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Submission Item Issue Submitter Comment / Proposed Outcome MPA response

1 EPA Victoria - Chris Bydder

EPA1 No concerns raised. Due to the proximity to Syd/Melb Train line - appropriate noise 

attenuation methods required to be considered in future planning stages.  

Noise attenuation methods required near the railway line Refer Section 3.6 of the Draft UGZ4 - Clause 37.07 (Schedule 4) - Rail noise assessment condition proposed requiring any application that 

proposes, or will allow, residential buildings within 80 metres of the existing Melbourne-Sydney rail track to be accompanied by an 

assessment of noise and vibration impacts on the development from the rail operations at the time of the application. 

2

HCC1 Concerns have been raised about residential land use in the English Street precinct due 

to potential impacts from industrial land in the Craigieburn North Employment PSP on 

the western/southern boundary, railway line to the east and proposed sewerage 

treatment plan and quarry to the east and arterial road to the north.

The English Street community will not be developed in isolation. It will be fundamentally a part of the Donnybrook Woodstock and Lockerbie 

communities on a day to day basis, while having the advantages of being located adjacent to developing employment opportunities. It also 

will have the critical local amenities and infrastructure within the precinct, including a community centre, local parks, extensive natural creek 

setting, sports fields. This is in addition to having doorstep access to freeway and rail access links to Melbourne.

HCC2 Plan 3 -A Cultural Heritage Management Plan (CHMP) and geotechnical assessment 

needs to be produced to identify a location for the road bridge over the Merri Creek 

that minimises impacts on the area. This process should be part of 'setting the scene' of 

the PSP Guidelines (Part 2) and undertaken before the PSP is completed. If the bridge 

needs to move from its current location, the cost estimates in the DCP (for a 50m span) 

may be short of what is required to cross the creek. 

The MPA will not be facilitating a CHMP as they are not a development proponent. MPA is confident that the general location for the bridge 

has been established. The MPA and the RAP have walked the length of the Merri Creek to identify the most appropriate location for a 

crossing without the need to carry out a full CHMP at the early stages of preparation. Refer to Cultural Values Assessment for general outline 

of preferences for locations of the bridge in the absence of a CHMP. Funding has been included in the DCP for a CHMP and Geotechnical 

Assessment of the Road Bridge within the bridge costing. It is considered that if a redesign of the bridge was to occur, the AAV/RAP can 

review any changes before a full CHMP is prepared. MPA have been advised that the development proponent, Moremac, are in the process 

of preparing the Geotechnical Assessment and the CHMP on both sides of the creek at both crossing locations.          

HCC3 Plan 11 seeks to protect 'affected land' from development until a CHMP and 

geotechnical assessment has been produced for the Merri Creek road crossing, which 

will give certainty to its location. In the absence of these reports, Council supports Plan 

11 and R48. However, Council is uncertain that the area is appropriate. The Targeted 

Cultural Values Inspection report (August 2013)  does not relate to or confirm this area.

The Wurundjeri have endorsed the proposed crossing locations, on the condition that the areas will be subject to complex CHMP 

assessments prior to the construction of the bridge. This information was provided to Hume at a meeting at MPA on 3 July 2015. CHMP and 

detailed geotechnical investigations are more suitably undertaken within the subdivision process- the structure plan and DCP aim to set the 

general location, form and cost of the bridge only. Hume have now indicated that with the paragraph written into the consent order that 

states that 'If it transpires that the Bridge is required to be relocated, the parties may make a submission to the C198 Panel on any 

consequential change to the DCP levy and the C198 may consider those submissions upon their merits even if that potentially requires a 

further amendment to the English Street DCP levy (whether approved or not).', that this resolves the matter for the purpose of this hearing.

HCC4 Council requests information is provided from the Registered Aboriginal Party that 

confirms its acceptance of the potential crossing locations as illustrated by the 'affected 

land' in plan 11 and would not seek an alternative alignment beyond this area when the 

CHMP is produced.

As above. Provided.

HCC5 Council requests that the PSP be amended to better explain what info has been used to 

determine the limits of "affected land".

The 'affected area' was identified to allow for refinement of the location of the crossing, the width of this area was considered to be a 

reasonable distance to allow for minor changes to road alignment in future. Plan 11 is proposed to be amended to show the dimensions of 

this area, and more clearly delineate the area of the 'CHMP affected area' and the 'buffer area' that was considered. 

This will delineate the area within the creek corridor and the BCS as the 'CHMP affected area' and the remaining area will be marked as 'area 

for possible bridge relocation (if required)'. The MPA cannot determine which land is subject to a CHMP as this is managed under the 

Aboriginal Heritage Act. DELWP have also advised that it would not be appropriate to move the location south as the area to the south is of 

strategic importance to the Growling Grass Frog. MPA cannot confirm the exact image that will be shown in the document until we receive 

this confirmation from DELWP.

The role of the PSP is to guide future urban development and the MPA does not consider it necessary to include this level of background 

information in the document. It does, however, provide what is considered a reasonable general area to the north or south of the proposed 

HCC6 4 lane arterial (English St) should be consistent with Craigieburn North Employment 

Area PSP and include 2m on-road bike lanes.

It is not clear to the MPA that the cross sections will need to be completely consistent. The bridge will act as a transition point. Both sections 

of road are serving different land use environments. Provided that detailed transitions are executed correctly in detailed design stages, 

cyclists should be well catered for. There may be opportunity to include on road cycle lanes in English Street.

AMENDMENT C183  - 1025.2 English Street Exhibition

Hume City Council - Michael Sharp

Cross Sections

Improvements/corrections

Precinct Structure Plan - impacts from adjoining features

Road bridge over the Merri Creek



Submission Item Issue Submitter Comment / Proposed Outcome MPA response

AMENDMENT C183  - 1025.2 English Street Exhibition

HCC7 Plan 11 - Council requests that the part of the 'affected land' that would require a CHMP 

and geotechnical survey to give certainty to the crossing location be identified in this 

plan. This would extend to the northern and southern limits of the affected land but be 

bound by Conservation Area 34 to the east and west. This area would be referenced in 

R54.

The area marked as 'affected area' was identified to allow refinement to the location of the crossing. MPA considers that the entire 'affected 

area' as shown should be considered as the area affected by the results of a CHMP and Geotechnical Survey, as all lots as shown on the plan 

would impact on the ability to deliver the bridge in this general location. This can however be refined on the drawing to define the area with 

statutory requirement. The MPA cannot determine which land is subject to a CHMP as this is managed under the Aboriginal Heritage Act. 

Please see HCC5 comments.

HCC8 R54 - Council requests that the wording here is made clearer that a preliminary 

geotechnical assessment be prepared and a CHMP will need to be produced on the 

required parts of the 'affected land' on all of the properties (to be identified in Plan 11, 

see previous point) before Council can agree to the subdivision that includes the 

'affected land'.

Suggested wording - "Subdivision of affected land on lots identified in 

Plan 11 adjacent to the future bridge crossing of the Merri Creek is not 

permitted until the exact location for bridge abutments has been 

confirmed through a geotechnical assessment and a CHMP for the entire 

affected area of each property, unless otherwise agreed by the RA and 

the City of Hume".

It is the development agency's role under the DCP to manage the detailed implementation of infrastructure to their satisfaction. However, 

the MPA agrees that the wording can be clarified and affected land can be shown more clearly on Plan 11. 

Proposed wording is as follows: 'Subdivision of affected land on lots marked within the 'project buffer area for possible bridge realignment'  

identified in Plan 11 adjacent to the future bridge crossing of the Merri Creek is not permitted until the exact location for bridge abutments 

has been confirmed through a geotechnical assessment and a Cultural Heritage Management Plan (CHMP) , or unless otherwise agreed by 

the responsible authority and the City of Hume.'

HCC9 Council has consistently objected to a bridge design that makes it more costly for the 

bridge to be constructed to it ultimate form. The current specification is inconsistent 

with VicRoads policy development on the Growth Area Planners Handbook which 

defines a principle for interim infrastructure to 'minimise overall costs to governments 

and the community'.

There is nothing stopping the Council in delivering the ultimate at the time of construction of the DCP bridge. DCP planning in Victoria has 

consistently worked on the basis of a 10-year horizon for developer funding of local infrastructure. The exhibited DCP will service the first 10 

years of development and deliver the ultimate land and one carriageway. The Jacobs report mentions that 'future increase of trafficable lanes 

is planned through duplication of the carriageway with a second structure. However, the current bridge proposal has the capacity for 

widening on either or both sides of the bridge should it be more appropriate.'  The MPA is arguing that it funds a bridge that is considered 

basic to the health and safety and well-being of the community and fulfills delivery for the demand throughout the life of this DCP. MPA can 

demonstrate in the Jacobs modelling that the ultimate bridge will likely not be required due to demand in the ultimate scenario.

The current specification minimises costs of the bridge as interim infrustructure, but 

increases costs to Council/State Government of constructing the ultimate, principally 

because it requires 2 bridges (2 lanes each) as opposed to one bridge (4 lanes). If the 

pavement for a four-lane bridge was constructed upfront it would cost approximately 

$2.2M more than the proposed 2 lane bridge ($7.9 rathern than 5.7M). However, 

because the second bridge would not be needed it would save $2.1M when the 4 lanes 

are required ($7.9M rather than $10.0M for the two bridges). See details below. This 

approach should be considered and discussed further with Council. 

Proposed Interim Bridge (2 lane )

Width (m) - 16.2

Length (m) - 50

Area (sqm) - 810

Interim Cost - $5,677,734

Proposed Second Bridge (2 lane)

Width (m) - 12.2

Length (m) - 50

Area (sqm) - 610

Interim Cost - $4,399,149

Ultimate cost of both bridges = $10,076,884

Upfront 4 lane bridge

Width (m) - 12.2

Length (m) - 50

Area (sqm) - 610

Interim Cost - $4,399,149

Ultimate Cost - $7915,258

As above.

Development Contributions Plan

Road bridge over the Merri Creek

HCC10
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AMENDMENT C183  - 1025.2 English Street Exhibition

HCC11 In the absence of the CHMP and geotechnical assessment required to provide certainty 

to the bridges location, there is no certainty that the 50m crossing length would apply 

to the confirmed location. Within the 'affected land' there could be a range of crossing 

lengths of 40-70m. There is also no certainty about whether $10000 'clearing and 

grubbing' would be adequate to prepare the ground conditions, given the absence of a 

geotechical study. As set out earlier, Council requests that CHMP and geotechnical 

assessment studies are undertaken before the DCP is gazetted to give certainty to the 

location of the bridge and therefore costings. An alternative could be to provide a 

greater contingency to the bridge costings than applied (greater than 20%). Typically a 

contingency of 40% is applied when there remains so much uncertainty.

MPA has been advised by Moremac that they are carrying out a CHMP and geotechnical study on both sides of the creek. If this can be 

carried out prior to gazettal, then no issue or uncertainty should remain. The purpose of a DCP is to make reasonable informed assumptions 

based on the likely cost. The bridge length has assumed a length of 50m, which is a reasonable expanse which can be demonstrated. A 

reasonable assumption has also been made based on the general ground conditions of this area.

HCC12 The costings for the bridge should also account for the amount of habitat compensation 

payable for works in Conservation Area 34.

This cost is normally borne at the detailed development stage and therefore should not be considered as part of the DCP.

HCC13 The costings for RD-25.2-2 (the approach to the bridge) should also account for the 

amount of habitat compensation payable for works in Conservation Area 34.

This cost is normally borne at the detailed development stage and therefore should not be considered as part of the DCP.

HCC14 There may be insufficient people to pay for a DCP or the cost would be very high. *Council note they did not raise this issue and this is an error The cost will need to be shared equally between all landowners within two precincts for the cost of a bridge.

HCC15 The residential community would be too small to support a sustainable community (half 

the recommended 7000 people as per the PSP guidelines). The community facility is 

smaller than the new community facilities planned in the neighbouring Donnybrook 

Woodstock PSP in Whittlesea, reflecting the smaller, sub-district catchment area of 

approx 3,500 people. The facility provide 492m2 internal floor space on a 2000m2 lot, 

rather than a 1000m2 facility on an 8000m2 lot. The biggest space saving seems to be 

made by reducing the services provided - there is no provision for early years services 

which would require both indoor and outdoor space.

Early years floorspace provision is to be provided nearby in the Donnybrook / Woodstock PSP, in a location close to the train station. The 

community facility should be  a flexible space of 492.4sqm. The space is flexible to allow a community meeting room and flexible space to 

allow occasional child care facilities. MPA considers that the early years services need to be looked at on a wider catchment, taking into 

account Donnybrook and Woodstock that will be providing spaces Kindergarten places for between 1,100 and 1,200 four-year-olds.

MPA has provided for further flexible space than what is required for the yield of population.  The Donnybrook Woodstock PSP include 

capacity for the kindergarten in the nearby town centre located adjacent to the cheese farm. Council have advised Capire that their model 

supports the efficent use of resources by co-locating kindergarten rooms where possible. 

HCC16 Council submits that the community centre should provide early years services. As set 

out in the MPSs Guide to Social Infrastructure (2009), even the smallest community 

centre (Level 1) provides an early years facility. The DCP does not have any cash 

contributions going to neighbouring facilities for early years residents. The community 

facility should include provision for early years requirements

MPA is happy to consider Council's position that English Street residential catchment should contribute to the required population in the 

amount of room space for the kindergarten and that the 0.8 of a kindergarten room should be funded within the DCP. Based on the Wollert 

costings, 0.8 of a kindergarten room is $237,600. If this figure is added into the English Street DCP, we believe that a 20% contingency 

($47,520) should be included as well, consistent with the Wollert costings. MPA is happy to support this approach and proposes to include 

this as an item within the DCP.

Community facility



Submission Item Issue Submitter Comment / Proposed Outcome MPA response

AMENDMENT C183  - 1025.2 English Street Exhibition

HCC17 If for purposes not immediately clear to Council, it is preferable to the MPA and the 

WCC that space for early years services be provided elsewhere, it would seem that 

there are 2 options:

 - Provide additional space at the closest community centre in Whittlesea (the south-

western community facility of the Donnybrook PSP, approx 3km away from the middle 

of English St)

- Provide additional space at the closest community centre in Hume (the southern 

community acility of the Lockerbie PSP, approx 2km away).                                                                  

Neither facility is 'walkable' . Residents will therefore be required to drive or catch 

public transport (bus routes not yet known) to either facility making the relative 

difference in distance negligible.

MPA considers that the kindergarten can be provided in a close location to English Street in the Donnybrook Woodstock PSP. MPA has 

discussed with Council that a larger centre would cater for economies of scale, providing better facilities for all. The facilities are not 

'walkable', but the catchment does not provide enough yield to enable a centre at this location. On balance, the area is provided with a larger 

community space with better facilities that can still be accessed within a short distance. It was agreed that the Donnybrook 'cheese farm' 

location was appropriate given it is the closest facility.

HCC18 Should the MPA and City of Whittlesea wish to consider contributions to the southern 

facility in Lockerbie, it is requested that this be explored with Council. Any design, 

costing and ultimately development contributions proposed must be agreed by Council 

before the PSP is gazetted.

The MPA and City of Whittlesea do not wish to consider making contribution to the Lockerbie Centre. This is not considered a reasonable 

consideration, as Hume residents would normally be given priority for entry, only then accepting enrolment if there was capacity for 

residents in the other jurisdiction. The Hume residents would be given right to apply to the kindergarten if City of Whittlesea residents have 

had first right of refusal.

HCC19 The English St community facility should be extended to accommodate the early years 

requirements of the new residents. If that is not a desired outcome for the City of 

Whittlesea or the MPA, DCP funds should be directed off-site, to extending a 

neighbouring facility, either in the City of Whittlesea or the City of Hume (subject to 

agreement by Council).

MPA is happy to consider Council's position that English Street residential catchment should contribute to the required population in the 

amount of room space for the kindergarten and that the 0.8 of a kindergarten room should be funded within the DCP. Based on the Wollert 

costings, 0.8 of a kindergarten room is $237,600. If this figure is added into the English Street DCP, we believe that a 20% contingency 

($47,520) should be included as well, consistent with the Wollert costings. MPA is happy to support this approach and proposes to include 

this as an item within the DCP.

HCC20 Plan 5 - Council supports the identifidaction of IN-25.2.1 (English St/Donnybrook Rd) as 

an intersection to be funded by the English St DCP. As the MPA is aware, the Lockerbie 

DCP currently covers the cost of this infrastructure and will need to be updated as a 

matter of urgency following the gazettal of the English St DCP.

Noted. Lockerbie DCP will need to be updated for Gazettal of the English Street DCP

HCC21 Table 8: Council supports the 50% apportionment of costs for the road bridge over the 

Merri Creek (BR25.2-1), with the balance due to be funded by the Craigieburn North 

Employment PSP.

Noted.

HCC22 Table 8: Council supports the 50% apportionment of costs for the upgrade of the 

pavilion (SR-25.2-2) and John Laffan Memorial Reserve (SR-25.2-1), with the balance 

apportioned for the future Kalkallo PSP. Council also supports the costings.

Noted.

HCC23 The RCZ would prejudice the redevelopment of the Laffan Reserve. Open Sports Ground 

is prohibited use in the RCZ, meaning that the redevelopment of the Laffan Reserve 

would be inconsistent with the zone.  Council understood that State Government had 

agreed to enable the redevelopment of the Laffan Reserve in its drafting of a SUZ for 

the Conservation Area that allowed 'the redevelopment of existing reserves' as a 

Section 2 use. The redevelopment of the site would have been referred to DELWP as a 

mandatory referral authority under the SUZ. State Government and Council agreed that 

the redevelopment of the site could be managed to be consistent with the objectives of 

the Conservation Area (no synthetic surfaces, permeable fencing etc). Under the RCZ, 

the ambitions for the site cannot be realised.

