should 
be added to ensure at least 
two road abutting a 
government school have 
sufficient widths for drop-off 
zones. 

Disagree. It’s considered the proposed cross sections have 
sufficient width for drop-off including parking on both sides of the 
road. There will also be an opportunity for Council to use parking 
signs to define drop-off areas during school time once these 
roads have been developed. Therefore there is no need to include 
an additional Requirement under section 3.4.4. 

 

DELWP had no concerns with the Amendment, but identified the decommissioning of 

irrigation channels that are located on crown land need to be resolved with the land 

administrator before development commences. All matters are considered noted and 

resolved.  

 

The community member who lives nearby is concerned the development of the precinct will 

cause flooding, traffic will increase and the loss of open space is a real concern. 

Outstanding issues: 

Issue Response 
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Concerned that the 
development of the PSP 
will cause flooding to the 
estate on Matilda Drive. 

Partially agree. The PSP includes its own drainage infrastructure 
which is designed with specific catchments to ensure there is 
sufficient drainage capacity for the precinct. As part of the peer 
review process a North East Growth Corridor Drainage Strategy 
Peer Review (Spiire, 2018) was completed and reviewed the 
basin positioning and shifted the basins further south to provide a 
minimum setback from the existing septic systems to meet EPA 
standards. This is outlined in section 2.2 of the report prepared by 
Spiire. 

Concerns on the size of 
blocks required to develop 
1,500 homes, blocks will be 
400 – 450 sqm which will 
cause social conflict and 
crime. 

Disagree. The exhibited and the revised PSP state that the 
subdivision of the precinct must deliver an overall minimum 
average density of 10 dwellings per net developable hectare. This 
will equate to blocks of approximately 700 – 800 sqm. The PSP 
encourages some medium density housing, particularly on land in 
close proximity to the community facility and open space, 
however the majority of blocks will be larger than 400 - 450 sqm. 

Concerns with the amount 
of traffic an estate of this 
size and density will create. 

Disagree. As part of the peer review process Shepparton North-
East Growth Corridor Development addendum to Traffic Impact 
Assessment Report (Trafficworks, July 2018) was prepared. This 
report concluded that the road network has sufficient capacity to 
accommodate the traffic generated by the proposed development. 

When we get flooding due 
to dense housing blocks 
you are proposing how are 
we supposed to get house 
insurance 

Disagree. Blocks will equate to approximately 700 - 800 sqm 
which is similar density to what has occurred in areas adjacent to 
the precinct.   

 

Are we going to be forced 
to pay for sewerage works 
on our property 

Disagree. This process cannot force you to pay for sewerage 
works. 

The removal of one park is 
a real concern as green 
spaces are such an integral 
part of the community 

Disagree. The 400 metre walkable catchment to open space will 
still be achieved. It was considered the exhibited provision of 
open space was excessive for the precinct and unfair that the 
future developers had to provide an over embellished amount. 

 

Seeking access to the precinct via a proposed roundabout at the corner of Ford and 

Grahamvale Roads, land for the Road widening of Ford Road and a number of changes to 

implement these projects in the PSP and DCP. 

Outstanding issues: 

Issue Response 

PTV would like to further 
explore the possibility of 
public transport 
contributions via 
infrastructure contributions 
with the VPA and Council. 

Disagree. Local bus stop infrastructure is required to be delivered 
by developer works and will be a requirement for development 
proponents of the site at the subdivision stage as per 
Requirement 30 of the revised PSP. In Section 1.5, of the revised 
DCP specifies that local bus stop infrastructure must be delivered 
as developer works. Bus stops are the only form of public 
transport infrastructure proposed for the precinct, we are of the 
view that these being delivered as part of normal developer works 
is appropriate. 



 

 

In Requirement 45 include 
the following text road 
cross sections should be 
consistent with cross 
sections in the Public 
Transport Guidelines for 
Land Use and 
Development, unless 
otherwise agrees with PTV. 

Disagree. The cross sections shown in Appendix B of the PSP 
have already been prepared in accordance with the Public 
Transport Guidelines for Land Use and Development., therefore 
this additional text does not need to be added as a Requirement 
in the PSP. 

Application of a PAO for the 
road widening of Ford Road 
into the south of the 
precinct (the land required 
is likely to be 10 – 14 
metres). 

Disagree. We don't believe there is sufficient information to justify 
showing a road widening of Ford Road. We don't believe the cost 
of this land acquisition should be borne by the precinct, the 
Shepparton North East Growth Corridor Traffic Impact 
Assessment Report (Trafficworks Pty Ltd, 2014) concludes that 
no upgrades to the surrounding road network are required to 
support this precinct.  

