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1. Council Submission Summary
Mitchell Shire Council welcomes the opportunity to provide a submission on Planning Scheme 
Amendment C106 and the Beveridge North West Precinct Structure Plan (PSP).   
Council supports the intent of Amendment C106 and considers it to be consistent with ongoing 
discussions held between Council officers and the Victorian Planning Authority (VPA).   
This submission requests some changes to the PSP and wishes to work through these issues 
with the VPA, prior to any independent Planning Panel hearing should a hearing be deemed 
necessary.  These changes do not waiver Council’s support for Amendment C106 and wishes 
to see the Amendment continue through the planning scheme amendment process as timely 
as possible. This submission has been structured to be read in conjunction with the PSP itself 
and is therefore ordered accordingly. 
In summary, the key issues raised within this submission for Council are as follows: 

1. Camerons Lane interchange remains a critical piece of infrastructure in terms of
unlocking the northern growth corridor, connecting the Hume Freeway to the future
Beveridge Intermodal Freight Terminal (BIFT) and servicing the northern growth
corridor in Mitchell Shire. The VicRoads imposed 1,100-lot cap on development is
about to be reached through Beveridge Central PSP and the associated subdivision
approvals which are closer to reaching 2,000 lots at the present time. The vision
statement within the PSP (page 6) highlights the importance of this interchange in
unlocking the development within this and surrounding precincts however nothing is
in place to deliver this.

2. Mitchell Shire Council suffers from a general lack of public transport within its growth
areas as well as a lack of employment opportunities. With no scheduled
commencement of either Camerons Lane interchange or Beveridge Railway Station
it is likely most future residents will be private car dependant. Advocacy for the
Camerons Lane interchange and Beveridge Railway Station has not yet been
successful which will stifle development in this precinct and surrounding precincts.
Beveridge Railway Station should be committed to in order to avoid producing
another isolated community.

3. The Southern Local Town Centre (LTC1) will be of utmost importance for Mitchell
Shire as development throughout the northern growth corridor rolls out. As the
largest new town within our section of the north growth corridor it is imperative that
we achieve a high standard of outcome in terms of urban design, public activation
and sense of place. In pre-empting the difficulty for our Statutory Planners in
negotiating with developers on the evolving design, it will be critical that there is solid
policy justification to fall back on in cases of dispute. Therefore, an evolving
masterplan which addresses the principles in the PSP is considered a minimum
requirement.

4. Council maintains a categorical objection to the quarry, or even the works authority
(being shown on the precinct features plan 2, page 3. The Northern Growth Corridor
Plan clearly shows quarries in areas such as Whittlesea however in the case of the
PSP it shows Rural Conservation land. Council is concerned that the orderly
provision of infrastructure in the northeast section of this PSP would be significantly
impacted given buffer zone requirements. The buffer zones would effectively prohibit
residential development and as such the collection of ICP funds to facilitate
construction of important road infrastructure, such as the proposed eastern north-
south arterial road, part of the proposed Principle Public Transport Network (PPTN).
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5. Inclusion of Old Sydney Road within the Standard Levy ICP rate based on it being a
rural link road which will provide a higher use due to its current role which provides a
direct connection to Aitken Boulevard, Merrifield/Mickleham, as well as employment
nodes such as Tullamarine airport. Council estimates that Old Sydney Road would
see at least ten years’ worth of use before the arterial road network came into effect.
Officers have been advised that Old Sydney Road provides an important emergency
services interface connection between Wallan and developed land to the south.

6. Affordable Housing opportunities should be maximised in growth area locations
especially in situations where the land is government owned and acquired originally
for operational purposes. As highlighted further in this submission, great steps have
been taken by State Government in the affordable housing space and while Council
develops its own strategic assessment of need, this PSP represents a rare
opportunity to deliver a large-scale solution to meet the required need. Council
supports inclusion of Guideline 16 and believes it will assist in delivering housing that
will be located close to transport, facilities and provide amenity.
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2. Affordable Housing
Council supports the recent State Government initiative, Homes for Victorians, which seeks to 
tackle the housing affordability crisis. Plan Melbourne and the Planning & Environment Act 
1987 both aim to boost the supply of affordable homes. Council firmly believes that the 
affordability conversation should cover the life cycle of the property and therefore factor in 
issues other than the purchase price, for example energy efficiency, insulation, orientation, 
construction materials. 
The evidence available suggests that Beveridge is attractive to a wide diverse community so 
to meet these needs, Beveridge will require a range of different and appropriately diverse 
housing options. Whilst the PSP does highlight different densities, this is only one element of 
housing diversity. It should be acknowledged that this diversity needs to include social and 
affordable housing. This is a priority in order to ensure that the needs of everyone within the 
community can be met. 
The Victorian Government’s 2017 released Homes for Victorians provides a clear definition of 
affordable housing being: 
Affordable Housing is housing that is appropriate for the needs of a range of very low to 
moderate income households, and priced (whether mortgage repayments or rent) so these 
households are able to meet their other essential basic living costs. 

Section 3AA of the Victorian Planning and Environment Act 1987 contains the following 
definition of affordable housing: 
(1) For the purposes of this Act, affordable housing is housing, including social housing, that
is appropriate for the housing needs of any of the following—

(a) very low-income households;

(b) low income households;

(c) moderate income households.

(2) For the purposes of determining what is appropriate for the housing needs of very low-
income households, low income households and moderate-income households, regard must
be had to the matters specified by the Minister by notice published in the Government Gazette.