Agreed. The MPA will apply the Special Use Zone over the Laffan Reserve. The remaining area covering over the BCS will remain as RCZ.

Draft Schedules

Support

Rural Conservation Zone
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AMENDMENT C183  - 1025.2 English Street Exhibition

HCC24 In recent conversations between Council and DELWP, the Department has set out that it 

considers that the SUZ is the appropriate zone for the GGF corridor.

DELWP are currently comfortable with the application of the RCZ. In future, DELWP are investigating the possibility of an SUZ over the BCS 

areas, but until this is finalised, it was considered premature to use the SUZ and it was agreed that the current RCZ was the most appropriate 

zoning for the GGF corridor. This refers to the entire GGF corridor.

As for Laffan Reserve, DELWP have indicated they would support the use of the SUZ for this isolated site, but we are waiting on confirmation 

on the wording for the SUZ.

HCC25 The rural Conservation Zone does not address DELWP as being a referral authority for 

development in that zone. The draft SUZ better addresses this requirement.

As above. DELWP has indicated in submission to agency consultation that they are comfortable with the current zoning. They have supported 

the use of the SUZ schedule for this isolated site (Laffan Reserve) but request that the draft requires a permit for buildings and works to the 

sports ground.

HCC26 Council objects to deletion of ESO2 unless objectives to realise new open space are 

replaced in new ordinance. These will help achieve objective of North Growth Corridor 

Plan for regional open space and metropolitan trail network along the Merri Creek.

Add following objectives

 - To create preaceful, passive open space quality in the creek parkland 

and valley

- To provide a linear open space link, including the provisions of a shared 

pedestrian and cycle use path along one side of the waterway corridor.

- TO provide for links, views and access from surrounding areas to the 

creeks and open space.

Agreed. These objectives can be included in the purpose or other appropriate location within the Incorporated Plan Overlay or otherwise in 

the PSP.

HCC27 Council objects to finalisation of the English St PSP and DCP until the matters raised are 

resolved satisfactorily.

Noted.

3

VR1 No issues. VicRoads is supportive of the amendment. Appreciates the PAO reserve to 

widen Donnybrook Rd and the grade separation of that road crossing the Melbourne 

Sydney Railway line

Nil Noted

4

MW1 It is difficult to distinguish the areas of floodplain from waterway corridor so it may be 

more appropriate to combine these.

It may be more appropriate to label waterway corridors as "waterway 

corridor / floodplain".

This plan has been taken directly from the North Growth Corridor Plan and is only intended to inform readers of its general location. The MPA 

will replace the highlighted area as white with transparent, so you can see the designations.

MW2 For consistency within the PSP the legend reference to Rivers/creeks should be changed 

to Waterways.

Amend legend in Plan 1 as follows 'rivers/creeks' to be changed to 

'waterways'

This plan has been taken directly from the North Growth Corridor Plan. This is the proposed wording used within the Growth Corridor Plan 

and therefore it would need to be changed within this document and all PSPs. This can be raised for further iterations of the North Growth 

Corridor Plan.

MW3 For consistency and accuracy the legend in Plan 2 should just refer to waterways not 

waterway corridor/floodplain.

Amend legend in Plan 2 as follows "corridor/floodplain" to be changed 

to "Waterways"

Agreed.

MW4 The fading effect on the plan makes it unclear where the transmission easement is. Clearly show the transmission easement on the plan as per the legend. The transmission easement is shown as it appears in the legend, but the MPA can make the faded area appear more opaque so that it can be 

more easily identified.

MW5 We understand the majority of drainage concept shown in the PSP reflects that 

undertaken by a consultant, SMEC, acting for the Moremac Developments for several 

landowners. The PSP has been updated to reflect the agreed Moremac Development's 

drainage Strategy and the future commercial zoned land in the North East corner of the 

PSP to be called the English St Employment DS Strategy. Plan 9 Integrated Water 

Management Plan for details of the latest drainage concept currently adopted by 

Moremac developments, Whittlesea Council and Melbourne Water and we believe 

DELWP.

DELWP to confirm they are satisfied with the agreed drainage strategies 

agreed by the other stakeholders. Particularly the future 100 year flow 

drainage line form Wetland 6 across English Street and commercial land 

into the waterway corridor and connection to Merri Creek.

DELWP is satisfied with the agreed drainage strategy as outlined in Plan 9 on the English St PSP, including the drainage line from Wetland 6 

across English St into the waterway corridor and Merri Creek (Response B)

Vic Roads - Noel Murphy

 

Melbourne Water - Rosie Bennett

Precinct Structure Plan

Schedule 2 to the Enviro Significance Overlay

Closing
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AMENDMENT C183  - 1025.2 English Street Exhibition

As the Waterway Management Authority MW has an interest in ensuring the PSP will 

provide for waterways with enhanced environmental and social/amenity outcomes for 

the community. In MWs view the most appropriate interface between the Merri Creek 

conservation reserve and development is a road along the entire length of the 

waterway corridor. This interface has numerous benefits to the community including 

improved access, amenity, livebility and surveillance. In addition, roads provide for 

continual maintenance access to enable MW to carry out regular waterway 

management activities.

Lower order roads, such as local access streets, are preferred over arterial or connector 

roads for improved pedestrian access and safety.

Plan 3 shows a 'key access street' extending along approximately half of the interface 

with the Merri Creek. MW requests that a road interface be shown along the entire 

length of the waterway corridor. If this is not supported from a road network 

perspective then, at minimum the PSP must include appropriate written provisions to 

clarify that road frontage must be the preliminary interface with the waterway. 

MW7 As illustrated the waterway corridor (as shown by the pink line) extends beyond the 

boundary of the GGF Conservation Area and currently the PSP is showing a mix of 

developable land and local park - LP4 (area circled in red) within the waterway corridor. 

MW request that this land is shown as waterway corridor - encumbered land.

MPA to note: the land circled in green in the adjacent Cragieburn North Employment 

PSP is currently shown as developable land however it should be shown as waterway 

corridor - encumbered land . This should be amended in all relevant PSPs.

Amend all Plans within the PSP to accurately reflect the waterway 

corridor boundaries and ensure no developable land is shown within the 

boundaries of the waterway corridor.

Agree. Show waterway corridor on plan. This impacts the FUS and land take as it includes an area that had been designated for residential 

development. MPA to mark up and change Plan 3 in PSP and any other consequential plans. Awaiting update in document.

MW8 As previously raised with MPA and agreed to in the email from Zoe Dillon dated 13 May 

2015, it is unclear of the distinction between land designated 'retarding basin/wetland" 

and "drainage open space".

The land take areas make allowance for better slopes, sediment drying areas and 

maintenance access tracks. Therefore, Plan 3 should show the entire land take as 

"retarding basin/wetland", and there is therefore no need to show any additional land 

as "drainage open space".

Amend Plan 3 (and all other relevant plans in the PSP) so all 'retarding 

basins / wetland" areas are consistent with those provided by SMEC 

consultants for the English St DS Strategy. No additional land needs to be 

labelled as "drainage open space". The total footprint areas of the 

propsoed wetlands are to include the appropriate batter slopes as per 

the current Wetland Manual, the Q100 year bypass channel, access 

tracks and sediment drying areas.

Agreed. Legend items will be combined 'retarding basins/ wetland', 'waterways' and 'drainage open space' into one legend item as per 

current MPA plan standards. MPA to mark up and change Plan 3 in PSP and any other consequential plans. Awaiting update in document.

 

Agreed. The Future Urban Structure can be revised to continue a key access street (local access street) along most of the frontage to the BCS. 

There are sections where it is considered that an open space should be more appropriate immediately adjacent to the BCS.  The direct 

frontage cross section will be removed. MPA to mark up and change Plan 3 in PSP and any other consequential plans. Awaiting update in 

document.

MW6 Amend Plan 3 to continue the 'key access street' along the entire Merri 

Creek interface, including adjacent to the commercial precinct in the 

north.

At a minimum the PSP must include provisisions to ensure streets are 

the primary interface between development and waterways, and lots 

with a direct frontage may be provided as a minor component of the 

waterway interface.
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AMENDMENT C183  - 1025.2 English Street Exhibition

MW9 Objective 14 requires a minor edit.

In addition, 21 requires minor edits as per recent agreement with C Braddock of MPA 

emaild dated 14 May 2015.

Amend objectives 14 and 21 as follows:

14 - 

Create and retain high-quality habitat for the Growling Grass Frog along 

the Merri Creek corridor and support other environmental habitat 

values.

21 - 

Deliver and integrated and resilient water management system that 

reduces reliance on reticulated potable water, increases the re-use of 

alternative water, minimises flood rist, ensures the environmental 

health of waterways and bays, protects public health, delivers affordable 

essential water services and contributes towards a liveable and green 

urban environment.

Agreed. MPA to mark up and change O14 and O21 in PSP.

MW10 The drainage reserve bound by Donnybrook Road, English Street, the commercial area 

and the GGF corridor is not showing up on Plan 4. 

Amend Plan 4 to show the drainage reserve between the English Street 

drainage crossing directing Q 100yr flows through the commercial land 

into the Merri Creek reserve.

Agreed. The drainage open space is not shown on plan 4 but it is present on Plan 3 and can be transposed on all other plans. MPA to mark up 

and change Plan 4 to show area of drainage open space 

As discussed earlier in this submission, in MWs view, the most appropriate interface 

between the Merri Creek conservation reserve and development is a local road along 

the entire length of the waterway corridor.

Figure 2 (on page 16) in the PSP in its current form show that the Merri Creek corridor 

interface will comprise either roads or lots with direct frontage to the waterway 

corridor. However, as a referral authority we will only support lots with direct frontage 

along a minor proportion of the waterway interface. In addition, we understand DELWP 

would only accept lots with a direct frontage in exceptional circumstances as per the 

requirements included int he recent Quarry Hills PSP.

Therefore, MW would recommend that either the direct frontage cross section is 

removed as per Zoe Dillons email dated 13 May 2015 or Figure 2 should be split into 

two seperate figures (Fig 2 GGF Interface Frontage Road and Fig 3 - GGF Interface Direct 

Frontage). If direct frontage is still referred to in the PSP then it must be supported by 

further written provisions int he PSP that clarify that development must positively 

address all waterways, i.e lots cannot side or back onto a waterway. Furthermore, 

streets should be the primary interface between delopment and waterways, with public 

open space and lots with direct frontage only permitted for a minor component of the 

waterway interface.

In addition, where lots directly front the waterway a trafficable shared path is required 

to be provided in front of the houses, which will also provide for maintenance access.

These interface provisions apply equally to residentila, medium density residential and 

commercial land uses.

In addition, where lots directly front the waterway a frafficable shared path is required 

to be provided in front of the houses, which will also provide for maintenance access.

These interface provisions apply equally to residential, mediumd ensity residential and 

commercial land uses.

 

MW11 See response to MW6 above and remove the 'Direct Frontage' Cross Section from Figure 2 on Page 16 and retain the 'frontage road' cross-

section on Figure 2, page 16. In instances where an application cannot accord with Plan 3 and Figure 2, lots will need still need to be 

sufficiently set back from the Growling Grass Frog Corridor so that it provides shared path and fire track access. This is to allow for the 

provision of access to the front of those lots to the satisfaction of DELWP and the responsible authority. MPA to mark up changes to PSP.

Add a new requirement and guideline to Section 3.1.1 (or another more 

appropriate section such as section 3.4) as follows:

Requirement - 

Development abutting any conservation area must be in accordance 

with Figure 2, or in exceptional circumstances, Figure 3, to the 

satisfaction fot he Secretary to the Department of Environment, Land, 

Water and Planning. Side fences and back fences must not be the 

property interface to the conservation area.

AND

Guideline -  

Streets should be the primary interface between development and the 

GGF Conservation Area. Public open space and lots with a direct 

frontage may be provided as a minor component of the waterway 

interface. Where lots with direct frontage are provided, they should be 

sufficiently set back from the waterway corridor to allow for the 

provision of pedestrian access to the front of those lots. to the 

satisfaction of DELWP, Melbourne Water and the responsible authority.
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MW12 The constructed waterway reserve between the English Street drainage crossing 

directing Q 100yr flows through the commercial land into the Merri creek reserve is not 

shown on the figure. Instead office/commercial is shown. This drainage reserve is 

required and cannot be piped.

Amend Figure 1 to show the constructed waterway reserve between the 

English St drainage crossing directing Q 100yr flows through the 

commercial land into the Merri creek reserve. Plans 3, 5, 7, 8, 11 and 12 

shows this however Plans 4, 6, 9, Figure 1 and 4 do not. For consistencty 

all plans and figures throughout the PSP must show the constructed 

waterway. This must be consistently represented. Plans to be amended.

Show the 'drainage open space' on all plans as suggested. See response to MW8. MPA to mark up changes to PSP in plans 4,6,9, Figure 1 

MW13 Local Park 5 is not shown on Figure 1 instead where the park is to be located is shows 

office/retail and car parking. The figure is inconsistent with other plans in the PSP and 

should be amended to show the local park.

Amend Figure 1 to show the location and correct size of LP5 for 

consistent with the rest of the PSP.

Agreed. This drawing is to be amended to show the proposed local park in the correct location. MPA to amend figure 1.

MW15 Drainage assets have to be accurately represented on the Conservation Plan, based on 

the SMEC/Moremac wetlands the wetlands shapes and sizes within the CA may need to 

be amended

SMEC/Moremac must demonstrate the land take of the proposed 

wetlands to be located in the waterway/GF conservation corridor avoids 

existing native vegetation. MPA to update Conservation Plan if required.

The wetlands as shown on the CACP are located in the same position as the Melbourne Water endorsed plan. The new wetlands and a CACP 

will be endorsed by the DELWP if any changes are necessary.

MW16 Amend Footnote 1 Conservation Area Concept Plan Amend Footnote 1: "…stormwater treatment infrastructure, including 

wetlands, swales, sediment ponds, bio-retention systems and outlet 

pipes connecting into the waterway (not shown)…"

Agreed. Additional wording can be added. MPA to amend CACP and confirm with DELWP.

MW17 The GGF Conservation Area Concept Plan currently shows land identified for "Passive 

recreation" overlapping land identified for "Water management area". MW does not 

support this as land required for drainage and stormwater quality treatment include the 

asset itself, and batter slopes, sediment drying areas and maintenance access tracks. 

Passive recreation including "BBQs, picnic areas, tables, shelters, playgrounds and 

lighting" must be located outside the Water management areas.

Amend the GGF Conservation Area Concept Plan to ensure there is no 

overlap of passive recreation areas within water management areas.

Agreed. MPA is investigating with DELWP to relocate these. We note that pathways are often located around the periphery of water 

management areas, as long as they are not located within the wetland. MPA emailed DELWP, but have verbal agreement that the relocation 

of these passive recreational areas will be possible. MPA to amend CACP and confirm with DELWP.

MW18 G18 refers to the layout and design of waterways, wetlands and retarding basins 

integrating with biodiversity and natrual systems to the satisfaction of the responsible 

authorities, MW and DELWP. Now that MW and DELWP are included it should just be 

authority.

Amend G18 as follows: "…to the satisfaction of the responsible 

authority, Melbourne Water and DELWP."

Agreed. Amend. MPA to amend G18.

MW19 The road drawn in red below is shown on Plan 3 as being a local access street with off-

road shared path, however this is not indicated as such on this plan.

Amend plan 7 as described. Agreed. Plan will be amended in line with Plan 3. MPA to amend plan 7

MW20 As per comment above to ensure consistency throughout the PSP Plan 8 should be 

amended to show the street shown in red below as a key access street with off-road 

shared path.

Amend plan 8 as described. Agreed. Plan will be amended in line with Plan 3. MPA to amend plan 8.

MW21 MW has provided previous feeback on the drainage strategy to Tim Rhodes and 

Stephen Watters - re: provision of updated MUSIC model. Email dated 28/11/14. SMEC 

have provided MW details above how they will achieve the SWQT on 28/05/15. SMEC 

advises in their email that nodal rain gardens are supported - accepted by Council (for 

maintenance purposes presumably) and they also acknowledge difficult grades to 

construct these assets. They have said at this time they would not explore their design 

any further and if they could not be constrcuted, the propsoed wetlands would be 

upsized in the future Merri Creek corridor.

Please note: This is not satisfactory for the land take and DCP costs for the MPA. The 

MPA must be advised of the ultimate areas required. If no rain gardens are to be 

constructed then that option should be advised. If they are to be constructed then the 

nodal rain garden should be indicated on the PSP. This applies to MW when we advise 

land take. MPA to pursue SMEC to provide ultimate land take particularly that effects 

developable alnd. MW advises SMEC design must meet BEMPG for the English St DS 

Strategy.

MPA to pursue SMEC to provide ultimate land take particularly that 

effects developable land. MW advises SMEC design must meet BEMPG 

for the English St DS Strategy.

SMEC have now provided the land take that is required for the enlargement of wetlands. This involves a change to the size of wetlands within 

the BCS and are subject to further discussion with DELWP on this matter. Moremac have advised that these may be moved in the instance 

that they will not be supported within the BCS. As these areas are so nominal, the current CACP is considered acceptable.  MPA to obtain new 

waterway plan from Melbourne Water that shows inclusion of the areas for raingadens.

MW22 As referred to earlier in this submission, there is no need to distinguish between 

retarding basin / wetlands and "drainage open space (Encumbered)". All land take 

required for drainage assets should be referred to as "retarding basin/wetland".

Delete reference to 'drainage open space (encumbered)' and ensure 

land take required for all drainage assets is shown using the 'retarding 

basin/wetland' blue 'blob' notation.

Show the 'drainage open space' on all plans as suggested. See response to MW8.