Removal of the proposed 
IN-03 onto Grahamvale 
Road and replacement of it 
with access to the precinct 
via a roundabout at Ford 
and Grahamvale Roads 

Agree. We support the creation of access to the precinct via the 
proposed roundabout at Ford and Grahamvale Road dependent 
on receiving information on the required land take, and the cost 
that will be attributed to the precinct via the DCP 

A number of updated to the 
Amendment documentation 
where requested to 
implement to proposed 
roundabout and road 
widening.  

Agree. Prior to the approval of the Amendment we will work with 
VicRoads and TfV to ensure accurate and descriptive information 
is shown in the Background Report, PSP and DCP. We don't 
agree to make all these changes at this time as some of the 
proposed changes are speculative in nature and are still being 
considered as part of Amendment C118. 

 

Grahamvale Primary School are keen to see expansion of the school realised. They also 

agree with DET on the co-location of the community facility with the school and the 

requirement for sufficient road widths for drop off time.  

Outstanding issues: 

Issue Response 

Consideration should be 
given to an alternative 
future urban structure plan 
that co-located the 
proposed community facility 
adjacent to our school 
which will enable 
opportunities for shared 
use and integrated 
community facilities, 
particularly our school and 
early childhood facility. 

Disagree. There is a significant gap in childcare, kindergarten and 
maternal and child health services to the west of the PSP area. 
There are currently no kindergartens or childcare centres located 
between Graham street and Ford Road to the west of the 
precinct. The closest kindergartens are located significantly south 
of the PSP area and are Dolena Young Preschool, Kiddie Care 
and Balaclava Roads Child Care. According to the Shepparton 
North-East Growth Corridor Social Infrastructure Assessment 
Review (Greater Shepparton City Council, 2012) Dolena Young 
and Balaclava Roads are unlikely to have the infrastructure 
capacity to cater for additional children but Kiddie Care has 
capacity to accommodate additional four-year olds. The proposed 
location of the community facility adjacent to Verney Road will 
assist in filling this current gap in services by providing an 
accessible facility for those existing residents to the west of the 
precinct. The Shepparton North Activity Centre Community 
Services and Facilities Needs Assessment (Capire, 2016) 
assessed the demand for community facilities in Shepparton 
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North and discussed the proposed community facility in the PSP 
area. This assessment concluded that given the majority of the 
population growth will occur within the growth area, the proposed 
Shepparton North East Growth Area community hub is the best 
location to provide early years' services for the broader area. It is 
recommended Council partner with the Victorian Planning 
Authority (VPA) to develop a facility within this site to include: 

- long day care 

- kindergarten (with a recommended licensed capacity of 66 
children) 

- multi-purpose children's room suitable for occasional care and 
playgroups 

The VPA Precinct Structure Planning Guidelines state that 
community facilities (e.g. schools, community centres, active open 
space) should generally be co-located with each other, and 
located either close to a neighbourhood activity centre or with 
good visual and physical links to a neighbourhood activity centre. 
While the proposed location of the community facility is not co-
located with the existing government primary school, it is co-
located with the proposed local convenience centre and the 
district park and in close proximity to the existing non-government 
school. This is consistence with the guidance provided in the 
Precinct Structure Planning Guidelines and implements 
Requirement 22 of the revised PSP document. 

The following text should 
be incorporated in the PSP 
- "The layout of the 
precinct's future urban 
structure should encourage 
the co-location of 
government schools and 
community facilities. Where 
schools and community 
facilities are co-located, the 
design and layout of those 
facilities should encourage 
the integration of schools, 
early childhood and other 
community facilities and 
services". 

Disagree. The future urban structure has been prepared to show 
the proposed location of infrastructure, if we supported co-locating 
the community facility with the existing government school we 
would show this on the future urban structure. As outlined in our 
response to 17.4, we don't support showing the proposed 
community facility co-located with the existing non-government 
school. 

The following additional 
requirement should be 
included under 3.4.4 
Community Facilities - "At 
least two roads abutting 
proposed government 
schools sites must have 
sufficient widths to provide 
student drop-off zones and 
on-street indented parking 
in addition to other street 
functions". 

Disagree. It’s considered the proposed cross sections have 
sufficient width for drop-off including parking on both sides of the 
road. There will also be an opportunity for Council to use parking 
signs to define drop-off areas during school time once these 
roads have been developed. Therefore there is no need to include 
an additional Requirement under section 3.4.4. 

It is possible that even 
more land could be 
acquired to service the 

Disagree. The land show for potential expansion will result in the 
total land area for the school being 3.5 hectares. This is the 



 

 

number of enrolments 
predicted in the future. 

amount of land the Department of Education and Training 
recommends for a government school site 
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The change matrix at Appendix 3 – PSP Change Matrix and Appendix 4 – DCP Change 

Matrix and the tracked changes ordinance documents at Appendix 5 – Track Changed 

Ordinance have recorded the changes to the exhibited material following our response to 

submissions as part of exhibition and the peer review process. This includes changes in 

response to submission with the status marked as ‘change to amendment documentation’ 

and ‘unconfirmed resolution’.  
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