The Victorian Government, under 3AB of the Planning and Environment Act 1987, has 
specified the following income ranges for Greater Melbourne with respect to affordable 
housing that is not social housing: 

Very low income 
range (annual) 

Low income range 
(annual) 

Moderate income 
range (annual) 

Single adult Up to $25,220 $25,221 to $40,340 $40,341 to $60,510 

Couple, no 
dependents 

Up to $37,820 $37,821 to $60,520 $60,521 to $90,770 

Family (with one or 
two 
parents) and 
dependent 
children 

Up to $52,940 $52,941 to $84,720 $84,721 to $127,080 
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Council is undertaking work to develop a Social and Affordable Housing Policy and Strategy. 
Mitchell Shire Council is in a unique position to have significant impact on the introduction of 
affordable housing within the municipality as it grows in population and density. Council (in 
collaboration with Hume City Council and City of Whittlesea) engaged NAVIRE to undertake 
an evaluation of factors and considerations relating to the delivery of a social housing supply 
in early 2019. One of the key findings was; 
“there is an ability to more comprehensively address the provision for, and funding of, social 
and affordable housing as part of the Precinct Structure Plan (PSP) process. To date, 
completed PSPs in the Partner Councils provide very little direction and facilitation for the 
delivery of social and affordable housing.” 

In terms of the delivery models which were recommended from the report, Navire stated “the 
most commonly cited methods to deliver and fund social and affordable housing are: 

(a) delivering housing on (Federal, State or Local) government land either with or without
the involvement of a private sector developer;

There would appear to be a case for advocating for mandatory planning and/or funding 
provisions on developers for the delivery of social and affordable housing through PSPs and/or 
broad-based contributions mechanisms which enable the delivery of built form, land only or 
monetary contributions. 
Recommendation: 
Given the way in which the land was acquired by Yarra Valley Water (YVW) it is considered 
appropriate for the affordable housing only to be mandated on the portion of land under their 
current ownership and should that parcel be offloaded the requirement should remain on title. 
There is precedent in Fishermans Bend for government land which benefited significantly from 
a rezoning to provide for an element of affordable housing units and Council welcomes the 
opportunity to effectively and sustainably deliver on this important initiative. 
The Affordable Housing standard would be better expressed as a requirement rather than a 
guideline and ideally provisions would be included in the UGZ Schedule to provide direction 
on how the requirement is to be satisfied in a similar manner to that which Hobson Bay utilized 
the Schedule 2 of the Comprehensive Development Zone (CDZ2 – Altona North Development 
Plan) which requires 5% of dwellings must be identified as Affordable Dwellings. Refer to 3.1 
of the below; 

http://planning-schemes.delwp.vic.gov.au/schemes/hobsonsbay/ordinance/37_02s02_hbay.pdf 

3. Draft Beveridge North West Precinct Structure Plan
The following sections provide Council’s submission to the specific detail within the draft 
Beveridge North West Precinct Structure Plan. The submission is provided in themes which 
are consistent with the draft Precinct Structure Plan.  

Council maintains the view that these matters can be worked through prior to finalising the 
PSP and the future request for Ministerial approval for Amendment C106. 

Plan 1 – Regional Context 

Council questions the colour shading of the future Beveridge Intermodal Freight Terminal, it 
would be better represented as a State significant industrial precinct. 

http://planning-schemes.delwp.vic.gov.au/schemes/hobsonsbay/ordinance/37_02s02_hbay.pdf
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Beveridge is shown as an Activity Centre (future) whereas the proposed southern town centre 
in this PSP is likely to replace the one proposed in Beveridge South West PSP (not currently 
on the VPA work programme). 

The distance rings appear to be erroneous with Broadmeadows showing as just over 50km 
from the precinct whereas in fact it would be closer to 30km. This would indicate a mistake in 
applying the concentric rings to the plan itself based on the scale provided in the top right 
corner of the plan.  

It is suggested that the below Regional Context Plan from Beveridge Central PSP is clearer 
and more appropriate for adaption and inclusion in this PSP; 

3.1. Infrastructure Contributions Plan (ICP) (Section 1.2 in document) 

The Precinct Infrastructure Plan (Appendices 4.1 within the PSP) indicates that ICP funding 
would be utilised to implement development of the precinct. Council provides in-principle 
support with this approach as it would deliver enabling infrastructure to facilitate development. 

Council officers note that when an ICP is under the Standard Levy, costings are not required 
or the ICP to be exhibited. Our preference is to see the costings for the ICP items so we can 
more accurately comment on whether there is enough capacity in the Standard Levy to provide 
for these items. 
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Recommendations: 
1. The VPA to provide land valuations and costings as early as possible to demonstrate

that a supplementary levy is not required to fund non-standard allowable items (i.e.
local road implementation).

2. In the apportionment column on page 49 it would be useful if in cases where
apportionment is relevant, the corresponding PSP be listed.

3. Page 56 of the Parcel Specific Land Use Budget should have the headings from the
previous page to improve legibility of the document.

3.2 Background information (Section 1.3) 
4. The background report makes no reference to the community facility’s needs.
5. The report entitled “Wallan/Beveridge Extractive Resources Analysis (2017)” was

prepared for Department of Economic Development, Jobs, Transport and Resources
(now the Department of Jobs, Precincts and Regions – DJPR). It is our observation
that this report is blinkered in its assessment of alternative locations and our intention
would be to scrutinise this report in advance of any future planning panel hearing.

6. The Ethos Economic Assessment is on the basis of 40,000 future population which
does not accord with the proposed density and population of the precinct which is
estimated to be in excess of 48,000 residents.

3.3 Land to which this PSP applies (Section 1.4) 
7. Council objects to the final sentence of this paragraph, which states that a “basalt flow

containing a high-quality rock resource has been identified to the west of Spring Hill.”
The Coffey produced background report refers to the basalt in question as “newer
basalt.” Council intends to have the Coffey report reviewed in order to assess whether
in fact this statement accords however it is considered inappropriate to classify the
resource as ‘high quality’ when there is no sound justification for that.