MW23 Pipelines proposed under the drainage strategies do not need to be shown on Plan 9. In 

fact, the pipeline alignments are conceptual only and the exact alignment will be 

determined at subdivision application as propsoed by the relevant developer. As there 

are no land use implications for these pipelines it is better to delete them from the PSP.

Delete "pipelines" from Plan 9. Agreed. Pipelines to be removed. MPA to update plan 9.
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Amend the following requirements and guidelines of Section 3.6.1:

Requirements - 

Replace R42 with - Stormwater runoff from the development must meet 

or exceed the performance objectives of the Best Practice 

Environmental Management Guidelines for urban stormwater 

management (as amended or superseded) prior to discharge to recieving 

waterways and as outlined on plan 9, unless otherwise approved by 

Melbourne Water and the RA.

Amend R43 - Final design of constructed waterways, waterway 

corridors, retarding pasins, wetlands, water sensitive urban design 

features and associated paths, boardwalks, bridges and planting, must 

be to the satisfaction of Melbourne Water and the RA.

Amend R44 - Development...., listed in table 5. Where this....authority.

Amend R46 - Stormwater conveyance and treatment must be designed 

in accordance with the relevant Development Services Scheme or 

strategy, to the satisfaction of Melbourne water or the RA.

Guidelines - 

Add:

GXX - 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.

GXX - Development should have regard to relevant policies and 

strategies being implemented by the RA, Melbourne Water and retail 

water authority, including an approved Integrated Water Management 

Plan.

GXX - Integrated water management systems should be designed to:

 - Support and enhance habitat values for local flora and fauna species.

- Enable future harvesting and/or treatment and re-use of stormwater.

MW25 Table 5. Wetland 5 does not exist. This is a constructed waterway (encumbered).  Flows 

leave the culvert under English St and travel along this open waterway - swale system. 

Therefore table and plan 9 require amendment. Land take is for the waterway. MW 

design would have this CW as 30m wide. SMEC to advise final width and Council to 

ultimately maintain.

Amend table 5 as follows:

Change ID: WL5 to CW1

Change Asset type/Desription from Wetland 5 to constructed waterway 

(encumbered)

30m wide.

Agreed.

MW26 MW is happy with land take areas required for Wetland 6-7-8, SMEC to advise land take 

for Wetlands 1, 2, 3, 4 and constructed waterway reserve (Ex WL5).

MPA to ensure SMEC provide the lake required for Wetlands 1, 2, 3,4 

and constructed waterway.

Agreed. MPA is clarifying the land take and will update plans if it considers this would make any considerable change to the future urban 

structure.

MW27 As agreed by Zoe Dillon (MPA) email 13th May 2015, a note must be added below Table 

5 to highlight that areas set aside for drainage assets are subject to 

change/confirmation during detailed design.

Add note below Table 5 as follows:

The areas identified in this table are subject to change/confirmation 

during detailed design, to the satisfaction of Melbourne Water, DELWP 

and the responsible authority.

Agreed.

MW28 MW has reviewed the English St DCP and make the following comments:

BR 25.2-3 has an estimated DCP cost of - $37,000, however MW believe that the 

provision for this culvert should be closer to $150,000 given the design of the culvert in 

this location will involve twin 1500mm pipe culverts for 20m length to deliver 

approximately 5.2 cumecs int he Q100 year event.

MPA to note: As there is no DSS for this PSP, MW will not be reimbursing any drainage 

or stormwater quality treatment works within the two strategies - all works are to be 

constructed by the developers at their own cost to the satisfaction of MW, DELWP and 

the RA.

Update Table 9, NR-25.2-3 English St Culvert; estimated project cost 

construction to $150,000.

This costing is being reviewed independently. Moremac have agreed the costing is too low at $37,000, but it has come to light that the culvert 

has been double counted in the exhibited DCP. MPA to remove the culvert as a separate project and instead be encompassed within IN-25.2-

1 at $150,000.

Several minor changes are required to be made to the Integrated Water management 

requirements and guidelines to ensure consistenct with provisions negotiated between 

MW, MPA and DELWP as per C Braddock (MPA) email 14.05.15.

MW24 Agreed R42 is an acceptable change.

Agreed R43 is an acceptable change.

Agreed R44 should reference table 5.

Agreed R46 is an acceptable change.

Agreed the additional requirements are appropriate. MPA to update R42,R43, R44, R46

Zones and Overlays

Development Contributions Plan
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MW29 The amendment:

- Amends the Land Subject to Inundation Overlay (LSIO) to reflect updated mapping 

provided by Melbourne Water;

- Deletes the Rural Floodway Overlay (RFO) from the amendment area as this provision 

is no longer required and is adequately dealt with vis the LSIO and PSP provisision. It 

appears as though the revised LSIO is consistent with the revised flood shape provided 

to the MPA.

MW supports the deletion of the RFO on the condition that the LSIO be 

amended to match MW's updated flood shape as provided to MPA on 

30 September 2014.

Agreed.

MW30 Schedule 10 to the Incoporated Plan Overlay section 2.2.2 refers to Craigieburn North 

Employment Area PSP. These references should be changed to refer to English St PSP.

Amend Schedule 10 - remove all reference to Craigieburn North 

Employement Area PSP and replace with English St PSP.

Agreed.

5

NW1 Our home and business which includes the local post office are all on land affected by 

the proposed Public Acquisition Overlay - We need to be advised the process of the 

PAO by VicRoads and any time frames including compensation arrangements. The 

entire property will have to be aquired at the same time as not only will out whole 

business be gone, we will be denied direct access to out home and remaining land due 

to the initial road widening. 

The entire property is being requested for acquisition, which infers a change to the proposed PAO. MPA and VicRoads policy will only reserve 

as much land as necessary to facilitate the road widening. MPA has written to the submittor about the acquisition process including noting 

that compensation may be available for certain impacts on certain land.

Ensure to supply VicRoads acquisition contact to discuss likely programming. Letter explaining process sent on 23 July 2015.

6

GP1 We object to Plan 3 - Future Urban Structure because the setback of proposed 

development from Merri Creek is 200 metres. It should be no more than 100 metres, 

similar to the setback at Conservation Area 34.

Amend setback of proposed development from Merri Creek to be no 

more than 100m.

The BCS boundary was refined to accommodate a more developable area by this PSP. The Guidelines instruct that this should result in a no 

net loss outcome. This particular landowner has had their boundary realigned in order to make the area more developable, but the result 

meant that this landowner still has the same area of GGF encumberance.

The MPA considers that this cannot be dealt with by the Environment and Planning Act, as this is an issue to be managed by the Environment 

Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 and that this issue should be taken up by DELWP who endorse and the Commonwealth, 

who would need to approve any change to the boundary.

7

MCMC1 That the amendment is progressing before information is available from a CHMP, 

Metropolitan Open Space Strategy, Best Practice Stormwater Management & 

Melbourne's Water Future North (integrated Water Management Strategy for the North 

Growth corridor), Growling Grass Frog masterplan for the North Corridor

That the amendment be delay or abandoned. The MPA does not propose to delay or abandon the amendment on the basis that: 

- a Cultural Heritage Management Plan can regulate development under the Aboriginal Heritage Act 2006 regardless of the contents of this 

amendment. 

- The MPA has consulted with the Wauthrong, the Registered Aboriginal Party for the land, including walking-over the land with the 

Wauthorong to confirm the general location of land uses and significant infrastructure e.g. Merri Creek bridge. was suitably located. MPA 

notes that company tasked with managing development of the majority of landholdings in the precinct is currently preparing a CHMP . 

- the Metropolitan Open Space Strategy - open space provision in this precinct is consistent with best practice current policy in open space 

planning and the Victoria's Precinct Structure Planning Guidelines. To ensure transparency in the planning process the amendment must be 

based on current adopted planning policy in Victoria and the local municipality.  

- Best Practice Stormwater Management - best practice stormwater management is currently part of the Victoria Planning Provisions and 

being implemented by the MPA nad Melbournew Water through this amendment.

- Melbourne's Water Future North - It is not clear that the amendment will in any way compromise any outcomes of the potential document 

'Melbourne's Water Future North'.

- It is not clear which document is referred to in the submission as the 'Growling Grass Frog masterplan for the North Corridor'. The MPA is 

working to implement the requirements of Victoria's Commonwealth government approval to ensure the protection and enhancement of the 

Nationally threatened Growling Grass Frog.

MCMC2 The lack of Aboriginal Cultural Heritage assessment is contrary to the growth Corridor 

Plans (p30) and the PSP should not progress until this is completed

A Cultural Heritage Management Plan can reguate the land under the Aboriginal Heritage Act 2006 regardless of the contents of this 

amendment. The MPA has consulted with the Wauthrong, the Registered Aboriginal Party for the land, including a walk-over of the land that 

confirmed the general location of land uses and significant infrastructure e.g. Merri Creek bridge was suitably located. MPA notes that the 

company tasked with managing development of the majority of landholdings in the precinct is currently preparing a CHMP .

MCMC3 The Metropolitan Open Space Strategy is still in development. The PSP process should 

either stop or the PSP acknowledge the regional open space value of Merri Creek and 

provide open space for the Growling Grass Frog corridor and a potential Merri Creek 

Regional Park

The amendment provides a significant and perpetual, regional open space corridor along the Merri Creek. The amendment facilitates funding 

for the enhacement and nationally significant conservation outcomes along the creek and for managed recreational access. The amendment 

tightly regulates the urban interface to the creek and links this part of the creek to the broader metroplitan and regional open space network.

MCMC4 The best practice guidelines for management or urban stormwater need to be upgraded 

and the current guidelines do not protect the Merri catchment. Work on the PSP should 

cease until the guidelines are updated and the Intergrated Water Management Stategy 

for the North Growth corridor is completed.

Water quality management is a policy of Melbourne Water. The amendment includes provision for referral of all subdivision applications to 

Melbourne Water who can veto or condition anyt permits issued. Through this process Melbourne Water can implement any relevant policy 

of the government for water once it becomes policy.

Northgate Woods Pty Ltd - Howard & Jenny Woods - Land owners 810 Donnybrook Road, Donnybrook

Merri Creek Management Committee - Louisa MacMillan

George Petrovski - Land owner - 80 English St, Donnybrook
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MCMC5 Additional public open space should be provided to accommodate the Growling Grass 

Frog Corridor. The reserve along the entire length of Merri Creek should be a minimum 

of 200m along either side of the creek (currently some parts are 100m wide)

Provision for conservation along Melbourne's growth corridor creeks and rivers has been sthe subject of significant investigation, review, 

contest and regulation over  the past five years. The submitter was part of this process. The process resulted in statutory decisions by the 

Commonwealth, supported by both current and former governments, under the Environment Protection and Conservation Act 1999 (Cth). 

These decisions are designed to provide long term conservation through a range of measures including the protection of land and the 

creation of habitat amongst others. This regulatory regime is a first in Australia to fulfil national conservation outcomes alongside urban 

development. The program is being implemented through the PSP program including in Englsih Street through protecting the entire length of 

the creek and at least 100 metres of land either side throughout the precinct.

MCMC6 Uncertainty what is the difference between a RCZ and SUZ for the Growling Grass Frog 

corridor

There is no Special Use Zone currently in place for conservation in Melbourne's growth areas. The MPA has, since submissions, undertaken a 

more detailed review and exposition of the conservation controls along Merri Creek so as to demonstrate that the Rural Conservation Zone, 

Incorporated Plan Overlay and PSP is the most appropriate planning scheme tool and achieves all of the regulations currently imposed on the 

land by four different Environmental Signficance Overlays. 

MCMC7 The ESO3 should not be removed (ESO4 is ok to be removed) unless the IPO10 is 

expanded to include full suite of objectives identified in the ESO3 (IPO10 only mentions 

the Growling Grass Frog; it should include natural systems, waterway function, 

recreation use, landscape character and heritage)

The precinct structure plan itself performs most of the regulatory work in relation to the development of the creek corridor for conservation 

and recreation. The IPO provides only the statutory trigger for consideration of the PSP content. Conditions in the IPO relate to the GGF to 

ensure compliance with Commonwealth approvals whereas matters such as development for recreation can be achieved through the 

conventional provisions of the PSP and Clause 56.

MCMC8 The PSP objectives. O4. This objective should not just mention amenity of the landscape 

corridor, but also conservation as a whole

Agreed. This will be amended.

MCMC9 The PSP objectives. G31. Lighting. The shared path in the conservation area should be 

excluded from the lighting guideline and alternative bicycle/pedestrian paths should be 

provided. If lighting is required for the route and bridge to Laffan Reserve it should be 

low key to minimise impact on widelife. The Conservation Area Concept Plan point 7 

notes lighting should be baffled to prevent light spill into the conservation area outside 

of the identified passive recreation areas and works in the conservation area will 

required approval from DELWP, this is inconsistent with the Lighting objective G31

The amendment provides, all lighting must be to the satisfaction of DELWP who are charged with implemeting the details of the 

Commonwealth conservation approval. G31 refers to utility easements only.

MCMC10 Merri Creek Shared Path. Should be designated for shared recreational use not bicycle 

communter use as there are conflicts between these two different types of users as 

found in inner Melbourne. It is recommended that bicycle users be directed to other 

routes.

The amendment shows the trail in the Merri Creek corridor as a shared trail. Shared paths or on road bike lanes will be provided elsewhere to 

encourage heavier bike usage through the urban areas.

8

ESDP1 The allocation of land for Conservation purposes in the PSP is excessive, irrational and 

lacks a substantive evidence base. It is clear that the identification of land within the 

Merri Creek conservation corriod has been determined more on the basis of an area of 

land rather than by its conservation values. There are significant areas of highly 

modified land well removed from the creek set aside for conservation purposes where 

there is no evidence of conservation value. The tactics being utilised to "leverage" 

reservation and ownership of this land from land owners is unjust.

Acknowledge the position of the MPA and agree that this matter cannot 

be dealt with through the PSP/ Panel process.

The MPA has implemented the area required for the GGF corridor as set out by the approval of the BCS by the Federal Government in 

September 2013. The PSP reflects that area (with minor refinements to the boundary) that is required to meet the Federal obligations set out 

in the BCS. 

The GGF Strategy points out that ' Category 1 GGF corridor will be excluded from development and will be protected and managed for GGF 

conservation in perpetuity. The final boundaries of these habitat areas may change slightly to deal with local site conditions during the 

precinct structure planning process. Any variations must not reduce the total area of the GGF corridor within the relevant precinct or have 

any detrimental effect on the functioning of the corridor for the GGF, and must be to the satisfaction of DEPI [DELWP]'.

The Victorian Minister for Planning is a signatory (along with the Victorian Minister for the Environment) to the MSA (BCS) with the 

Commonwealth Minister for Environment. Therefore any amendment to the planning scheme should accord with the obligations that the 

Minister has agreed to and approved.

ESDP2 It is understood that there has been significant discussion and negotiation to arrive at 

the current boundaries of the corridor, however this was to some extent based on the 

reservation of an area of land rather than a sound evidence base. Plan Melbourne calls 

for an evidence based review of the Biodiveristy Conservation Strategy in Melbourne 

Growth Corridors. In the interests of just treatment of land owners this review should 

proceed as a matter of priority and where areas are identified that do not have a sound 

evidence base that land should be released for development and the PSP be revised 

appropriately. We proposed that this can happen subsequent to the date of approval of 

the PSP.

Acknowledge the position of the MPA and agree that this matter cannot 

be dealt with through the PSP/ Panel process.

PSP seeks to implement the BCS. Any review will be well and truly beyond the approval of this PSP into the scheme.

ESDP3 Requirement R8 sets a defined interface for housing against the Sydney-Melbourne rail 

reserve. We are seeking flexibility in how this interface is treated, for example 

mounding and landscape treatments. Therefore we are seeking the inclusion of 

wording to the effect of "Any solution will be subject to the approval of the relevant 

authorities ".

Agree with MPA Agreed "unless to the satisfaction of the responsible authority", as it is recognised that there may be other appropriate solutions.

Land use - Conservation Area

English Street Development Partners Pty Ltd (ESDP) - Martin Gaedke

Precinct Structre Plan

Section 3.1.2  Housing

Section 3.2.1 - Town Centres
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ESDP4 Table 2 nominates a retail floor space of 1,500m2 at the Donnybrook Local Convenience 

Centre. We note that generally retailers seek a minimum of 1,800m2 floor space and 

therefore recommend that the area be increased to 1,800m2 to make it a viable 

proposition for retailers.

This was an observation, rather than a request. This area recommended for retail floorspace for 1,500sqm in the Essential Economics Report. This takes into account the area for a small local 

convenience centre. An enlarged retail centre could be provided if it can be justified through the planning permit application, however it 

would have to be in accordance with the PSP which states the area needs to cater for a small local convenience centre.

ESDP5 The reference in R11 should be changed from Figure 4 to Figure 1. Agreed.

ESDP6 Figure 1 shows the intersection treatments along English Street. To avoid confusion 

further along the planning process, it should be noted that the southern signalized 

intersection does not form part of the DCP. This will occur when the commercial land is 

developed to the east.

Agree, clarify this on plan.

ESDP28 (incorrectly 

marked ESDP6)

We seek a change to Table 4, reducing the area of LP-1 to 0.75ha and increasing LP-4 to 

0.5ha. This will provide greater equity for the distribution of POS in the precinct. We 

acknowledge the clause does provide flexibility to reallocate open space, however, it 

would remove any doubt if the PSP provided for the allocation now.

This area at LP4 has been identified as waterway corridor and is encumbered land. This needs to be amended in the Future Urban Structure 

to reflect this. The location of the park LP4 will therefore need to be relocated. The open space is considered to be distributed equitably. It 

needs to reflect the amount of area that is developable for the landowners, while also needs to be located in the best location for the 

distribution of the open space. It is considered that LP-1 is the appropriate size as shown on the PSP location.