3.4 Future Urban Structure (Plan 3) 
8. Council is generally supportive of the land use arrangements and layout shown within

the draft Future Urban Structure on page 5.  It is pleasing to see many key
infrastructure items to support the broader population needs that have been subject to
ongoing discussions between the VPA and Council factored into the proposed layout.

9. Most notably Council welcomes the decision by the VPA to adhere to the wishes of the
Minister for Planning who directed (see letter dated 18 September 2018, attachment
2) that the Beveridge North West PSP should be released for public exhibition without
a basalt quarry shown in the north west corner to the east of the regional open space,
to the west of Spring Hill cone. This represents an outcome consistent with the
increased focus on liveable and resilient communities. The proposed quarry use is not
shown on the North Growth Corridor Plan and would be incompatible with the land use
and transport objectives of this Plan. The proposed quarry use would also be
incompatible with the land use and transport objectives of the draft Beveridge Precinct
Structure Plan.

10. Mitchell Shire Council is certainly not opposed to extractive resource industries locating
within our Shire however there is a clear desire not to impose such a hostile land use
on a future community. One quarry in close vicinity to the PSP land on the southern
slopes of Mount Fraser has caused regular closures of the Beveridge township school
due to dust and prevalent winds. In many of the social indicator categories Mitchell
Shire is fighting to lift itself, such as social isolation, domestic violence etc and it is our
firm belief that the presence of a quarry in a residential precinct will add further
detriment to our existing and future residents. We welcome the opportunity to find



Mitchell Shire Council: Submission 
Amendment C106: Beveridge North West Precinct Structure Plan 

9 

locations elsewhere in our Shire, outside of the Urban Growth Boundary where there 
is also an underlying layer of basalt. 

11. The ‘Key points of interest’ need to be part of the discussion around the choice of zone
for the currently proposed Rural Conservation Zone land which Council welcomes an
open workshop to advance discussions.

The following changes are requested to the draft Future Urban Structure and the 
rationale for these requested changes are as follows: 

12. Delete the residential walkable catchment area and require that higher density
development be located in areas of high amenity, public transport routes and in/around
town centres.

13. The Southern Town Centre (LTC 1) as currently proposed in the PSP provides for a
lack of leverage for Council to force outcomes if negotiations breakdown with
developers and we need to defend a decision at VCAT. The annotation on the plan is
also extremely hard to decipher.

14. The plan which is proposed in lieu of an Urban Design Framework (UDF) is reliant on
good faith existing in negotiations with the current or future landowner, noting there is
no guarantee that the town centre will not get sold off in the future.

15. For example, in the draft Urban Growth Zone schedule (UGZ3) Council officers believe
a master plan should be provided, upon the application for development anywhere on
that affected property.

As an alternative, the potential wording for the relevant section could read as follows: 

16. An application for subdivision and/or use and development of land at the Property 13
of the Beveridge North West Precinct Structure Plan must be accompanied by a master
plan for the Southern LTC-1, to the satisfaction of the Responsible Authority, in
accordance with the Beveridge North West Precinct Structure Plan, Section X. The
application must respond to any previously submitted land use layout plan to the
satisfaction of the Responsible Authority.

17. Table 9 on page 19 of the PSP refers to the land area requirements but makes no
mention of any public realm requirements and that is where it is deficient from a UDF
requirement. For example, there is no guidance minimum height requirements, extent
of glazing/activation, façade articulation, width of main street, layout of mixed-use
including guidance on intended uses, integration of residential uses etc.

18. The design principles cover some of these requirements but is only referenced as a
guideline (G24). It would help if the PSP required a proponent to directly respond to
the design principles for LTC1.
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19. Only having it as a guideline is not good enough and will not allow council to defend
our position at VCAT.

• Move LP-04 away from the future Camerons Lane intersection

The location of the above proposed local park raises the following concerns: 

20. Proximity of the land to the Camerons Lane/Hume Freeway interchange and potential
for poor amenity outcomes.
Recommendations:

21. Modify Requirement 2 and delete the residential walkable catchment/remove any
references to the RGZ.

22. Move LP-04 away from the PAO and into the residential area to the north where it will
benefit more residents.

3.5 Outcomes, Vision and Objectives (Section 2) 
Recommendations: 

23. The draft Vision paints a picture of a resilient community establishing itself in the
northern growth corridor with its topographical beauty which accords with Council’s
position that a basalt quarry is not appropriate in the location of the works authority.

24. The vision also refers to the importance of the Camerons Lane interchange which at
this stage has no plan for delivery. Include a new objective to reflect that the Beveridge
North West PSP supports the delivery of the upgraded Camerons Lane interchange
however, it doesn’t deliver the mechanism in terms of construction or funding. It is
Council’s concern that without this essential piece of State infrastructure development
in the vicinity of the interchange will be restricted.

25. Paragraph 4 Precinct shouldn’t be capitalized.

26. Objective 6 could be modified to read “Encourage built form and design layouts that
demonstrate environmentally sustainable and resilient design principles”.

3.6  Land Use budget (Section 2.3) 
27. Many of the figures do not add up although it is recognised that until the plan is finalised

these figures are only indicative in nature. However, it is concerning that for examples
columns 2 and 3 do not add up correctly on the row “Subtotal Education” and that no
net developable area is shown for employment land.

Recommendations:

28. Is the Regional open space section required given none is proposed?

29. There appear to be minor errors within the percentage calculations within Table 1
which should be reviewed. 27.9% Open Space plus 63.72% NDA plus 8.4%
transport/community infrastructure equates to 100.2%.
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30. Council welcomes the opportunity to workshop an updated land use budget with the
VPA post-exhibition.

3.7 Image, character, heritage & housing 
Recommendations: 

31. Requirement 3 refers to an average minimum density of 30 dwellings per developable
hectare which is considered not only an excessive number but also a crude tool to
tackle a complex issue. 30 dwellings per hectare would eventuate in 200 sqm lots
across a wide area of the PSP which would have limited public transport connectivity
and implications on parking on street and the general amenity. Noting that VITM trip
mode split forecasts an 87% reliance on private car use compared to 13% public
transport. Council also objects to the showing of the walkable catchment area. It is our
belief that higher densities should instead be delivered in areas of high amenity,
whether that is on a public transport route or next to a park/town centre. We welcome
the opportunity to further workshop the best solution to this issue with the VPA and
other key stakeholders. Donnybrook/Woodstock PSP which features two train station
on its western edge requires a lesser amount through requirements (R24 & R25) which
when compared to Beveridge North West PSP which is several kilometres from a
proposed railway station.

32. Requirement 5 is supported however due to the erodible and sodic soils it is vital that
Site Environmental Management Plans (SEMP) are undertaken at all stages of
development to mitigate negative offsite impacts and loss of top soil.  It is
recommended that this requirement includes a SEMP to be approved by Melbourne
Water and the responsible authority.

33. Modify Plan 5 – Image, Character and Housing to remove the dry-stone wall reference
due to none being present. More relevant is the presence of rocky outcrops which may
be able to be retained in subdivision layout plans.

34. Guideline 1 which encourages medium / high density housing types within 400 metres
of designated public transport routes should be reviewed to include consideration of
proximity to services and facilities.  As previously discussed in Section 2.2 of this
submission, there are instances where land within 400 metres of future public transport
routes is not conducive to medium density development due to amenity factors.
Council welcomes the opportunity to workshop this issue with the VPA in due course.

35. Guideline 2 should include the southern town centre and therefore be reworded to
remove the wording, “except for the southern town centre.”

36. Guideline 3 would be preferred as a requirement, Council strongly supports the
retention of existing rows of trees as this assists in achieving increased canopy cover
in accordance with Council’s commitment to the Resilient Melbourne urban forest
strategy however it should be added that an arborist report is required to be undertaken
and necessary works completed to the satisfaction of the responsible authority prior to
handover.

37. Guideline 13 should have the wording “where practicable” removed.

38. Guideline 14 should include to the satisfaction of the Responsible Authority.
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39. Guideline 15 should be reworded to, “Applications for subdivision should demonstrate
how targeted densities can be achieved over time.”

40. Guidelines 16 & 17 – Council would prefer this to be a requirement, particularly on the
land in YVW ownership and the corresponding section of the UGZ schedule to reflect
this. Affordable Housing is most appropriately located in and around the town centres.

41. Guideline 19 is a duplication of Requirement 3 and should therefore be removed.

42. Guideline 21 should state that, retaining walls must be architecturally aesthetic,
concrete and or timber sleepers are discouraged. Table 2 should be updated to reflect
this.

43. A requirement should be included requiring landscaping along any acoustic walls to
improve amenity and assist in attenuating noise impacts.

3.8 Table 2 Sensitive Interface Area Outcomes 
44. Steep slopes (column C) is addressed through R5 and G21 and is not an interface

treatment therefore should be deleted.
45. Under the description “Depth of interface” column A should specify how many rows of

buildings are appropriate.
46. Under the description “General” column A could also state that in situations adjoining

landscape assets, small runs of medium density might be suitable.
47. The 3-metre side boundary, minimum setback may be excessive and 2m more

appropriate.

3.9 Table 4 Housing Density Guide 
48. Council questions the logic of showing 15 hectares of town centre land capable of

sustaining 25 dwellings per hectare when the plan for the town centre shows no
housing.

49. Council is supportive of the persons per dwelling figure of 3.1 per household due to
the evidence base and likely demographic of future residents.

50. 30 dwellings per hectare in the mixed-use area should be deleted.  There are other
requirements and guidelines within the exhibited PSP that are adequate for permit
applications proposing housing density to be considered on their merits.

3.10 Town Centres and Employment 
51. The Southern Town Centre appears large for a local town centre in comparison to

Beveridge South West proposed major town centre, Wallan and Lockerbie
Metropolitan Activity Centre.

52. Requirement (R6) should also reference the design principles in appendix 4.3.

53. Table 9, second row (Retail Core) second bullet point, refers to a town square which
Council believes should include a minimum footprint in order to avoid confusion and
an inferior outcome.

54. Table 9, sixth row (Community Facilities) it is Council’s preference for this facility to be
located in the retail core, also noting that there is potential for this facility to utilize the
air space above a facility such as a library.
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55. Figure 4 (Eastern LTC) should provide for a centralised pedestrian crossing link
connecting the retail component with the community facility and car park.

56. Figure 5 (Northern LTC) shows at the southern end a component of retail floorspace
alongside an open space link which may be problematic from a commercial viability
sense. Is there scope to amend this plan?

57. Figure 6 (Western LTC shown below), could be improved upon by replacing the
office/commercial in the blue circle next to the drainage line with a residential use. In
the blue elongated circle below it is proposed that this space could cater for market
stalls as well as being a plaza with landscaping.

1. Open space
Summary:

58. Based on the estimated population yield of more than 50,000 residents within this PSP
(which is more than the entire population of Mitchell Shire in 2019), there is a clear
need for the delivery of active open space.  The active open space will also support
the broader catchment and could be utilised by future residents of the Wallan South
and Beveridge Central PSPs.