ESDP7 Property 25.2-1 is heavily impacted by conservation area, DCP and PAO land take and 

has been allocated the largest park in the PSP (1 Ha). We suggest that the local park be 

reduced to 0.75ha, with the 0.25ha being allowed to property 25.2-10. This would mean 

the proportion of POS to NDA for each property would be 8.7% and 6.9% respectively 

and provide a better distribution of POS in the PSP area.

These figures have changed due to the waterway corridor requiring increase on 25.2-10 and thereby increasing the NDA for this property. 

These figures will be confirmed at a later stage, but as the NDA is reduced, so will the required size of local parks and thereby reducing the 

NDA for 25.2-10. Further, LP01 has been sized  to wrap around the Melbourne Water asset. The percentage of NDA and the distribution of 

POS in the PSP will never be exactly equal between properties. The reduction would decrease the amount of NDA for property 25.2-10 which 

would be considered inequitable. 

ESDP8 Further, we note that Figure 4 allows for some passive open space to be located in the 

conservation zone. We ask that the passive open space for Properties 25.2-1 and 25.2-

10 be located in the conservation zone, improving the NDA for both properties and the 

overall outcomes for the PSP.

POS is holistic system and whilst the BCS area will provide passive outcomes, this is separate and distinct to the role that the improved open 

space identified as a contribution under 52.01 will deliver.

ESDP9 With reference to Figure 1, it is recommended that the Community Facility be located 

near English St and the intersection with the key access street south of Donnybrook 

Road. This will provide better access to the facility and achieve the objective of street 

frontage and parking.

Agreed. The facility can be relocated.

ESDP10 The POS for residential areas nominated in Requirement R24 nominates a proportion of 

3.75% which related to the NDA - Residential, while the reference is to NDA. This should 

explicitly related to NDA - Residential.

Agreed.

ESDP11 The same applies to R25, which should reference NDA - Commercial. Agreed.

ESDP12 There is no reference to Plan 6 Agreed. Reference and requirement required.

ESDP13 Figure 4 should be consistent with the Structure Plan, with road alignments, passive 

recreation and shared paths matching those elsewhere in the PSP

Agreed.

ESDP14 In order to be clear, the shared path will be delivered as part of the DCP and therefore 

Figure 4 should be consistent with the DCP. Only one shared path will be provided by 

the developer as shown on the road cross sections.

This matter concerns clairfying Figure 2 in the PSP. Figure 2 includes the 

reference 'shared path to be located on edge of conservation area'. 

However, Figure 4, which has been approved by DEWLP includes an 

indicative shared path location which is not at all times located on the 

edge of the conservation area. The reference in Figure 2, therefore 

should state 'shared path to be located in accordance with Figure 4' 

The original submission comment is not agreed as the shared path along GGF interface is to be delivered as developer works. It is not a DCP 

Project.

However, having had further discussion with Moremac, it is clear that their actual issue is that the cross-section at Figure 2  is inconsistent 

with the Conservation Area Concept Plan at Figure 4. The cross section drawing will amend the annotation from 'Shared path to be located on 

edge of conservation area'  to-  'indicative location for shared path in conservation area. To be located as shown in conservation area concept 

plan at Figure 4'. Submitters additional comments are included in the 'Proposed Outcome' box.

ESDP15 It is recommended that the notes in the DCP allow the shared path to move into the 

conservation area where appropriate subject to the consent of the relevant authorities.

Not relevant as not a DCP project. The cross-section, however, has been clarified that the shared path can be further offset into the 

Conservation Area as shown in the Conservation Area Concept Plan. Note above comment in ESDP14.

ESDP16 Figure 4 should note that the shared path should generally accord with the DCP. Not a project in the DCP, so this is irrelevant. Note above comment in ESDP14.

ESDP42 There is no reference to Plan 8 Agreed. Reference and requirement required.

ESDP17 Plans 7 and 8 still show a southern leg to English St and Norman Road intersection. This 

should be removed.

Agreed. This will be amended.

Local Park Open Space Contributions - Residential / Commercial

Section 3.4.1 - Biodiversity & Threatened Species.

Section3.5.3 - Road Network

Section 3.2.2 - Local Convenience Centre

Section 3.3.1 - Local Parks

Section 3.3.2 - Community Buildings
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ESDP18 Plan 7 shows the shared path meandering through the conservation zone and the 

development. As noted above, there should be clarity around the alignment of the 

shared path and it being consistent with the DCP.

The path will be delivered as a development cost, it is not an DCP item. Note above comment at ESDP14.

ESDP19 We query the proposed alignment of the local roads that intersect with English St near 

the traffic bridge. Our preference would be these roads to have the alignment shown in 

our masterplan, as they provide better development outcomes and more efficient use 

of NDA, delivering better yields

Agree. Local roads shown are only to be provided generally in accordance with the plan. MPA is happy that the local roads can be amended 

to reflect the masterplan along the BCS corridor.

ESDP20 Referencing Plan 8, the 2nd signalised intersection of English Street at the east-west 

connector road should be noted as not forming part of the DCP. This will occur when 

the commercial land is developed to the east.

ESDP has reached agreement with the City of Whittlesea (CoW) to 

include the intersection in the DCP. Notification will be sent to the MPA 

from both CoW and ESDP to confirm the agreed position

The PSP at Plan 8 does not specify which intersections do and do not form part of the DCP. None of the key access streets form part of the 

DCP in Plan 8 either, along with some other pieces of infrastructure. This is specified clearly in the DCP. 

MPA are happy to add the project in as a DCP item, subject to receiving agreement from both ESDP and CoW that it intends to insert this.

ESDP21 There should be greater flexibility in nominating areas for the wetlands. We suggest 

that wording to the effect of "The areas nominated are indicive, with final areas 

needing to be agreed with the relevant authorities should be included with Table 5, as 

negotiations are required before final areas are agreed.

Wording will be investigated to clarify that wetlands are indicative in size only. This will be provided below Table 5 which sets out the land 

take required of those assets.  

Wording as suggested by Melbourne Water to be located under Table 5 as follows: 'The areas identified in this table are subject to change/ 

confirmation during the detailed design stage, to the satisfaction of Melbourne Water and the Responsible Authority.'

ESDP22 With reference to Plan 10, the line work for the proposed potable water distribution 

main is missing.

Agreed. This will be included.

ESDP23 Table 6 should be consistent with Tables 3, 4 and 5 in the DCP document with the 

descriptions and DCP Reference no. matching.

Agreed.

ESDP24 The intersection English St / Mid-block access street is not part of this DCP and this 

should be corrected in the table. It appears that this intersection has been swapped 

with the Norman Road intersection which is part of the DCP.

The English Street/ mid-block access street is not a DCP project and this is stated in the Precinct Infrastructure Plan that it is not included in 

the DCP.

MPA are happy to add the intersection project in as a DCP item subject to receiving confirmation of agreement from both ESDP and CoW that 

both parties have agreed this.

ESDP25 The description for the Norman Road intersection is incorrect, it is now a 3 way 

signalised intersection. This should be corrected.

Agreed. The plan needs to be in-line with the FUS.

ESDP26 In relation to R54, we understand that the reference to 'affected land' relates to the red 

shaded area on Plan 11. Subject to that being the case, we support the approach 

adopted by the MPA, however, we suggest that the wording of R54 be amended to 

make it clear.

Suggested wording - "Subdivision of land identified as "affected land" on 

Plan 11 adjacent to the future Merri Creek bridge crossing and 

approaches, is not permitted until the exact location of the bridge 

abutments has been determined, or unless otherwise agreed by the 

Responsible Authority and the City of Whittlesea".

Wording is being clarified on Plan 11 for  'project buffer area for possible bridge realignment', separate to the area that is affected under the 

Aboriginal Heritage Act. This is generally in line with the wording suggested by Moremac.

Wording is proposed as follows:

'Subdivision of affected land on lots marked within the 'project buffer area'  identified in Plan 11 adjacent to the future bridge crossing of the 

Merri Creek is not permitted until the exact location for bridge abutments has been confirmed through a geotechnical assessment and a 

Cultural Heritage Management Plan (CHMP) , or unless otherwise agreed by the responsible authority and the City of Hume.'

ESDP27 We also believe that greater definition on how the 'affected area is determined needs 

to be agreed. We suggest that 60m from the proposed English St road reserve boundary 

be adopted and that dimension added to the shading on Plan 11.

The buffer area can be scaled off at 75m on either side of the English Street road reserve, and this will be marked on the plan. This will 

provide certainty that any subdivision within that project buffer area (as shown on the plan at 75m width either side of the bridge) will need 

to be managed by a CHMP or Geotechnical study. MPA does not consider it requires any further clarification.

ESDP29 Refer comments in DCP section below. No action.

Section 3.7.1 Precinct Infrastructure Plan

Section 3.7.2 Subdivision Works and Development Staging

Section 4.1 - Table 8 Property Specific Land Use Budget

Section 4.3 - Standard Street Cross-Sections

Section 3.6 Integrated Water Management & Utilities

Section 3.6.2 Utilities
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ESDP30 We note that the English St Interim - 2 lane section nominates the table drain. It has 

been agreed that the table drain will not be constructed and will be replaced kerb and 

channel and drainage. A recommended cross section is provided. 

Refer to provided cross section. MPA had agreed a change to the cross section for English Street.  The example cross section was not provided, Moremac now provided 

separately which MPA is happy to adopt.

ESDP31 We understand the primary purpose of the road bridge (BR-25.1-1) is to provide an 

alternative option to access the Hume Freeway for development east of Merri Creek. 

We note that the interchange servicing English St is identified as "potential", suggesting 

there is no firm commitment to its delivery. That being the case, it does bring into 

question the need for the English St Bridge. This needs to be clarified before the DCP's 

are set.

Acknowledge the position of the MPA and agree that this matter is not 

for further consideration. It was an observation.

The Bridge provide an essential local connection between residients and future employment opportunities. The precinct supports the 

provision of 1250 dwellings or a population of 3500 people. Given the scale of population it is essential that there is more than one point of 

access and egress to the precinct. This will ensure an appropriate level of connection and safeguard  that in the event of an emergency there 

is sufficieint options and connections to allow evacuation or alternatives within the road network to facilitate movement. 

The SKM Modelling Report considered two options, Option 1A as having the English Street precinct without the north-south bridge (option 

1A); and Option 1B as having the bridge. The report presumed that the residential development would proceed faster than the employment, 

which results in residents in the English Street Precinct travelling out of the area for work and services. Of these options, Option 1B was 

considered preferable as it provides residents with better access to the south where most services will be located at this time. It also reduces 

the amount of rat-running that would have occured with Option 1A.

The report mentions that if the summerhill-mount ridley road overpass is constructed by 2046, then the Hume Freeway interchange may not 

be required, but if the overpass is not built, then it would provide a key part of the network. Neverthless, the English Street bridge will still 

carry an appropriate level of traffic, whether the Hume interchange is built or not, justifying that it is required. 

ESDP have acknowledged that this should not be a matter for Panel consideration, therefore MPA and ESDP considers no action is required.

ESDP32 The proposed cross section for the road bridge should be reduced to remove the central 

median.

It is agreed that for the purposes of an interim design for the bridge, no central median is considered necessary as there is an appropriate 

width for the road to ensure that this crossing will be safe. The MPA therefore considers that the most appropriate bridge design is that 

which was prepared by SMEC which is recommended to be used within the future DCP.

ESDP33 This will enable the ultimate bridge to be constructed as 2 separate decks which will 

assist with staging the bridge construction.

Noted.

ESDP34 This will also significantly reduce the cost of the bridge, with SMEC estimating the cost 

at $4.597m.

Noted. Cardno peer reviewed SMEC's costing and the conclave has agreed and established that the final cost to be recommended to Panel as 

$4,367,000.

ESDP35 We attached alternative bridge details and the associated cost estimate prepared by 

SMEC.

Noted and MPA agrees with the alternative bridge design offered by SMEC.

ESDP36 The alternate bridge is 13.7m wide compared to 16.2m the proposed bridge. Noted.

ESDP37 We are seeking that the SMEC bridge and costs be adopted into the final DCP. MPA agrees that the bridge design that SMEC has prepared is acceptable. The costs have been agreed through a separate mechanism that 

was set up outside of the Panel with specialists to agree on the costing. 

ESDP38 The pedestrian bridge can be simplified to lower the cost (addition of another pier to 

reduce the span of the beams)

Agree with MPA Noted. The design of this bridge was considered so that it would minimise harm on the creek environs, particularly as it is in a location that is 

considered to represent core permanent habitat for the GGF and is on a creek with cultural heritage sensitivity. The infrastructure costings 

report was to investigate the most appropriate bridge design based on ecological value, impact to the creek, consideration of flooding, cost 

and impact on cultural heritage. This was the design that Jacobs SKM provided the MPA on this basis. A bridge with an additional pier was not 

investigated as a part of this brief, nor was it costed- so until this can be demonstrated the MPA is not willing to consider this further.

If  the works are to be carried out as works in kind, the bridge design can still vary subject to the approval of the responsible authority. The 

value of the works will either be the maximum identified in the DCP or an alternative figure approved by the Collecting Agency, being the 

Council. Alternatively, a developer may seek an agreement with the Collecting Agecy to provide cash reimbursement where over-contribution 

has been made. The MPA considers that the ability to amend the design with agreement with the responsible authority should resolve this 

issue.

ESDP39 Requested the wording about the design be changed to "The functional layout provided 

in the PSP for the pedestrian bridge is indicative only and the final form of construction 

and layout can vary subject to the approval of the relevant authorities". To allow for 

flexibility in the ultimate design

Agree with MPA Flexibility has been built in for the ultimate design of the pedestrian bridge. The DCP notes at point 4.5 that 'While the infrastructure projects 

in the DCP have been costed to a typical level of detail, all of them will require a detailed design process prior to construction. As part of 

detailed design, the Council or a development proponent with the consent of the Council may amend or modify some aspects of projects, so 

long as they are still generally in accordance with the PSP and any direction regarding the scope outlined in the DCP.'  The MPA considers that 

this paragraph adequately addresses this point in respect of all DCP projects.

Addendix 1 - Property Specific Land Budgets

Development Contributions Plan

Section 2.1.3 Bridge Projects

Bridge BR-25.2-1 Road Bridge

Bridge BR-25.2-2 Pedestrian Bridge
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ESDP40 The areas for the English Street widening for Properties 25.2-1, 8, 9, 10 do not match 

the plans supplied. 

Changes proposed are: Property 1 - Waterway-drainageline-wetland-

retarding 1.07 (not 0.87), Local parks-residential 0.75 (not 1.00), net 

developable area 8.60 (not 8.55). Property 8 - English St 4 lane arterial 

0.06 (not 0.00), net developable area 8.35 (not 8.41). Property 9 - English 

St 4 lane arterial 1.45 (not 0.06), bridge abutments 0.02 (not 0.00), net 

developable area 24.40 (not 25.81).  Property 10 - English St 4 lane 

arterial 0.00 (not 1.37), bridge abutments 0.00 (not 0.02), local parks - 

residential 0.50 (not 0.25), net developable area 7.23 (not 6.09). 

All areas are being confirmed, but agree that these areas should be amended as marked. As the FUS will need to change as a result of the 

Panel hearing and other matters raised in submissions, the land budget will be affected as a result. This should, however, not be material in 

any way, and the MPA is happy to circulate back to ESDP once all land areas are confirmed.

ESDP41 The 5ha allocated for Medium Density housing in property 25.2-6 appears excessive. 

Whilst it is indicative, it is requested that this be reviewed.

The most logical location for potential Medium Density housing has been specified as the area that sits adjacent to the local convenience 

centre and other services such as the community centre. It is the general area located closest to the train station and likely future bus routes 

along Donnybrook Road. The area for Medium Density has been located on the Image and character Plan (Plan 4) to provide an indicative 

location for potential Medium Density Housing, to show the intention for a variety of household types, sizes and tenures and for future 

increases in housing diversity as new communities mature. The Future Urban Structure does not specify this, as Requirement R6 notes that 

subdivision applications must suitably demonstrate dwelling yield; and housing guidelines G5 and G6 which specify that subdivision of land 

should create a range of lot sizes and should cater for medium and high density within 800m of designated transport routes. 

It is shown on this plan for indicative purposes at an attempt at showing an area that should be encouraged for medium density use. 
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MC1 That the commerical and residential use does not have strategic direction from NGCP or 

Plan Melbourne in relation to future land use

MC2 As employment land is not required for 30-60 years, the amendment is activating the 

land too early and will affect other business parks in the area. This is based on the 

comments from the "Regional Town Centre and Employment Land Assessment, PSP 

1067, Donny brook, PSP1096 Woodstock and PSP 25.2 English Street" in that the 

employment area is not required for some 30-60 years

MC3 That the local activity centre is best administered through a C1Z over a smaller area of 

land or  via a MUZ . 

MC4 The C1Z is not appropriate as it disregards the hierarchy of activity centres in the North 

Growth Corridor

MC5 A condition restricting an as of right shop floor space to 1500m2 does not limit shop use 

in the C1Z. Instead shops should be prohibited where the floor area is above 1500m2.

MC6 The proposal for almost 17.5ha of C1Z in conjunction with Amendment C198 to the 

Hume Planning Scheme which proposes C2Z in the Craigieburn North Emplyment 

Precinct will undermine the activity centre hierarchy in the area. 

MC7 Active and viable activities centres will be undermined in the North Growth Corridor 

from this amendment and/or PSPs to the east and west which could create major 

commercial precinct and defacto activity centres.

18/8/15 - MAB have resolved to support the amendment subject to 

changes agreed with the MPA as described in the 'MPA response' 

column.