59. The proposed location of the Sports Reserves (Items SR-01, SR-02, SR-03 and SR0-
04) are supported by Council. The sport reserves are in strategic locations within close
proximity to the future town centres, schools and community facilities. It is however
notable that the provision ratio for active open space is dependent on average
household size being 3.2 persons per dwelling whereas in fact developments in
Roxburgh Park (in the abutting Hume LGA) are reaching closer to 3.65 persons per
dwelling. The PSP also describes a walkable catchment density of 30 dwellings per
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hectare which Council vehemently opposes as outlined previously in this submission. 
Given the uncertainty over the future requirements, demographics of future residents 
and sporting needs, Council is supportive of removing the concepts altogether or as a 
minimum, deleting reference to individual sports through pitch delineation.  

60. Noting the above Council would prefer to investigate the precinct features plan which
shows a potential waterbody in the location of the northern active open space which
would result in additional cost and works in order to make it usable. It is suggested the
VPA consider reorientating the northern active open space parcel to mitigate against
this.

61. Council is pleased to see the inclusion of the land for the indoor sports centre as an
ICP item. It is considered that this facility will provide a community focal point within
the PSP and wider catchment area. Noteworthy is the likely huge cost associated with
constructing an indoor aquatic facility which Wallan and the surrounding areas
including Beveridge clearly need.

Recommendations: 

62. Factor in the wetland to the north of the active open space as a cause for potential
reorientation of the northern reserve (SR-01).

63. Categorise Guideline 30 as a requirement and replace the word “should” with “must”.

64. Revise the wording of Requirement R7 to include a bullet point stating that, the nature
strip is to be topsoiled and turfed/hydroseeded as well as make reference to the goals
of 27% tree canopy cover and 39% tree and shrub cover is achieved in accordance
with Council’s commitment to the Resilient Melbourne Urban Forest Strategy.

65. Add a new bullet point to Requirement 23 to include a skate park with necessary
lighting, shade and water fountains. The Strategic Planning team has been informed
that this issue is the number one for members of the Youth Council and would therefore
like the PSP to be supportive of this element even though it could be viewed as minor
in detail.

66. Modify Requirement 29 to encourage use of energy efficient / smart lighting.

67. Question the necessity of LP-25 to the south of the eastern local town centre due to its
proximity to LP-02, LP-24 and SR-02 as well as the location of LP-04 adjacent to the
Camerons Lane PAO

68. Include new guideline, stating that landscaping adjacent to waterway corridors and
wetlands should be complementary to the natural environment.

69. Re-orientate all pitches to comply with State Sporting Association guidelines or remove
the pitch outlines completely, adding a note on the Figures which states that future
design/development is to the satisfaction of Council.

70. Rural Conservation Zoned land to be managed by Parks Victoria as it will provide a
regional open space with eventual links to the proposed Wallan regional park
(https://www.danandrews.com.au/policies/planning-a-great-new-local-park-for-wallan.).
Council also welcomes an opportunity to discuss the merits of the RCZ as opposed to
the Public Conservation and Resource Zone (PCRZ) with a view to ensuring the land

https://www.danandrews.com.au/policies/planning-a-great-new-local-park-for-wallan
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remains in public ownership and retains public access for the benefit of the wider 
community.  

4.1  Community facilities 
Summary: 

71. The exhibited Beveridge North West PSP doesn’t include any content with regards to
community infrastructure beyond including community infrastructure items within Table
4 – Precinct Infrastructure Plan.  Given that the PSP provides the strategic justification
for items being funded through the ICP system, it would be prudent for the PSP to
clearly outline the provisions of community infrastructure to service the future
community and surrounding area.

72. Council’s notes that a Community Infrastructure Assessment has not been prepared
as part of the suite of background reports. Even during the time which the PSP has
been in development, population estimates, and densities have dramatically
increased.  Based on these increases, a Community Infrastructure Assessment and
needs analysis is required and any recommendations will also need to consider the
‘Kindergarten Infrastructure Needs Assessment in Greenfield Growth Areas’ (MPA,
April 2015) to ensure there is adequate provision for future residents within this area.

73. Additionally, the Background Report within the exhibited documentation makes no
reference to a Community Infrastructure Assessment.  This will be required to provide
clear rationale and demonstrate the nexus for contributions towards community
infrastructure items.

74. As such, further collaboration with the VPA and Council will need to occur during the
preparation of the ICP to identify appropriate allocation of the contributions to support
the future community.

75. Due to the high population projection within the precinct and an evidence base which
suggests that household sizes in the northern growth corridor are on the rise, it is
Council’s belief that the western Community Facility (CI-04) should be a Level 2 facility
based on previous agreement with the VPA and not a Level 1 as shown in the PIP on
page 51.

76. Council has a top advocacy priority to attract some mental health consulting suites to
the Shire, at present none exist. This situation is detrimental to the health of the
population and could be rectified by earmarking one or more of the consulting
rooms/professional suites within the southern Level 3 facility. If this could be reflected
in a side note of the relevant line item of Table 9 on page 19, Council would then be
able to negotiate with a provider to enter into an agreement to utilise this space for
mental health practice in the future.

Recommendations: 

77. Update the Level of the Western Community Facility from 1 to 2 in order to cater for a
population of up to 50,000 future residents.

78. Provide a Community Infrastructure Assessment to confirm whether the revised
dwelling and population forecasts are adequately serviced by the proposed levels of
community services and infrastructure.  The Assessment will also need to factor in any
updated policies.