1. Response/changes as per MPA email to MAB and WCC on 14/8/15 (MPA ref. COR/15/8949) - 

In response to MAB’s submission, on 27 July the MPA proposed changes to the amendment that would entirely prohibit shop within the 

‘commercial area’ but for the allowance of 1,500 square metres of shop floor space in the ‘proposed local convenience centre’. Both areas 

are described in the exhibited English Street Precinct Structure Plan. The changes would allow a permit to be granted to use land for a shop in 

excess of 1,500 square metres within the local convenience centre. Specfically the changes are:

1) Change the Urban Growth Zone Schedule to add two decision guidelines that must be considered for applications to use land for a shop.

See tracked changes in Whittlesea C183 37_07s04_wsea Panel v4 .

2) Change the English Street Precinct Structure Plan to:

a) Include of a boundary for ‘local convenience centre’ in Figure 1 of the English Street Precinct Structure Plan;

b) Add the Merrifield Major Town Centre in Table 2 of the English Street Precinct Structure Plan as follows:

"Town centre

Merrifield  Major Town Centre

Retail floor space

None specified

Commercial floor space

None specified

Location and ancillary uses

Located 4km west of the English Street precinct along Donnybrook Road. Will provide a range of local and regional level retail, entertainment, 

commercial, civic, education, recreation and community services. Located adjacent the Merrifield employment precinct."

These changes to the PSP will be implemented before the MPA considers adopting the amendment.

2. Further response/changes as per MPA email to MAB and WCC on 14/8/15 (MPA ref. COR/15/8948) - 

1) The reference in R11 of the English Street PSP to ‘Figure 4’ appears to be a clerical error that should be a reference to ‘Figure 1’.

2) Change the Explanatory Report to: 

a) refer to Merrifield CC in the section that deals with the SPPF.

b) Clarify comments to make it clear that the Local Convenience Centre does not interface with Donnybrook Road.

Amend the last sentence of the section of the Explanatory Report “How the provisions give effect to the intended outcomes of the precinct 

structure plan” to read “The Commercial 1 Zone will allow for the development of employment and residential activities and is 

complemented by floorspace controls which limit retail activity to a scale appropriate to the provision of convenience retailing to serve the 

English Street residential and employment community” (or similar) .

See tracked changes in Whittlesea C183 Explanatory Report v3 Panel .

3) Change the Urban Growth Zone Schedule to:

a) Include an explicit application requirement for an economic assessment for any application to use land for a shop in the LCC. 

b) Add a decision guideline requiring consideration of whether an application would result in the centre growing beyond a local convenience 

centre role .

MAB Corporation Pty Ltd - Chris Engert
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LR1 The English St landowners and residents are entitled to natural justice. The process and 

finalising and approving the PSP should be consistent and transparent. Organisations 

like Yarra Valley Water (YVW) should not be granted favours or treated in a manner that 

differes from any of the other interested parties.

Planning Panels Victoria has a clear process that all parties are expected to follow for panel proceedings. The MPA agrees on a transparent 

process. Yarra Valley Water (YVW) no longer take any issue with the PSP and it will proceed through the appropriate mechanism as quickly as 

possible for adoption.

LR2 I understand that YVW has previously delayed the approval of the English St PSP whilst 

they resolved the location of their sewerage treatment plan. At the same time as this 

delay has occurred, other precincts of land in the district have completed the planning 

process, civil construction has commencted and residential land sales are occuring. It 

appears that large developers such as Stockland, MAB, National Pacific and Evolve 

Development have been treated in a more favourable manner by the planning process, 

as all these developments are dependent on the construction of a new treatment plant.

YVW did work with MPA in successfully resolving the location for a sewerage treatment plant. There was a cumulative number of reasons for 

a delay to this PSP that is not isolated to the one issue. This included a change to the process in how we were advised to proceed on projects 

with the change of government. The MPA follows the one process in the growth areas, but there are many issues that result in diverse 

outcomes and therefore timescales differ. Although this PSP covers a small area, it is acknowledged by the MPA that there were a  number of 

issues that required careful consideration.

LR3 Delays to the approval of the English St PSP, in addition to it being required to 

undertake a more formal process than our neighbouring developments, should not 

result in it being a burden with requirements that have not been placed on others in the 

corridor.

Noted. The MPA is progressing the PSP as quickly as possible through a formal process to be adopted. The MPA agrees that it should not be 

burdened with requirements other than what is necessary for good planning outcomes.

LR4 The location YVWs sewerage treatment plan should be based on integrated land use 

planning. Co-locating it within envrionmentally significant land is a very good example 

of integrated land use planning. The MPA has shown this occuring on both the plans for 

Northern Quarries Investigation Area and Craigieburn North Employment Area PSP.

Noted.

LR5 YVW's commercial interests, specifically how much money they pay to acquire the 

location of the sewerage treatment plan site, should not be confused with planning 

outcomes. The MPA has delivered the English St PSP whilst trying to protect their 

financial interests.

The MPA has not been trying to protect financial interests, it is trying to achieve an integrated land use outcome that is for the greater benefit 

to the whole growth corridor and beyond. It was justified to MPA that YVW required this facility for providing recycled water to the corridor, 

and provided numerous other social and environmental benefits. This including reduced treated effluent dischange, reliance on drinking 

water supply, improved health and well-being through the ability to irrigate open spaces through drought and reducing greenhouse gas 

emissions through not having to pump large volumes of water up the corridor. The site selection process was informed by the facility 

configuration needed and the assessment of available locations.

LR6 The proximity of the YVW owned land in Langley Park Drive to the Donnybrook Station 

and other services makes it excellent employment land. Allowing YVW to potentially 

use this land for the ponds associated with their sewerage treatment plant does not 

represent good or integrated land use planning. It just reflects YVW trying to minimise 

their financial expenditure, as they purchased this land without undertaking adequate 

due-diligence regarding the quarry buffer (Refer to PSP 69.1 NQIA).

The MPA has already identified a significant proportion of employment land in the area that can make use of the nearby infrastructure and 

identifies the possibility of further areas that may be appropriate in the NQIA. Jobs will be provided from the identification of this land for 

sewerage treatment also. The MPA considers that YVW undertook a lot of work to identify this area as the most appropriate location.

LR7 I believe appropriately that the PSP development process does not consider financial 

outcomes for individual landowners. YVW are a profit making government corporation, 

who have a history of speculatively purchasing land, so they should not be treated 

differently to any other landowner.

The MPA does not treat corporations differently to other landowners.

LR8 The Growling Grass Frog (GGF) corridor along the Merri Creek does not represent 

evidence based planning. Frogs have not been recorded along the majority of the creek 

frontage to the English St PSP.

The MPA has implemented the area required for the GGF corridor as set out by the approval of the BCS by the Federal Government in 

September 2013. The PSP reflects that area (with minor refinements to the boundary) that is required to meet the Federal obligations set out 

in the BCS. 

The Victorian Minister for Planning is a signatory (along with the Victorian Minister for the Environment) to the MSA (BCS) with the 

Commonwealth Minister for Environment. Therefore any amendment to the planning scheme should accord with the obligations that the 

Minister has agreed to and approved.

LR9 Further to this issue, the width of the corridor does not reflext the topography of the 

land. Merri Creek is in a deep gorge for most of this length on the English St PSP. If 

GGF's were present in the Creek, there is no evidence of reasons for the frogs to climb 

out of deep ravine, particularly when there are no water bodies on the plain above to 

justify this action.

DELWP has demonstrated as part of the approved BCS in the MSA that the Growling Grass Frog has Category 1 area in this location. This 

means it is strategically important to the survival of the GGF. There is evidence to suggest that the GGF species is found on steeped banked 

water edges (environment.gov.au). The BCS  was approved by the Commonwealth to implement wetland construction (frog ponds) as well as 

manage existing waterbodies.

LR10 Given frogs are currently not recorded as being present in the Merri Creek along most 

of the English St PSP, in the context of GGF habitat the Creek is highly unlikely to 

become more attractive for the frogs as a result of residential development and the 

introductions of new predators and other threats. The current corridor represents an 

arbitary outcome, not evidence based planning. It needs to be reviewed and refined 

based on field surveys.

The careful management of the GGF wetlands and waterbodies through the implementation of the EPBC Act should provide for the 

appropriate safeguards for the GGF's survival with the development in the growth corridors. The intention of the BCS is to protect the species  

by providing the appropriate habitat that is required for their survival. The strategy was informed by various reports and research based on 

field survey that informed the appropriate boundary for the GGF corridors.

Lavender Rain Pty Ltd - Peter Worn - Landowner 90 English Street, Donnybrook

PSP Process

Precedent of neighbouring PSPs

Integrated planning

Evidence based planning
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LR11 The totality of the proposed DCP for the English Street PSP is prohibitive to the delivery 

of affordable housing from the precinct. Given the proximity of the Donnybrook Station 

and other existing amenity, it is disappointing that the DCP has been set at such a high 

level.

The DCP is not set at a high level. It represents a rate that is considered acceptable in the growth areas. Due to the area being small, it could 

be argued that the rate should be higher due to economies of scale. The PSP process has tried to share facilities with neighbouring areas as 

much as is feasibly possible, to keep costs minimised. The DCP rate is set by the infrastructure that is deemed to be required to meet the 

needs of the population of the area by providing housing with access to jobs, open spaces and other services.

LR12 The English St PSP should be resolved immediately. It has already been unnecessarily 

delayed for far too long because of YVW's desire to protect their financial interests. 

During that time 3 of my neighbours have died and the majority of the others are 

experiencing severe financial distress. I have attended two funerals this year, whilst 

YVW has continued to stall peoples lives.

The MPA is aiming to progress the PSP in the most timely manner.

LR13 As the responsible authority for the English St PSP, I request that your organisation act 

in a timely manner, engage in consistent and transparent processes and only undertake 

integrated and evidence based planning.

Noted. The MPA is aiming to progress the PSP in a the most timely manner. It considers that it carry out a timely, transparent and integrated 

planning process.
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FMC1 Conservation areas are proposed to be replaced with residential and commercial 

precincts

FMC2 Seeking improved conservation outomes to those within the Biodiversity Conservation 

Strategy

FMC3 The updated Upper Merri Biodiversity Network Plan has identified important sites for 

biodiversity within the northern and eastern portion of the precinct and running south 

adjacent to the railway line. This is not shown in the Future Urban Structure map which 

shows the majority of this area to be commercial and residential. 

FMC4 Important sites include: Large pathes of Plains Grassy Woodland in the south-west 

portion of the site and to the east, Growling Grass Frog records to the north of the 

precinct, Tough Scurf Pea Cullen Tenax (endangered and FGG Act) and Slender Tick 

Trefoil Desmodium varians to the west of the site. These sightings accord with records 

from the Victorian Biodiversity Atlas.

FMC5 The majority of pathes of Plans Grassy Woodland (16.62ha) are proposed to be cleared 

as per the PSP and the majority of threatened flora records fall outside the conservation 

area

FMC6 DELWP have instructed MPA to utilise a SUZ in conservation areas, however the 

exhibited areas shows the use of a RCZ and the removal of the ESO3 and ESO4. 

Concerns are raised that the RCZ will not provide sufficient protection given the 

permitted uses  that require a permit would be detrimental to conservation in the area. 

A newly created Conservation Zone is preferrable or as a second option the use of a 

PPRZ.

It is not clear what is referred to here. The MPA has implemented the RCZ/IPO arrangment across growth area conservation areas with the 

support of DELWP. See below comment for ESO.

FMC7 The removal of the ESO3 and ESO4 results in reduced environmental protection. The 

proposed IPO10 contains no environmenal objectives and is too limited with only 

reference to the protections of the Growling Grass Frog.

The ESO3 and ESO4 should be retained and they should be amended to 

include the condition requirements of Section 2 of the proposed IPO10. 

Alternatively the SUZ8 should be updated to include the provisions of 

ESO3 and ESO4.

The MPA has, since submissions, undertaken a more detailed review and exposition of the conservation controls along Merri Creek so as to 

demonstrate that the Rural Conservation Zone, Incorporated Plan Overlay, PSP and Clause 52.17 including its schedule is the most 

appropriate planning scheme tool and achieves all of the regulation currently imposed on the land by four different Environmental 

Signficance Overlays. MPA notes that these controls, as they implement the Commonwealth EPBC Act approvals, impose equal or stricter 

permit controls than the current zoning and overlays.

See tracked change Proposed RCZ schedule Whittlesea C198 - during Panel .

FMC8 Uncertainty as to what would be in the incorporated plan referred to in the IPO10 The incorporated plan under the IPO is the English Street Precinct Structure Plan.

FMC9 The IPO10 lacks reference to key strategic documents such as the Merri Creek Plan: 

Strategy for Restoration of the Merri Creek (1997), Merri Creek and Environs Strategy 

(1999), Merri Creek Cultural Heritage Report (1993), Remenant Native Grasslands and 

Grassy Woodlands of the Melbourne Area: An action plan for conservation based on 

biological values (1990), Cooper Street Precinct Study, including landscape design 

guidelies and background report (1996) .

Policy for the Merri Creek in Melbourne's growth corridors has been updated for each growth area precinct. Where these policies remain as 

part of the local planning policy framework they will still apply to the land where relevant.

Biodiversity sites within the PSP

Conclusion

English Street 

Proposed planning provisions for conservation areas

The size and intergrity of the Conservation Area

Affordable Housing

Friends of Merri Creek Inc - Yasmin Kelsall

Provision for conservation along Melbourne's growth corridor creeks and rivers has been the subject of significant investigation, review, 

contest and regulation over  the past five years. The submitter was part of this process. The process resulted in statutory decisions by the 

Commonwealth, supported by both current and former governments, under the Environment Protection and Conservation Act 1999 (Cth). 

These decisions are designed to provide long term conservation through a range of measures including the protection of land and the 

creation of habitat amongst others. This regulatory regime is a first in Australia to fulfil national conservation outcomes alongside urban 

development. The program is being implemented through the PSP program including in English Street through protecting the entire length of 

the creek and at least 100 metres of land either side throughout the precinct.



Submission Item Issue Submitter Comment / Proposed Outcome MPA response

AMENDMENT C183  - 1025.2 English Street Exhibition

FMC10 The conservation areas should be no less than 200m on either side, as supported by 

Growling Grass Frog expert Geoff Heard (Mr Heard's research is contained within the 

Friend's Merri Creek submission at Attachment 1)

The Merri Creek conservation corridor should be at least 200m wide on 

either side

FMC11 The location of passive recreational areas outside and adjoining the conservation area 

would be appropriate, but recreation should not occur within the conservation area (as 

shown in p20-21 Appendices to the PSP). 

Recreation areas should be outside and adjacent to conservation areas 

not within conservation areas

FMC12 The provision of WSUD wetlands in a conservation area is inappropriate and will be 

detrimental for Growling Grass Frogs due to the occurance of nutrient rich water and 

likely introduction of introduced predactory fish

FMC13 The Growling Grass Frog (GGF) masterplanning process has determined that early 

assumptions that informed the width of corridors regarding the number, size and 

distance between GGF wetlands was underestimated and more dedicated larger 

wetlands which is more closely spaced is required 

Incursions of separqate parkland and WSUD wetlands be removed from 

the Conservation Area

FMC14 Objectives for improvements regarding biodiversity and nature should be included in 

the PSP. This should include additional conservation areas, and more conservation 

within streetscapes, gardens and linked corridors between open space areas.
The MPA considers that the PSP fulfils a number of requirements to provide as much opportunity for open space, landscaped streetscapes 

and environmentally sustainable design outcomes.

FMC15 Whilst Plan 6 of the PSP document identifies patches of native vegetation that can be 

cleared, this is short of native vegetation retention targets particularly for Grassy 

Eucalypt Woodland. The PSP should go above the basic requirements of the Biodiversity 

Conservation strategy and the clearing of native vegetation should be not allowed

Local conservation areas should be identified that incorporate patches 

of remnant Grassy Woodland vegetation to be managed by City of 

Whittlesea to protect additional area of remnant veetation (as per the 

Wollert PSP)
The area is considered to have sufficient areas retained for conservation.

FMC16 The retention of existing biodiversity is an economical way to protect native vegetation 

rather than new streetscapes and landscaping.
Noted, although this is not always possible.

FMC17 O4 - "Create a high amenity, indigenous landscape corridor along Merri Creek". 

Reference to a "high-amenity" area is not appropriate in a conservation area Wording changed to 'high value'

FMC18 O6- "Promote the retention of existing trees and windrows to add established character 

to the area". This objective is supported. The precincts would benefit from being 

informed by a Landscape Character Assessment as per the Wollert Precinct

The PSP process has considered carefully the value of landscape that should be retained, and it considered that the creek corridor was the 

most appropriate area to retain.

FMC19 O11 - "Plan sensitive urban interfaces to Merri Creek". Opportunities for protecting and 

conserving small gullies that feed the creek (e.g. POS4) have not been utilised. More 

information is needed about protecting conservation areas such as details about 

stormwater.

The drainage strategy is only a concept plan, however, it is considered that the drainage assets will be designed in such a way that it captures 

runoff through retention of gullies where possible.

FMC20 O12 - "Retain, protect and enhance the environs of the Merri Creek and plan urban 

interfaces sensitively". To comply with this objective, concerns raised above about 

widening the corridor to 200m and retaining the ESO3 and 4 should be undertaken
Disagree, noted above.

FMC21 O13 - "To create an urban landscape that intergrates with the existing buidiversity, 

cultural heritage, drainage and landscape values within the precinct and along the 

conservation area" & O14 "Retain high-quality habitat for the Growling Grass Frog along 

the Merri Creek corridor, and support other environmental habitat value". There are no 

clear provisions in the PSP that advises how this is to occur.

The PSP considers that it does provide a urban structure that responds to O13 and O14

FMC22 O15 - "Plan for the long-term conservation and enhancement of areas of biodiversity". 