79. Modify the Background Report to include a section which outlines the
recommendations and rationale arising from the Community Infrastructure
Assessment.
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80. Update R8 on page 32 to require a minimum of level 2 access roads as the frontage
roads.

4.2 Biodiversity and Bushfire Management 
Summary: 

81. The PSP generally speaks very little to Biodiversity matters which could be argued are
subject to the Biodiversity Conservation Strategy which is enforced through the
Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999. However, with problems
around developing alongside creeks in other municipalities (such as Hume and
Whittlesea) Council is concerned by the insufficiencies of the Requirements (0) and
Guidelines (3) on Biodiversity. The use of the phrase, “where practical” puts the
emphasis on developers to question the retention of native vegetation when in fact due
to the sparse amounts left in this precinct, it should always be possible to retain high
and medium significance trees. Due to officer involvement in the DELWP run, Local
Government Liaison Group, the strong opinions of neighbouring Councils are known
in respect to difficulty of enforcing Environment Management Plans which protect our
key environment assets. By providing certainty in the PSP it is believed the role of
future planners will be aided with the end result being a better outcome for all including
the threatened species.

82. Planning Scheme Amendment VC68 zoned some land in the growth corridors as Rural
Conservation Zone, deemed suitable for biodiversity conservation. Native vegetation
surveys have since shown that some of this land is of lower biodiversity value because
it contains little or no native vegetation and does not provide any additional significant
biodiversity values (e.g. by providing habitat connectivity or buffering adjacent land-
uses). These areas will be made available for urban development where landform or
other constraints allow. Council is supportive of this approach however notes that the
remainder of the land zoned Rural Conservation Zone of higher biodiversity value is
included in conservation areas. The habitat connectivity in this conservation area
which runs from the north west to east of the precinct is considered vitally important
for species connecting through to Hernes Swamp to the east of the precinct which is
known habitat for growling grass frog.

83. Plan 8 – Biodiversity should emphasise the need for applicants to comply with
environmental legislative requirements, such as the BCS as demonstrated in the
Beveridge Central PSP;

Native vegetation and scattered trees on Plan 7 can be removed provided the removal,
destruction or lopping is carried out in accordance with the ‘Final approval for urban
development in three growth corridors under the Melbourne urban growth program strategic
assessment, 5 December 2013’ pursuant to Section 146B of the Environment Protection and
Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (cth.)

84. Given R10 specifically refers to the Country Fire Authority and this area is due to
urbanise and connect to metropolitan Melbourne shouldn’t the requirement refer to the
relevant Fire Authority.

85. The word “practical” should be deleted thus sentence beginning “Existing vegetation.”
86. Monitoring requirements on developer interaction with sensitive areas as identified in

the BCS to be enforced in accordance with DELWP best practice within growth areas.
87. Insert “including windrows” into G42 and make separate reference to native vegetation.
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4.3 Transport & movement 
Summary: 

88. Generally speaking, the PSP reflects several years of officer involvement in terms of
the Council and VPA’s discussions. There are however some issues which Council
believes can be resolved prior to any subsequent Panel hearing.

89. Notably the future urban structure within the GTA Strategic Transport Modelling
Assessment (dated 10/12/2018) appears at odds with the exhibited PSP. Council
reserves the right to present further views on this during the months following
exhibition.

90. Council holds the view that Old Sydney Road’s (which currently plays a key role in
providing an alternative option to the Hume Freeway) omission from the PSP and ICP
is contrary to good and orderly planning. The existing road which provides for one of
only two existing roads available for the entire precinct (the other being Camerons
Lane which is in a poor state of repair). The permeability of the site will be hugely
increased courtesy of this road particularly with Camerons Lane interchange being
some time away and as yet unfunded. Old Sydney Road presently serves as the main
alternative to the Hume Freeway for drivers heading north or south and provides a
direct connection to metropolitan Melbourne, Tullamarine airport and associated
employment land.

91. The justification for the inclusion of Old Sydney Road is based on the medium-term
delivery estimate for the two proposed arterial roads within the precinct. The Hume
Freeway is already experiencing delays on a weekly basis for those drivers heading to
work in the northern suburbs of Melbourne (such as Campbellfield, Somerton and
Epping) and the city itself. The PSP even features a cross section for Old Sydney Road
(page 64) which reflects multiple conversations between the VPA, Council and
VicRoads. The cost to bring the condition of the road up to a reasonable standard to
allow for better permeability with the surrounding road network, is comparatively small
(in the region of $8.1 million as per the Beveridge North West Infrastructure Design
and Costings, background report by Cardno (dated 23 July 2019). The potential fire
risk associated with land to the west of the precinct means Old Sydney Road serves
as an emergency evacuation route as well as scenic drive for the first residents in the
new community.

Recommendations: 

Plan 9 – Public Transport and Path Network 

92. Council seeks confirmation on the two key east west connections over the Hume
Freeway as shown below in the annotated plan. It is requested that this be clarified,
and consideration given as to who is expected to be delivering this “potential” item as
well as why has this location been selected.  Should consideration be for an active
transport connection and a connector road or a shared path connection in this crossing
location;
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93. Currently some of off-road shared paths do not fully connect with one another, for
example, along the Freeway interface. Whilst it is no doubt the intent that they do
connect it is recommended the PSP show the connection to remove all doubt and
better articulate the intent of the network. Old Sydney Road’s shared trail path should
also be shown on Plan 9 as it provides an excellent opportunity for an interface trail
between urban development and surrounding areas of outstanding natural beauty.

Plan 13 – Street Network 
94. Modify to show the inclusion of Old Sydney Road as RD-05 and update the plan to

show the inclusion of Old Sydney Road in terms of an item requiring upgrade and
consideration.