The PSP does not comply with this objective as there is only the minimum conservation 

areas as per the BCS and this has been reduced by urban infrastructure inclusions
Disagree, noted above.

FMC23 It appears that there are no provisions for this PSP to be considered by a Planning Panel. The planning panel process should be implemented for this PSP
Noted
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Inclusion of more biodiversity

Objectives within the PSP

Bushfire Hazard

CFA - Mike Wassing

Objectives within the PSP

Provision for conservation along Melbourne's growth corridor creeks and rivers has been sthe subject of significant investigation, review, 

contest and regulation over  the past five years. The submitter was part of this process. The process resulted in statutory decisions by the 

Commonwealth, supported by both current and former governments, under the Environment Protection and Conservation Act 1999 (Cth). 

These decisions are designed to provide long term conservation through a range of measures including the protection of land and the 

creation of habitat amongst others. This regulatory regime is a first in Australia to fulfil national conservation outcomes alongside urban 

development. The program is being implemented through the PSP program including in Englsih Street through protecting the entire length of 

the creek and at least 100 metres of land either side throughout the precinct.
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CFA1 A bushfire hazard is associated with open grassland intermingled with red gum trees 

across the landscape. An annual bushfire risk does occur within this PSP. The severity 

and timing is dependent on annual climatic conditions and seasonal growth in 

winter/spring rainfall. The Merri Creek Corridor does create a "fire wick" from rural 

areas into the urban area. 

Appropriate treatments are necessary to manage bushfire risk within the 

Merri Creek Corridor

Noted.

CFA2 To mitigate bushfire risk, 2 main streams: 1) The development of a "Site Management 

Plan" prior to the commencement of any works, which is to be approved by the CFA; 2) 

Design development to incorporate a "boulevard effect" that provides a natural buffer 

between the grassland bushfire risk areas to the northern through the west to southern 

quadrants

Site management plan to be approved by the Responsible Authority and 

CFA. The plan to address an appropriate distance of "managed" 

vegetation as a rolling interface between the development and rural 

bushfire risk

Noted. R30 will be amended to include approval by both CFA and the Responsible Authority.

CFA3 Concerns with the southern western quadrant of the PSP where it abuts the Merri Creek 

Corridor without any "boulevard" road reserve separation. Consideration should be 

given to ensuring no residential properties immediately adjoing the creek reserve, but 

are separated by an area of public open space or a road reserve

Agreed. The Future Urban Structure will be amended to show a local access street along the interface with the Merri Creek Corridor. Where 

there is no frontage street, it will be separated by open space.

CFA4 R30- The CFA is not responsible for declaring the BAL ratings under the Building 

Regulations. The minimum level within Victoria for a Bushfire Prone Area BPA is 

BAL12.5.

As above, R30 will be amended to include approval by the Responsible Authority. It will note instead that 'In Bushfire Prone Areas (BPA), the 

minimum construction level under the Building Regulations is BAL 12.5……This plan must be carried out to the satisfaction of the  responsible 

authority.'

CFA5 The CFA is satisfied that no fire service delivery point (fire station) is necessary within 

this PSP. 

Noted.

CFA6 Water supply/infrastructure and road networks must be adequate to deal with the 

future demands associated with growth. Accordingly it is paramount that appropriate 

planning of this infrastrcture must meet the requirements of Clause 56.

Noted. This will be managed through subsequent subdivision applications through the detailed planning stage.

CFA7 The CFA agrees with the preliminary assessment of bushfire hazard included in the draft 

planning scheme amendment.

Noted.
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Council provides an inprinciple support of this amendment, subject to resolition of the 

issues detailed below

Noted.

WCC1 Concerns are raised about the timing and delivery of facilties and infrastructure and 

that consideration should be given to the early provision of community Infrastructure 

such as through a staging plan to guide the logical sequencing of development

The Precinct Infrastructure Plan and Staging includes the timing and delivery of facilities. The Community Centre and Laffan Reserve 

upgrading works will be included in this list to guide the early delivery of the community infrastructure. Most of the infrastructure within the 

Precinct Infrastructure Plan specifies a short term timing, as the residential development will likely be delivered early. Only the bridge which 

isn't considered required from a demand perspective until later stages of the project would be required in the long term.

WCC2 The Kalkallo Sewer Treatment Plant will be of state significance. The processing 

component should be separated from sensitive uses. Council is supportive of the 

location identified in the Northern Quarries Investigation Area and the progress 

identified to secure an alternative site. However the alternative location should be 

finalised prior to the approval of the PSP.

YVW have indicated that they have identified an alternative site for their plant within the NQIA. They will continue to use the Langley Park 

Drive site for some pipelines and water storage and therefore support the English Street PSP.

WCC3 It was negotiated that the schedule to the SUZ be developed to encapsulate the intent 

of the RCZ to allow flexibility for Hume City Council to redevelop Laffan Reserve without 

the restrictions of the RCZ. It has been discussed that the RCZ may be used as an interim 

treatment until the SUZ is ready for implementation. 

Further discussions be held with MPA, WCC and HCC to determine the 

the appropriate zoning for Laffan reserve to allow HCC to redevelop the 

reserve.

Agreed that the RCZ restricts upgrades to the open space to be carried out. It has been discussed and verbally agreed between CoW, Hume 

and MPA that the Special Use Zone is probably the best zoning to allow for Hume to redevelop Laffan Reserve. MPA waiting for a response 

from DELWP as the Laffan Reserve sits within the BCS.

WCC4 It is not clear that the proposed costing is adequate to deliver the bridge in its 

nominated location. 

It is requested that the Merri Creek Bridge crossings be independently 

reviewed to ensure the bridge costing is appropriately costed as the 

project carries financial risk to WCC and HCC.

The costings were independently reviewed to ensure that the cost is adequate. Due to ongoing concern also from the City of Hume, with 

submissions about this from English Street Development Partners, the MPA suggested that a conclave be held to agree on the cost of the 

nominated bridge. The conclave resulted in a cost at $4,367,000 which has now been agreed by all parties.

WCC5 Prior to the development of the precinct a roundabout treatment is proposed by MPA 

as an interim measure. This is not considered to facilitate a high quality mixed use 

urban form and will restrict pedstrian and cycle movements into the emploment area. 

A signalised intersection should be proposed at the intersection of 

English Street and Mid-Block Road. It should be designed and costed as 

an interim signalised intersection and included in the DCP.

The MPA was advised that both the English Street Development Partners and City of Whittlesea have agreed to include the intersection with 

the connector street as suggested by City of Whittlesea in this submission. Further, the pedestrian signals could be removed from being a DCP 

project. The MPA awaits confirmation in writing of this agreement from both parties.

Nomination of the Laffan Reserve as RCZ

Design profile and estimated construction costs for Merri Creek Bridge

Inclusions of English Street and Mid-Block Street Intersection

New Guidelines for Employment Area

Kalkallo Sewer Treatment Plant Buffer requirements

Bushfire Mitigation Measures

Other strategic considerations

Whittlesea City Council - Steve O'Brien 

Early Provisions of Community Infrastructure
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WCC6 It is not considered appropriate for the development of the employment area with 

design criteria to be attached as an appendix to the PSP as it degrades its strategic 

weight. It is requested that the requirements and guidelines be included within the PSP.

The requirements and guidelines of the Employment Area to be included 

within the PSP, not the Appendix.

The design criteria marked at Appendix 4.2 are criteria relating to the Local Convenience Centre only. It does not relate to the employment 

area as a whole. There are, however, what are considered higher tier requirements and guidelines that relate to the wider urban design 

aspects. The PSP would be considered to go beyond its scope if it was to insist on detailed design aspects that local policies should address. 

As it is considered that these principles  are already addressed in the requirements and guidelines more generally, the appendix provides the 

ability to go into further detail on what may be expected in the area, without over-emphasising the importance of detailed design matters. 

WCC7 Typographical errors (etc) have been identified. A list of these points will be sent 

through shortly. 

These are noted and will be inputted into the final version of the PSP.

14

YVW1 YVA own land in Langley Park Drive adjacent to the English Street Precinct for a sewage 

treatment plant. However due to buffer requirements, alternative siting options are 

being considered and an alternative site has been identified at the south east of the 

current location within the boundary of the Northern Quarries Investigation area. YVW  

supports the PSP provided there are no amendments to the Northern Quarries 

Investigation Area Plan that would prevent the long term operation of the treatment 

plant.

Supportive of the PSP, subject to no changes to the Northern Quarries 

Investigation Plan

Noted.

15

PTV1 All issues raised in the PTV's submission dated 3/2/15 have been addressed. PTV will 

not be making a submission or be involved in a Panel Hearing.

Supportive of the PSP Noted.

16

General Comments

D1 DELWP supports the amendment subject to the changes outlined in this submission. Noted.

D2
The amendment proposes to remove Environmental Significance Overlay Schedule 3

(ESO3) and Environmental Significance Overlay Schedule 4 (ESO4). It has been agreed

with MPA through recent discussions that the following options should be applied:

-retention of the ESO3 and ESO4

or

-translation of the provisions in the ESO3/ESO4 to the RCZ.  

MPA is currently conducting analysis of these options and DELWP will work with MPA to

finalise the approach.

The MPA has developed inclusion of all the provisions within ESO3 and ESO4 into the schedule to the RCZ, the IPO and the Precinct Structure 

Plan, along with Clause 52.17 Native Vegetation to capture all the provisions. This will be sent to DELWP to finalise the approach on these 

provisions.

D3 Zoning of Laffan Reserve.

The MPA provided a SUZ Schedule to DELWP for comment. DELWP legal services are

currently reviewing the SUZ Schedule and will provide comments. DELWP supports the

use of the SUZ schedule, but request that the draft be amended to require a permit to

be obtained for buildings or works for an open sports ground

Noted and agreed, that change can be incorporated.

D4

DELWP approved an amendment to Conservation Area 34 on 11 November 2014. The

amendment was assessed as meeting the requirements outlined in the Biodiversity

Conservation Strategy 2013 and in accordance with condition 3 of the ‘Approval

decision for the taking of actions in accordance with an endorsed program under the

Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act)’ dated

September 2013.

Noted.

Precinct Structure Plan

Plans 2,3,4,5,7,8,9,11,12

Public Transport Victoria - Martin Vegt 

Minor edits and points for clarification

Yarra Valley Water - Steve O'Brien 

DELWP - Jasmine Glover
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D5

Depiction of the water management locations on these maps are laid over the top of 

the CA boundary. The result of this is that it is not clear from these plans that the water 

management locations are part of the CA and the CA boundary is obscured and can be 

misinterpreted. 

Eg. the water management location is laid over the conservation area boundary (which 

is roughly along the red line)

This was discussed at a meeting with MPA on 11 August 2015 and 

DELWP understands that the MPA will investigate how the graphics of 

these plans can be improved to be less ambiguous. For example, put the 

water management layer beneath the CA layer.

Agreed that the plans can be shown more clearly. The boundary of the BCS will need to be shown translucent underneath or over the other 

pieces of infrastructure.

Plans 2-12

D6

The boundary of the CA is not correctly depicted. The CA boundary is sometimes 

incorrectly shown as finishing below the Donnybrook Rd PAO. The CA boundary for CA 

34 extends beyond the precinct, over Donnybrook Rd to the north.  

It is not clear from the plans that the proposed widening of Donnybrook Rd will mean 

that the road extends into the CA.

The precinct boundary should define the northern limit of the CA in this 

precinct.

The plans should be updated to graphically show that the PAO on 

Donnybrook land is within the CA.

This relates to the point made in D5. Agree that the plans can be shown more clearly. The boundary of the BCS will need to be shown 

translucent underneath or over the other pieces of infrastructure.

D7

The plans do not clearly demonstrate that Laffan reserve is within the Conservation 

Area.  Eg.

Update the graphics on plans to show Laffan reserve as being within the 

conservation area (eg. apply hatching over Laffan Reserve)

This relates to the point made in D5 and D6. Agree that the plans can be shown more clearly. The boundary of the BCS will need to be shown 

translucent underneath or over the other pieces of infrastructure.

Plan 4

D8

The Conservation Area Interface does not match the Conservation Area boundary in the 

area below the Merri Creek bridge crossing. See the area circled in red below.

Realign the line depicting the Conservation Area Interface so that it 

matches the Conservation Area boundary.

Agreed. This will be shown to run along the edge of the Conservation Area.

Figure 2 ‘Conservation Area Interface’

D9

Is currently located within the ‘Image, character, heritage and housing’ section. 

May be more appropriate in Biodiversity section – for discussion with 

MPA. A consistent approach is required across PSPs.

The conservation area interface relates more to precinct than just Biodiversity. It also relates to the character of the area and how the 

buildings relate to it. The MPA uses this section of the document to deal with particular interfaces and includes cross-sections to explain this 

approach taken. This figure is also referenced in the Biodiversity section.

D10 Direct frontage to the conservation area is not encouraged and should be undertaken 

as a last resort only. 

Remove the subset diagram titled ‘direct frontage’ as agreed with MPA 

on 11 August 2015.

Remove the 'Direct Frontage' Cross section from Figure 2.
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D11

Include standard notes as identified in the ‘Guidance Note: Implementing the 

Biodiversity Conservation Strategy for Melbourne’s Growth Corridors, DELWP 2015’

Include the following notes on Figure 2:

1.       Trees should not be planted within 10 metres of the conservation 

area boundary.

2.       All necessary fire breaks must be outside of the conservation area.

Agreed. Will include as notes.

Plan 5 ‘Open Space’

D12

The legend identifies Laffan Reserve as ‘unencumbered’. As Laffan Reserve is located 

wholly within the Conservation Area, this label is not appropriate.

Remove reference to ‘unencumbered’ in the legend. Agreed. This reference will be removed.

Plan 6 ‘Native Vegetation Retention and Removal’

D13

Vegetation categories have been labelled as ‘native vegetation patches’ and ‘scattered 

trees’. MPA sought advice on whether this wording is appropriate.

Wording referring to vegetation categories is appropriate. Agreed.

D14 The size of the dot representing scattered trees is quite large and means that some 

native vegetation patches are not visible. Eg:

This could be resolved by reducing the size of the dot used to represent 

scattered trees.

The MPA will reduce the size of the dots so that native vegetation patches are visible.

D15 A native vegetation patch is shown in the north east corner of the precinct.  This is not 

part of the time-stamped vegetation layer.

Remove this patch of vegetation. Agreed.

D16 The alignment of the proposed Merri Creek bridge crossing is through an area of native 

vegetation. While removal of native vegetation should be avoided wherever possible, 

DELWP acknowledges that alternate locations for the bridge crossing would impact 

areas considered strategically important for the Growling Grass Frog.  

Noted and agreed.

Figure 4 ‘Growling Grass Frog Conservation Area Concept Plan’
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D17 Minor modifications have been made to the standard wording of CACP notes. Include updated notes as follows:

1.        The conservation objectives of the conservation 

area are:

a.        Maintain and improve the current site quality and 

extent of native vegetation in the conservation area.

b.        Growling Grass Frog persists in the Conservation 

Area.

2.        Water management locations provide for the 

construction and maintenance of stormwater treatment 

infrastructure, including retarding basins, treatment 

wetlands, swales, sediment ponds and bio-retention 

systems. Maintenance activities may include works such 

as de-silting, spreading sediment, controlling weeds and 

reconstructing wetlands.

3.        Passive recreation locations provide for low 

intensity passive recreation, where compatible with the 

functioning and management objectives of the 

conservation area. Associated infrastructure may 

include BBQs, picnic areas, tables, shelters, playgrounds 

and lighting. Passive recreation locations are likely to 

include some potential Growling Grass Frog habitat (e.g. 

grassy areas with sparse tree/shrub cover) that should 

be managed in accordance with the Department of 

Environment, Land, Water & Planning’s Growling Grass 

Frog habitat management standards. 

4.        The balance of the conservation area provides 

for the creation, enhancement and management of 

habitat for the Growling Grass Frog and protects 

strategically important areas for the Growling Grass 

Frog from incompatible land-uses and infrastructure. 

It also provides for the protection of native 

vegetation.

5.        Low intensity passive recreational 

infrastructure, such as walking paths, shared trails, 

boardwalks and footbridges may be sited outside 

passive recreation locations, where appropriately 

located and designed and compatible with the 

functioning and management objectives of the 

conservation area to the satisfaction of the 

Department of Environment, Land, Water & 

Planning. Where an indicative location is shown, the 

final location and design must be to the satisfaction 

of the Department of Environment, Land, Water & 

Planning.

Agreed.
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6.        Development or works, other than shown in 

this plan or associated with the conservation of the 

Growling Grass Frog or native vegetation, are not 

generally suitable within the conservation area. Any 

proposed development or works requires the 

approval of the Department of Environment, Land, 

Water & Planning.

7.        Lighting must be designed and baffled to 

prevent light spill and glare into the conservation 

area outside the identified passive recreation areas.

8.        Any planting and revegetation must be to the 

satisfaction of the Department of Environment, 

Land, Water & Planning.

9.        A Fire Management Plan is to be prepared for 

the conservation area to the satisfaction of the 

Country Fire Authority.

10.     Drainage from storm water treatment 

infrastructure must be designed to minimise impacts 

on biodiversity values.

11.     The conservation area is to be designed and 

managed as a ‘dog on-lead’ area, in areas that are 

publicly accessible.

D18

The CACP includes two notes that have been added to address issues specific to this 

precinct. 

3. The active open space location provides for recreation uses associated with Laffan 

Reserve. 

8. Woody weeds must be managed to prevent over shading or other negative impacts 

on GGF habitat, to the satisfaction of the Department of Environment, Land, Water and 

Planning

These notes should be retained, however the reference in 3. to ‘active open space’ does 

not link to the legend. The legend refers to ‘sporting reserve’.
Notes 3. and 8. should also be included on the CACP however reference 

to ‘active open space’ should be revised to link to the legend.

Amend legend in Figure 4 to be 'active open space'

3.4 ‘Biodiversity, Threatened Species & Bushfire Management’

D19

As most requirements / conditions have been moved to the UGZ Schedule as requested 

by DELWP,  reference should be made in this section so that readers are aware there 

are additional requirements/conditions in the UGZ Schedule.

Add wording such as “The following requirements and guidelines are in 

addition to biodiversity requirements and conditions identified in 

Schedule 4 to the Urban Growth Zone ”.

The MPA considers that this would be inappropriate, as the whole PSP should be read in addition to requirements specified within Schedule 4 

to Urban Growth Zone and all other provisions that references the structure plan. This is explained at 1.1. 

D20

Requirement R27 deals with developments abutting the Conservation Area, but should 

also address works within the Conservation Area.

Amend wording to include reference to works within Conservation Area 

– eg. ‘Development abutting or works within  any conservation area 

must be in accordance with the Growling Grass Frog Conservation Area 

Concept Plan and the Growling Grass Frog Conservation Area Cross – 

Section – Conservation Interface (Figure 2) to the satisfaction of the 

Secretary to the Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning 

(DELWP) ”

Agreed. Will amend as suggested.

Plan 8 – Street Network

Agreed.
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D21 The plan does not currently show road frontage to the Conservation Area.

Eg. areas circled red
Update Plan 8 (in addition to the Future Urban 

Structure and any other plans depicting roads) to 

indicate road frontage to the conservation area

The incorrect street network plan is shown in Plan 8. The road network should have reflected what was shown in the Future Urban Structure. 

The plan will be amended and will also show a street frontage along the BCS interface.

Plan 11 – Merri Creek Crossing

D22

This plan shows a project buffer north and south of the proposed bridge crossing. It is 

understood that it the buffer is intended to provide opportunity for the bridge to be 

sited to the north or south of the proposed bridge location.

The buffer area to the south includes land that is of strategic importance to the 

Growling Grass Frog. DELWP would not support the bridge being located in this area.

Remove the buffer area from the south of the 

proposed bridge crossing.

The buffer area will need to be moved so that it does not include land to the south of the current proposed bridge location. By the time that 

the Panel is heard, results of the CHMP and Geotechnical results are likely to be in- which will reflect whether the proposed location is 

appropriate for a bridge. If the results are not able to be shared at the Panel Hearing, the buffer area can focus moving to the north only.

Schedule 4 to the Urban Growth Zone

1.0 The Plan

D23
Map 1  is a replication of the Future Urban Structure shown on Plan 3 of the PSP.

This submission suggests alterations to the FUS (see above).
Update Map 1 to reflect changes made to the FUS.

Agreed. The same Future Urban Structure in the PSP will be reflected in the schedule to the UGZ. This needs to be finalised in line with 

outcomes from the Panel Hearing and recommendations made in this table.

D24 The UGZ schedule should make reference the Commonwealth Approval. The UGZ schedule should make reference the Commonwealth Approval. 

Operation of Commonwealth Environmental Laws

- On 5 September 2013 an approval under the Environment Protection 

and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act) was issued by the 

Commonwealth Minister for Environment, Heritage and Water. The 

approval applies to all actions associated with urban development in 

growth corridors in the expanded Melbourne 2010 Urban Growth 

Boundary as described in page 4 in the Biodiversity Conservation 

Strategy for Melbourne's Growth Corridors (Department of Environment 

and Primary Industries, 2013). The Commonwealth approval has effect 

until 31 December 2060. The approval is subject to conditions specified 

at Annexure 1 of the approval.

-Provided the conditions of the EPBC Act approval are satisfied 

individual assessment and approval under the EPBC Act is not required.

Wording to this effect can be included in the schedule to the zone. MPA to confirm with  DELWP  best wording and location for this text.

3.7 Kangaroo Management
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D25 Wording requires updating.

Update wording to:

Kangaroo Management

All applications for subdivision must be accompanied by the 

following information to the satisfaction of the responsible 

authority:

Kangaroo Management Plan which includes:

·          strategies to avoid land locking land kangaroos, including 

staging of subdivision;

·          management requirements to respond to the containment 

of kangaroos in an area with no reasonable likelihood of their 

continued safe existence; or

·          management and monitoring actions to sustainability 

manage a population of kangaroos within a suitable location 

Where a Kangaroo Management Plan has been approved in 

respect to the land to which the application applies, the 

application must be accompanied by:

·          a copy of the approved Kangaroo Management Plan;

·          a ‘design/management response’ statement outlining how 

the application is consistent with and gives effect to any 

requirements of the approved Kangaroo Management Plan.

Agreed

4.2 Biodiversity and Threatened Species - Conditions

D26 The exhibited UGZ schedule does not include a condition relating to Environmental 

Management Plans

Include the following:

Environmental Management Plans

-A planning permit for subdivision, buildings or works on land shown as 

a conservation area in the incorporated English Street Precinct Structure 

Plan must include the following condition:

-The subdivision, buildings or works must not commence until an 

Environmental Management Plan for the relevant works has been 

approved to the satisfaction of the Department of Environment Land 

Water and Planning, unless otherwise agreed by the Department of 

Environment Land Water and Planning

Wording to this effect can be included in the schedule to the zone. MPA to confirm with  DELWP  best wording and location for this text.

4.2.1 Kangaroo Management Plan

D27 Wording requires updating. Update wording to:

Kangaroo Management Plan 

Before the certification of the plan of subdivision, a Kangaroo 

Management Plan must be approved by the Secretary to the 

Department of Environment Land Water and Planning.  Once approved 

the plan will be endorsed by the Responsible Authority and form part of 

the permit.

·          The endorsed Kangaroo Management Plan must be implemented 

to the satisfaction of the Responsible Authority.

MPA considers that this is already included at 4.2.1 but will include this text and confirm with DELWP.

4.2.4 Land Management Cooperative Agreement 
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Update wording to:

Land Management Co-operative Agreement – Conservation Areas

A permit to subdivide land shown in the incorporated English Street 

Precinct Structure Plan as including the conservation area shown on Plan 

3 of the Precinct Structure Plan as conservation area must ensure that, 

before the issue of a statement of compliance for the last stage of the 

subdivision, the owner of the land: 

·         Enters into an agreement with the Secretary to the Department of 

Environment, Land, Water and Planning under section 69 of the 

Conservation Forests and Lands Act 1987 , which must: 

·         provide for the conservation and management of that part of the 

land shown as  [conservation area name] in the [PSP name] Precinct 

Structure Plan; and 

·         may include any matter that such an agreement may contain under 

the Conservation Forests and Lands Act 1987.

·         Makes application to the Registrar of Titles to register the 

agreement on the title to the land. 

·         Pays the reasonable costs of the Secretary to the Department of 

Environment, Land, Water and Planning in the preparation, execution 

and registration of the agreement.

The requirement for a Land Management Co-operative 

Agreement in this clause does not apply to land of any lot or part 

of a lot within the conservation area shown on Plan 3 of the 

Precinct Structure Plan as conservation area that:

·         is identified in a Precinct Structure Plan as public open space 

and is vested, or will be vested, in the council as a reserve for the 

purposes of public open space; or

·         is identified in a Precinct Structure Plan as a drainage 

reserve and is vested, or will be vested, in Melbourne Water 

Corporation or the council as a drainage reserve; or

·         is the subject of an agreement with the Secretary to the 

Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning to transfer 

or gift that land to:

·         the Secretary to the Department of Environment, Land, 

Water and Planning; 

·         the Minister for Environment and Climate Change; or 

·         another statutory authority.

to the satisfaction of the Secretary to the Department of 

Environment, Land, Water and Planning.

Wording to this effect can be included in the schedule to the zone. MPA to confirm with  DELWP  best wording .D28 Wording requires updating.
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D29
Update wording to:

Protection of conservation areas and native vegetation during 

construction

A permit granted to subdivide land where construction or works are 

required to carry out the subdivision, or a permit granted to construct a 

building or carry out works, on land including or abutting a conservation 

area or patch of native vegetation or scattered tree identified for 

retention in the incorporated English Street Precinct Structure Plan must 

ensure that: 

Before the start of construction or carrying out of works, the developer 

of the land must erect a vegetation protection fence that is:

-   highly visible ·          

-  at least 2 metres in height

-  sturdy and strong enough to withstand knocks from construction 

vehicles

- in place for the whole period of construction

- located the following minimum distance from the element to be 

protected:

Element

Conservation area: 2 metres

Scattered trees: twice the distance between the tree trunk and the edge 

of the tree canopy

Patch of native vegetation: 2 metre

Construction stockpiles, fill, machinery, excavation and works or other 

activities associated with the buildings or works must:

·          be located more than 15 metres from a waterway; 

·          be located outside the vegetation protection fence;

·          be constructed and designed to ensure that the conservation area 

or scattered trees or patches of native vegetation identified for 

retention in the Precinct Structure Plan, and any located trees identified 

in the Planning Scheme Provisions to be retained are protected from 

adverse impacts during construction; 

·          not be undertaken if it presents a risk to any vegetation within a 

conservation area.; and 

- be carried out under the supervision of a suitable qualified ecologist or 

arborist.

Purpose

D30 The second purpose listed is: 

‘to facilitate development of recreation and infrastructure associated with adjoining 

urban land uses’.

The primary purpose of the conservation area is to conserve GGF and other matters of 

MNES in the CA – not facilitate development of recreation and infrastructure.

Update wording to:

‘to facilitate manage development of recreation and infrastructure

associated with adjoining urban land uses’.

Wording to this effect can be included in the schedule to the zone. MPA to confirm with  DELWP  best wording .

2.2.1 Protection of Conservation Areas During  Construction

Wording to this effect can be included in the schedule to the zone. MPA to confirm with  DELWP  best wording .Wording requires updating.
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Update wording to:

Protection of conservation areas and native vegetation during

construction

A permit granted to subdivide land where construction or works are

required to carry out the subdivision, or a permit granted to construct a

building or carry out works, on land including or abutting a conservation

area or patch of native vegetation or scattered tree identified for

retention in the incorporated English Street Precinct Structure Plan must

ensure that: 

Before the start of construction or carrying out of works, the developer

of the land must erect a vegetation protection fence that is:

·          highly visible 

·          at least 2 metres in height

·          sturdy and strong enough to withstand knocks from construction

vehicles

·          in place for the whole period of construction

·          located the following minimum distance from the element to be

protected:

Element

Conservation area: 2 metres

Scattered trees: twice the distance between the tree trunk and the edge

of the tree canopy

Patch of native vegetation: 2 metre

Construction stockpiles, fill, machinery, excavation and works or other

activities associated with the buildings or works must:

·          be located more than 15 metres from a waterway; 

·          be located outside the vegetation protection fence;

·          be constructed and designed to ensure that the conservation area

or scattered trees or patches of native vegetation identified for

retention in the Precinct Structure Plan, and any located trees identified

in the Planning Scheme Provisions to be retained are protected from

adverse impacts during construction; 

·          not be undertaken if it presents a risk to any vegetation within a

conservation area.; and 

·          be carried out under the supervision of a suitable qualified

ecologist or arborist.

4.2.4 Land Management Cooperative Agreement

Wording requires updating.D31 Wording to this effect can be included in the schedule to the zone. MPA to confirm with  DELWP  best wording .
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Land Management Co-operative Agreement – Conservation 

Areas

A permit to subdivide land shown in the incorporated English 

Street Precinct Structure Plan as including the conservation area 

shown on Plan 3 of the Precinct Structure Plan as conservation 

area must ensure that, before the issue of a statement of 

compliance for the last stage of the subdivision, the owner of the 

land: 

·         Enters into an agreement with the Secretary to the 

Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning under 

section 69 of the Conservation Forests and Lands Act 1987 , which 

must: 

·         provide for the conservation and management of that part 

of the land shown as  [conservation area name] in the [PSP name] 

Precinct Structure Plan; and 

·         may include any matter that such an agreement may 

contain under the Conservation Forests and Lands Act 1987.

·         Makes application to the Registrar of Titles to register the 

agreement on the title to the land. 

·         Pays the reasonable costs of the Secretary to the 

Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning in the 

preparation, execution and registration of the agreement.

The requirement for a Land Management Co-operative 

Agreement in this clause does not apply to land of any lot or part 

of a lot within the conservation area shown on Plan 3 of the 

Precinct Structure Plan as conservation area that:

·         is identified in a Precinct Structure Plan as public open space 

and is vested, or will be vested, in the council as a reserve for the 

purposes of public open space; or

·         is identified in a Precinct Structure Plan as a drainage 

reserve and is vested, or will be vested, in Melbourne Water 

Corporation or the council as a drainage reserve; or

·         the Secretary to the Department of Environment, Land, 

Water and Planning; 

·         the Minister for Environment and Climate Change; or 

·         another statutory authority.

to the satisfaction of the Secretary to the Department of 

Environment, Land, Water and Planning

D33 Include condition regarding salvage and translocation Update Wording to:

Salvage and translocation

·          The Salvage and Translocation Protocol for Melbourne's Growth 

Corridors (Department of Environment Land Water and Planning, 2014) 

must be implemented in the carrying out of development to the 

satisfaction of the Secretary to the Department of Environment Land 

Water and Planning.

Wording to this effect can be included in the schedule to the zone. MPA to confirm with  DELWP  best wording .

D34 Include condition regarding Environmental Management Plan

Update Wording to:

Environmental Management Plans

A planning permit for subdivision, buildings or works on land shown as a 

conservation area in the incorporated English Street Precinct Structure 

Plan must include the following condition:

·          The subdivision, buildings or works must not commence until an 

Environmental Management Plan for the relevant works has been 

approved to the satisfaction of the Department of Environment Land 

Water and Planning, unless otherwise agreed by the Department of 

Environment Land Water and Planning.

Wording to this effect can be included in the schedule to the zone. MPA to confirm with  DELWP  best wording .

D32 Wording requires updating. Wording to this effect can be included in the schedule to the zone. MPA to confirm with  DELWP  best wording .



Submission Item Issue Submitter Comment / Proposed Outcome MPA response

AMENDMENT C183  - 1025.2 English Street Exhibition

D35 Include condition relating to kangaroo management
Include the following:

Kangaroo Management

All applications for subdivision must be accompanied by the following 

information to the satisfaction of the responsible authority:

Kangaroo Management Plan which includes:

·          strategies to avoid land locking land kangaroos, including staging 

of subdivision;

·          management requirements to respond to the containment of 

kangaroos in an area with no reasonable likelihood of their continued 

safe existence

·          management and monitoring actions to sustainability manage a 

population of kangaroos within a suitable location 

Where a Kangaroo Management Plan has been approved in respect to 

the land to which the application applies, the application must be 

accompanied by:

·          a copy of the approved Kangaroo Management Plan;

·          a ‘design/management response’ statement outlining how the 

application is consistent with and gives effect to any requirements of the 

approved Kangaroo Management Plan.

Wording to this effect can be included in the schedule to the zone. MPA to confirm with  DELWP  best wording .

D36
Include the following:

Kangaroo Management Plan

• Before the certification of the plan of subdivision, a Kangaroo 

Management Plan must  be approved by the Secretary to the 

Department of Environment Land Water and Planning.  Once approved 

the plan will be endorsed by the Responsible Authority and form part of 

the permit.

• The endorsed Kangaroo Management Plan must be implemented to 

the satisfaction of the Responsible Authority.

Wording to this effect can be included in the schedule to the zone. MPA to confirm with  DELWP  best wording .
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1 EPA Victoria - Chris Bydder

EPA1 No concerns raised. Due to the proximity to Syd/Melb Train line - appropriate noise 

attenuation methods required to be considered in future planning stages.  

Noise attenuation methods required near the railway line Refer Section 3.6 of the Draft UGZ4 - Clause 37.07 (Schedule 4) - Rail noise assessment condition proposed requiring any application that 

proposes, or will allow, residential buildings within 80 metres of the existing Melbourne-Sydney rail track to be accompanied by an 

assessment of noise and vibration impacts on the development from the rail operations at the time of the application. 

Resolved

2

HCC1 Concerns have been raised about residential land use in the English Street precinct due 

to potential impacts from industrial land in the Craigieburn North Employment PSP on 

the western/southern boundary, railway line to the east and proposed sewerage 

treatment plan and quarry to the east and arterial road to the north.

The English Street community will not be developed in isolation. It will be fundamentally a part of the Donnybrook Woodstock and Lockerbie 

communities on a day to day basis, while having the advantages of being located adjacent to developing employment opportunities. It also 

will have the critical local amenities and infrastructure within the precinct, including a community centre, local parks, extensive natural creek 

setting, sports fields. This is in addition to having doorstep access to freeway and rail access links to Melbourne.

Unresolved

HCC2 Plan 3 -A Cultural Heritage Management Plan (CHMP) and geotechnical assessment 

needs to be produced to identify a location for the road bridge over the Merri Creek 

that minimises impacts on the area. This process should be part of 'setting the scene' of 

the PSP Guidelines (Part 2) and undertaken before the PSP is completed. If the bridge 

needs to move from its current location, the cost estimates in the DCP (for a 50m span) 

may be short of what is required to cross the creek. 

The MPA will not be facilitating a CHMP as they are not a development proponent. MPA is confident that the general location for the bridge 

has been established. The MPA and the RAP have walked the length of the Merri Creek to identify the most appropriate location for a 

crossing without the need to carry out a full CHMP at the early stages of preparation. Refer to Cultural Values Assessment for general outline 

of preferences for locations of the bridge in the absence of a CHMP. Funding has been included in the DCP for a CHMP and Geotechnical 

Assessment of the Road Bridge within the bridge costing. It is considered that if a redesign of the bridge was to occur, the AAV/RAP can 

review any changes before a full CHMP is prepared. MPA have been advised that the development proponent, Moremac, are in the process 

of preparing the Geotechnical Assessment and the CHMP on both sides of the creek at both crossing locations.          