95. Show a signalised pedestrian crossing on the eastern arterial where it crosses a
drainage corridor.
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96. Modify G52 to say that cul-de-sacs should be avoided.

97. G55 – mention canopy cover to reach the agreed goals of  Resilient Melbourne Urban
Forest Strategy.

98. Update the PSP/ICP to include Murray Street section under the VicRoads Camerons
Lane interchange PAO otherwise this section will likely fall to the landowner to provide
which will inevitably delay development at a likely stage.

Other Transport & Movement matters: 
99. Table 11 on page 39 is unclear in terms of the criteria for the numbers, assuming it

refers to a percentage. The word desirable is also misspelt, in the table heading.

4.4 Cross sections 
100. The secondary arterial cross section (page 67) appears to require an additional

2m from property owners on one side to facilitate a shared path where no frontage
road exists.  It is not clear how this is to be funded or by who.

101. Boulevard connector should specify a minimum height of 5m for all street trees
at maturity, similar to the secondary arterial road cross section.

102. Freeway interface Street (residential frontage) should include a note stating
that, “dwellings adjacent to the Freeway must be acoustically treated to the satisfaction
of the Roads Authority and responsible authority.”

103. Beveridge Central PSP made reference to soil volumes, which will assist in
providing enough space within nature strips. It is our preference that this PSP also
provides for this level of detail around tree planting criteria. The following would ensure
the future trees planted would have the best chance of surviving;

1. Provision must be made for street trees on both sides of all roads and streets (excluding
laneways) at regular intervals appropriate to the tree size at maturity, unless otherwise
agreed by the responsible authority, at an average of:
(a) small trees (smaller than 10m canopy) spaced at 8-10m intervals.
(b) medium trees (10-15m canopy) spaced at 10-12m intervals.
(c) large trees (large than 15m canopy) spaced at 12-15m intervals.

https://resilientmelbourne.com.au/living-melbourne/
https://resilientmelbourne.com.au/living-melbourne/
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2. The following minimum soils volumes and areas are required for trees planted in
containerised/restricted locations including car parking facilities and commercial
precincts:
(a) small trees require a minimum 9m3 soil volume and a minimum soil area of 3.5m x

3.5m.
(b) medium trees require a minimum 35m3 soil volume and a minimum soil area of 6m

x 6m.
(c) large trees require a minimum 150m3 soil volume and a minimum soil area of 10m

x 10m.
3. Provision must be made for a combination of small, medium and large trees.
4. Street tree selected must be suitable for local conditions, support the heritage character

of the place and must provide for habitat unless otherwise approved by the Responsible
Authority.

5. Integrated Water Management & Utilities
104. Integrated water management is a critical issue to exemplify on in this precinct

given its history, topography and majority landowners connections and intentions to
lead in this field. Council has worked closely with Yarra Valley Water and the VPA to
investigate opportunities for providing an above the bar response in this precinct which
could be jeopardized by a change of land ownership. Once again, the repercussions
of this change would be a reduced opportunity to achieve a standard which can follow
into other PSPs both within our municipality but in other growth area contexts.
Guideline 57 is considered weaker than it necessitates as a key tool in reducing the
impact on the environment of 50,000 future residents as well as visitors. Council would
prefer the guideline to be promoted as a requirement to achieve a higher standard in
this precinct.

105. Council believes that the shape of the retarding basins in WI-02 (14.08
hectares) do not comply with the Melbourne Water requirements.

Recommendations: 

106. Stormwater runoff from the development must meet or exceed the performance
objectives of the Best Practice Environmental Management Guidelines for urban
stormwater management prior to discharge to receiving waterways.

107. Development should reduce reliance on potable water by increasing the
utilisation of fit-for-purpose alternative water sources such as storm water, rain water
and recycled water.

108. Provision of water tapping, potable and recycled water connection points for
any potential open space including the land located within the electricity transmission
line easement.

6. Environmentally Sustainable Development (ESD)
109. There is strong support and preference for this PSP to be an opportunity for

Council to apply environmental sustainability assessment (ESD) to an area of
significant size and scale.

110. This is supported by Clause 11 of the Victorian Planning Policy Framework
“Settlement” which states that:

“Planning is to recognise the need for, and as far as practicable contribute towards: 

• Health, wellbeing and safety.
• A high standard of urban design and amenity.
• Energy efficiency.
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• Prevention of pollution to land, water and air.
• Protection of environmentally sensitive areas and natural resources.
• Land use and transport integration.

Planning is to facilitate sustainable development that takes full advantage of existing 
settlement patterns and investment in transport, utility, social, community and commercial 
infrastructure and services.” 

111. The following is taken from the Marshall PSP (City of Greater Geelong) – so a
precedent has been set (refer to R17). It is Council’s preference that a new requirement
be introduced requiring the following;
• A Sustainability Management Plan is required for any planning permit for multi-unit

residential development comprising 10 or more dwellings, any non-residential
development comprising more than 500 square metres of gross floor area, and any
service station.

• The Sustainability Management Plan shall: ∙ Identify relevant sustainability targets or
performance standards that address but are not limited to: zero carbon, sustainable
transport, sustainable products and materials and sustainable water.

• Document the means by which the appropriate target or performance will be achieved
and monitored. ∙ Demonstrate how proposed design elements integrate and respond to
precinct level sustainability strategies, opportunities and development context.

• Identify the different areas of responsibility and provide a schedule for implementation,
ongoing management, maintenance and monitoring.

• Demonstrate that the design elements, technologies and operational practices that
comprise the Sustainability Management Plan can be maintained throughout the life
of the proposed development.

• Be prepared by a suitably qualified expert to the satisfaction of the Responsible
Authority.

Guideline 

• The Sustainability Management Plan shall consider the following:

Zero Carbon: 

• Optimise energy reduction through climate responsive design, lot and building
orientation, optimal glazing and shading, as well as reduced reliance on mechanical
heating, ventilation, cooling and lighting systems.

• To source 30% of energy from either on-site, nearby renewable or low carbon sources.
• To provide a minimum of 25% tree canopy coverage in streets.  (for Mitchell this would

be 27% tree canopy cover and 39% tree and shrub cover)
• To provide a minimum of 50% tree canopy coverage in parking areas.  (for Mitchell I

suggest 50% tree canopy cover)

Sustainable Transport 

• Prioritise transport infrastructure and access according to the following hierarchy:
o Pedestrians and restricted mobility.
o Cyclists.

https://www.geelongaustralia.com.au/common/public/documents/yoursay/8d701357b9ec352-PRJ-16-1158_MarshallPSP-CompleteDraft2July2019_TOPRINT.pdf
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o Public Transport Users.
o Private motorists.
o And establish sustainable transport behaviour through early provision of an

integrated public transport network with a high level of frequency and
convenience.

Sustainable Water: 

• To target average potable water use to 110 litres per person per day for residential
development.

• To source 100% of water for landscape irrigation from on-site rainwater collection or
recycled water.

112. R22 Subdivision Works (p47) remove “including Old Sydney Road” from the
bullet point as it should be picked up by the ICP.

7. Precinct Infrastructure Plan (PIP)
Recommendations: 

113. Camerons Lane future interchange is listed as a PIP project when it isn’t funded
by the ICP and therefore should be removed.

114. Apportionment in instances where not 100% Beveridge North West should
stipulate which PSP shares the cost of the item. (e.g. RD-01, IN-01, IN-03 and IN-09).

115. Show RD-02 as a short-term PIP project due to its current condition and level
of use.

116. IN-02 should be a four-way intersection not a T. ICP funding should include full
signalisation, noting Mandalay are to provide southern leg (unsignalized standard).

117. There is over 1km of road between IN06 and IN05 with a park on one side and
residential development on the other.  A mid-block pedestrian crossing should be
considered over this distance and included in ICP.

118. Update Plan 13 in accordance with the below version which includes Old
Sydney Road, (including intersections) and showing pedestrian crossings on the
arterial roads.

119. Western Community Facility (CI-04) to be a level 2 facility as opposed to level
1.

120. LP-25 to be consolidated into LP-07.
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8. Beveridge North West Local Town Centre – Design Principles
Recommendations: 

1. Include within Principle 8 a statement around signage and wayfinding signage needs to
be included for developments of town centre, commercial and open spaces – to direct
visitors and locals to facilities effectively.

2. Expand on the urban art bullet point in Principle 9 to include commercial spaces as well
as public realm.

9. Planning Scheme Amendment Documentation

9.3 Explanatory Report 
121. Generally, the Explanatory Report is reflective of discussions however there

are some minor areas of clarification required. A copy of Council’s minor corrections is
provided as an attachment (2).

Recommendations 

122. Land affected by the Amendment should read, the PSP is located south of
Wallan and north-west of Beveridge township.
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123. The land area should align with other documentation which states that the size
of the precinct is 1279 hectares.

124. The note section on page 2 of the Explanatory Report states that the ICP will
be introduced via a separate amendment, which appears incorrect given a Standard
Levy is proposed.  Clarification is sought on the intended approval process for the ICP.

125. Insert a new bullet point on page 3 which relates to the PSP helping achieve
on the delivery of housing affordability as defined and referenced in the Planning and
Environment Act 1987.

126. The response to policy 2.2.5 erroneously states that an average density of 16
dwellings per net developable hectare are sought to be achieved whereas it is in fact
20 dwellings per net developable hectare.

127. Objective two should refer to how the PSP is seeking to achieve greater
housing affordability.

Schedule 3 to Urban Growth Zone (UGZ3) 
128. Generally, the UGZ3 is reflective of discussions and agreed pathways however

there are some minor areas of clarification required. A copy of Council’s minor
corrections is provided as an attachment (3). Council is not supportive of the 30
dwellings per hectare across the entire walkable catchment area and use of the
Residential Growth Zone. The preference is for higher density to be more closely linked
to the town centres themselves and the Mixed-Use Zone and General Residential Zone
to achieve higher densities. Cardinia Creek South PSP found 20 dwellings per hectare
within the walkable catchment to be appropriate and Council shares this view in terms
of this PSP. Donnybrook Woodstock PSP also featured lesser densities despite the
presence of two railway stations.

Recommendations 

129. Update Plan 1 to Schedule 3 to Clause 37.07 in accordance with previously
mentioned recommended changes to the Future Urban Structure.

130. Delete the row relating to applying the Residential Growth Zone to the
residential walkable catchment from Table 1: Applied zone provisions within Clause
2.2 (Applied zone provisions).

131. Cultural Heritage Management Plans (CHMPs) to be required in high sensitivity
areas, in accordance with Background Report by Archaeological and Heritage
Management Solutions (AHMS).

132. For development applications on land containing or abutting Kalkallo Creek an
erosion management plan should be required.

9.2 Schedule 4 to Incorporated Plan Overlay (IPO4) 
133. Council is supportive of the approach towards the Rural Conservation Zoned

(or other appropriate zone) land which is also reflected by the Incorporated Plan
Overlay however wishes to see ‘decision guidelines’ more in tune with the Sunbury
South PSP approach. A workshop with representatives of the Statutory Planning team
from both VPA and Council is considered an appropriate way of addressing this issue.
A copy of Council’s minor changes to this schedule is provided as attachment 4.
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