Unresolved

HCC3 Plan 11 seeks to protect 'affected land' from development until a CHMP and 

geotechnical assessment has been produced for the Merri Creek road crossing, which 

will give certainty to its location. In the absence of these reports, Council supports Plan 

11 and R48. However, Council is uncertain that the area is appropriate. The Targeted 

Cultural Values Inspection report (August 2013)  does not relate to or confirm this area.

The Wurundjeri have endorsed the proposed crossing locations, on the condition that the areas will be subject to complex CHMP 

assessments prior to the construction of the bridge. This information was provided to Hume at a meeting at MPA on 3 July 2015. CHMP and 

detailed geotechnical investigations are more suitably undertaken within the subdivision process- the structure plan and DCP aim to set the 

general location, form and cost of the bridge only. Hume have now indicated that with the paragraph written into the consent order that 

states that 'If it transpires that the Bridge is required to be relocated, the parties may make a submission to the C198 Panel on any 

consequential change to the DCP levy and the C198 may consider those submissions upon their merits even if that potentially requires a 

further amendment to the English Street DCP levy (whether approved or not).', that this resolves the matter for the purpose of this hearing.

Resolved

HCC4 Council requests information is provided from the Registered Aboriginal Party that 

confirms its acceptance of the potential crossing locations as illustrated by the 'affected 

land' in plan 11 and would not seek an alternative alignment beyond this area when the 

CHMP is produced.

As above. Provided. Resolved

HCC5 Council requests that the PSP be amended to better explain what info has been used to 

determine the limits of "affected land".

The 'affected area' was identified to allow for refinement of the location of the crossing, the width of this area was considered to be a 

reasonable distance to allow for minor changes to road alignment in future. Plan 11 is proposed to be amended to show the dimensions of 

this area, and more clearly delineate the area of the 'CHMP affected area' and the 'buffer area' that was considered. 

This will delineate the area within the creek corridor and the BCS as the 'CHMP affected area' and the remaining area will be marked as 'area 

for possible bridge relocation (if required)'. The MPA cannot determine which land is subject to a CHMP as this is managed under the 

Aboriginal Heritage Act. DELWP have also advised that it would not be appropriate to move the location south as the area to the south is of 

strategic importance to the Growling Grass Frog. MPA cannot confirm the exact image that will be shown in the document until we receive 

this confirmation from DELWP.

The role of the PSP is to guide future urban development and the MPA does not consider it necessary to include this level of background 

information in the document. It does, however, provide what is considered a reasonable general area to the north or south of the proposed 

Unresolved

HCC6 4 lane arterial (English St) should be consistent with Craigieburn North Employment 

Area PSP and include 2m on-road bike lanes.

It is not clear to the MPA that the cross sections will need to be completely consistent. The bridge will act as a transition point. Both sections 

of road are serving different land use environments. Provided that detailed transitions are executed correctly in detailed design stages, 

cyclists should be well catered for. There may be opportunity to include on road cycle lanes in English Street.

Resolved

AMENDMENT C183  - 1025.2 English Street Exhibition

Hume City Council - Michael Sharp

Cross Sections

Improvements/corrections

Precinct Structure Plan - impacts from adjoining features

Road bridge over the Merri Creek
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HCC7 Plan 11 - Council requests that the part of the 'affected land' that would require a CHMP 

and geotechnical survey to give certainty to the crossing location be identified in this 

plan. This would extend to the northern and southern limits of the affected land but be 

bound by Conservation Area 34 to the east and west. This area would be referenced in 

R54.

The area marked as 'affected area' was identified to allow refinement to the location of the crossing. MPA considers that the entire 'affected 

area' as shown should be considered as the area affected by the results of a CHMP and Geotechnical Survey, as all lots as shown on the plan 

would impact on the ability to deliver the bridge in this general location. This can however be refined on the drawing to define the area with 

statutory requirement. The MPA cannot determine which land is subject to a CHMP as this is managed under the Aboriginal Heritage Act. 

Please see HCC5 comments.

Unresolved

HCC8 R54 - Council requests that the wording here is made clearer that a preliminary 

geotechnical assessment be prepared and a CHMP will need to be produced on the 

required parts of the 'affected land' on all of the properties (to be identified in Plan 11, 

see previous point) before Council can agree to the subdivision that includes the 

'affected land'.

Suggested wording - "Subdivision of affected land on lots identified in 

Plan 11 adjacent to the future bridge crossing of the Merri Creek is not 

permitted until the exact location for bridge abutments has been 

confirmed through a geotechnical assessment and a CHMP for the entire 

affected area of each property, unless otherwise agreed by the RA and 

the City of Hume".

It is the development agency's role under the DCP to manage the detailed implementation of infrastructure to their satisfaction. However, 

the MPA agrees that the wording can be clarified and affected land can be shown more clearly on Plan 11. 

Proposed wording is as follows: 'Subdivision of affected land on lots marked within the 'project buffer area for possible bridge realignment'  

identified in Plan 11 adjacent to the future bridge crossing of the Merri Creek is not permitted until the exact location for bridge abutments 

has been confirmed through a geotechnical assessment and a Cultural Heritage Management Plan (CHMP) , or unless otherwise agreed by 

the responsible authority and the City of Hume.'

Pending Resolution

HCC9 Council has consistently objected to a bridge design that makes it more costly for the 

bridge to be constructed to it ultimate form. The current specification is inconsistent 

with VicRoads policy development on the Growth Area Planners Handbook which 

defines a principle for interim infrastructure to 'minimise overall costs to governments 

and the community'.

There is nothing stopping the Council in delivering the ultimate at the time of construction of the DCP bridge. DCP planning in Victoria has 

consistently worked on the basis of a 10-year horizon for developer funding of local infrastructure. The exhibited DCP will service the first 10 

years of development and deliver the ultimate land and one carriageway. The Jacobs report mentions that 'future increase of trafficable lanes 

is planned through duplication of the carriageway with a second structure. However, the current bridge proposal has the capacity for 

widening on either or both sides of the bridge should it be more appropriate.'  The MPA is arguing that it funds a bridge that is considered 

basic to the health and safety and well-being of the community and fulfills delivery for the demand throughout the life of this DCP. MPA can 

demonstrate in the Jacobs modelling that the ultimate bridge will likely not be required due to demand in the ultimate scenario.

Unresolved

The current specification minimises costs of the bridge as interim infrustructure, but 

increases costs to Council/State Government of constructing the ultimate, principally 

because it requires 2 bridges (2 lanes each) as opposed to one bridge (4 lanes). If the 

pavement for a four-lane bridge was constructed upfront it would cost approximately 

$2.2M more than the proposed 2 lane bridge ($7.9 rathern than 5.7M). However, 

because the second bridge would not be needed it would save $2.1M when the 4 lanes 

are required ($7.9M rather than $10.0M for the two bridges). See details below. This 

approach should be considered and discussed further with Council. 

Unresolved

Proposed Interim Bridge (2 lane )

Width (m) - 16.2

Length (m) - 50

Area (sqm) - 810

Interim Cost - $5,677,734

Proposed Second Bridge (2 lane)

Width (m) - 12.2

Length (m) - 50

Area (sqm) - 610

Interim Cost - $4,399,149

Ultimate cost of both bridges = $10,076,884

Upfront 4 lane bridge

Width (m) - 12.2

Length (m) - 50

Area (sqm) - 610

Interim Cost - $4,399,149

Ultimate Cost - $7915,258

As above.

Development Contributions Plan

Road bridge over the Merri Creek

HCC10
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HCC11 In the absence of the CHMP and geotechnical assessment required to provide certainty 

to the bridges location, there is no certainty that the 50m crossing length would apply 

to the confirmed location. Within the 'affected land' there could be a range of crossing 

lengths of 40-70m. There is also no certainty about whether $10000 'clearing and 

grubbing' would be adequate to prepare the ground conditions, given the absence of a 

geotechical study. As set out earlier, Council requests that CHMP and geotechnical 

assessment studies are undertaken before the DCP is gazetted to give certainty to the 

location of the bridge and therefore costings. An alternative could be to provide a 

greater contingency to the bridge costings than applied (greater than 20%). Typically a 

contingency of 40% is applied when there remains so much uncertainty.

MPA has been advised by Moremac that they are carrying out a CHMP and geotechnical study on both sides of the creek. If this can be 

carried out prior to gazettal, then no issue or uncertainty should remain. The purpose of a DCP is to make reasonable informed assumptions 

based on the likely cost. The bridge length has assumed a length of 50m, which is a reasonable expanse which can be demonstrated. A 

reasonable assumption has also been made based on the general ground conditions of this area.

Unresolved

HCC12 The costings for the bridge should also account for the amount of habitat compensation 

payable for works in Conservation Area 34.

This cost is normally borne at the detailed development stage and therefore should not be considered as part of the DCP. Resolved

HCC13 The costings for RD-25.2-2 (the approach to the bridge) should also account for the 

amount of habitat compensation payable for works in Conservation Area 34.

This cost is normally borne at the detailed development stage and therefore should not be considered as part of the DCP. Resolved

HCC14 There may be insufficient people to pay for a DCP or the cost would be very high. *Council note they did not raise this issue and this is an error The cost will need to be shared equally between all landowners within two precincts for the cost of a bridge. No action

HCC15 The residential community would be too small to support a sustainable community (half 

the recommended 7000 people as per the PSP guidelines). The community facility is 

smaller than the new community facilities planned in the neighbouring Donnybrook 

Woodstock PSP in Whittlesea, reflecting the smaller, sub-district catchment area of 

approx 3,500 people. The facility provide 492m2 internal floor space on a 2000m2 lot, 

rather than a 1000m2 facility on an 8000m2 lot. The biggest space saving seems to be 

made by reducing the services provided - there is no provision for early years services 

which would require both indoor and outdoor space.

Early years floorspace provision is to be provided nearby in the Donnybrook / Woodstock PSP, in a location close to the train station. The 

community facility should be  a flexible space of 492.4sqm. The space is flexible to allow a community meeting room and flexible space to 

allow occasional child care facilities. MPA considers that the early years services need to be looked at on a wider catchment, taking into 

account Donnybrook and Woodstock that will be providing spaces Kindergarten places for between 1,100 and 1,200 four-year-olds.

MPA has provided for further flexible space than what is required for the yield of population.  The Donnybrook Woodstock PSP include 

capacity for the kindergarten in the nearby town centre located adjacent to the cheese farm. Council have advised Capire that their model 

supports the efficent use of resources by co-locating kindergarten rooms where possible. 

Unresolved

HCC16 Council submits that the community centre should provide early years services. As set 

out in the MPSs Guide to Social Infrastructure (2009), even the smallest community 

centre (Level 1) provides an early years facility. The DCP does not have any cash 

contributions going to neighbouring facilities for early years residents. The community 

facility should include provision for early years requirements

MPA is happy to consider Council's position that English Street residential catchment should contribute to the required population in the 

amount of room space for the kindergarten and that the 0.8 of a kindergarten room should be funded within the DCP. Based on the Wollert 

costings, 0.8 of a kindergarten room is $237,600. If this figure is added into the English Street DCP, we believe that a 20% contingency 

($47,520) should be included as well, consistent with the Wollert costings. MPA is happy to support this approach and proposes to include 

this as an item within the DCP.

Unresolved

Community facility



Submission Item Issue Submitter Comment / Proposed Outcome MPA response Status

AMENDMENT C183  - 1025.2 English Street Exhibition

HCC17 If for purposes not immediately clear to Council, it is preferable to the MPA and the 

WCC that space for early years services be provided elsewhere, it would seem that 

there are 2 options:

 - Provide additional space at the closest community centre in Whittlesea (the south-

western community facility of the Donnybrook PSP, approx 3km away from the middle 

of English St)

- Provide additional space at the closest community centre in Hume (the southern 

community acility of the Lockerbie PSP, approx 2km away).                                                                  

Neither facility is 'walkable' . Residents will therefore be required to drive or catch 

public transport (bus routes not yet known) to either facility making the relative 

difference in distance negligible.

MPA considers that the kindergarten can be provided in a close location to English Street in the Donnybrook Woodstock PSP. MPA has 

discussed with Council that a larger centre would cater for economies of scale, providing better facilities for all. The facilities are not 

'walkable', but the catchment does not provide enough yield to enable a centre at this location. On balance, the area is provided with a larger 

community space with better facilities that can still be accessed within a short distance. It was agreed that the Donnybrook 'cheese farm' 

location was appropriate given it is the closest facility.

Unresolved

HCC18 Should the MPA and City of Whittlesea wish to consider contributions to the southern 

facility in Lockerbie, it is requested that this be explored with Council. Any design, 

costing and ultimately development contributions proposed must be agreed by Council 

before the PSP is gazetted.

The MPA and City of Whittlesea do not wish to consider making contribution to the Lockerbie Centre. This is not considered a reasonable 

consideration, as Hume residents would normally be given priority for entry, only then accepting enrolment if there was capacity for 

residents in the other jurisdiction. The Hume residents would be given right to apply to the kindergarten if City of Whittlesea residents have 

had first right of refusal.

Unresolved

HCC19 The English St community facility should be extended to accommodate the early years 

requirements of the new residents. If that is not a desired outcome for the City of 

Whittlesea or the MPA, DCP funds should be directed off-site, to extending a 

neighbouring facility, either in the City of Whittlesea or the City of Hume (subject to 

agreement by Council).

MPA is happy to consider Council's position that English Street residential catchment should contribute to the required population in the 

amount of room space for the kindergarten and that the 0.8 of a kindergarten room should be funded within the DCP. Based on the Wollert 

costings, 0.8 of a kindergarten room is $237,600. If this figure is added into the English Street DCP, we believe that a 20% contingency 

($47,520) should be included as well, consistent with the Wollert costings. MPA is happy to support this approach and proposes to include 

this as an item within the DCP.

Unresolved

HCC20 Plan 5 - Council supports the identifidaction of IN-25.2.1 (English St/Donnybrook Rd) as 

an intersection to be funded by the English St DCP. As the MPA is aware, the Lockerbie 

DCP currently covers the cost of this infrastructure and will need to be updated as a 

matter of urgency following the gazettal of the English St DCP.

Noted. Lockerbie DCP will need to be updated for Gazettal of the English Street DCP Resolved

HCC21 Table 8: Council supports the 50% apportionment of costs for the road bridge over the 

Merri Creek (BR25.2-1), with the balance due to be funded by the Craigieburn North 

Employment PSP.

Noted. Resolved

HCC22 Table 8: Council supports the 50% apportionment of costs for the upgrade of the 

pavilion (SR-25.2-2) and John Laffan Memorial Reserve (SR-25.2-1), with the balance 

apportioned for the future Kalkallo PSP. Council also supports the costings.

Noted. Resolved

HCC23 The RCZ would prejudice the redevelopment of the Laffan Reserve. Open Sports Ground 

is prohibited use in the RCZ, meaning that the redevelopment of the Laffan Reserve 

would be inconsistent with the zone.  Council understood that State Government had 

agreed to enable the redevelopment of the Laffan Reserve in its drafting of a SUZ for 

the Conservation Area that allowed 'the redevelopment of existing reserves' as a 

Section 2 use. The redevelopment of the site would have been referred to DELWP as a 

mandatory referral authority under the SUZ. State Government and Council agreed that 

the redevelopment of the site could be managed to be consistent with the objectives of 

the Conservation Area (no synthetic surfaces, permeable fencing etc). Under the RCZ, 

the ambitions for the site cannot be realised.

Agreed. The MPA will apply the Special Use Zone over the Laffan Reserve. The remaining area covering over the BCS will remain as RCZ. Unresolved

Draft Schedules

Support

Rural Conservation Zone
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HCC24 In recent conversations between Council and DELWP, the Department has set out that it 

considers that the SUZ is the appropriate zone for the GGF corridor.

DELWP are currently comfortable with the application of the RCZ. In future, DELWP are investigating the possibility of an SUZ over the BCS 

areas, but until this is finalised, it was considered premature to use the SUZ and it was agreed that the current RCZ was the most appropriate 

zoning for the GGF corridor. This refers to the entire GGF corridor.

As for Laffan Reserve, DELWP have indicated they would support the use of the SUZ for this isolated site, but we are waiting on confirmation 

on the wording for the SUZ.

Unresolved

HCC25 The rural Conservation Zone does not address DELWP as being a referral authority for 

development in that zone. The draft SUZ better addresses this requirement.

As above. DELWP has indicated in submission to agency consultation that they are comfortable with the current zoning. They have supported 

the use of the SUZ schedule for this isolated site (Laffan Reserve) but request that the draft requires a permit for buildings and works to the 

sports ground.

Unresolved

HCC26 Council objects to deletion of ESO2 unless objectives to realise new open space are 

replaced in new ordinance. These will help achieve objective of North Growth Corridor 

Plan for regional open space and metropolitan trail network along the Merri Creek.

Add following objectives

 - To create preaceful, passive open space quality in the creek parkland 

and valley

- To provide a linear open space link, including the provisions of a shared 

pedestrian and cycle use path along one side of the waterway corridor.

- TO provide for links, views and access from surrounding areas to the 

creeks and open space.

Agreed. These objectives can be included in the purpose or other appropriate location within the Incorporated Plan Overlay or otherwise in 

the PSP.

Unresolved

HCC27 Council objects to finalisation of the English St PSP and DCP until the matters raised are 

resolved satisfactorily.

Noted. Unresolved

3

VR1 No issues. VicRoads is supportive of the amendment. Appreciates the PAO reserve to 

widen Donnybrook Rd and the grade separation of that road crossing the Melbourne 

Sydney Railway line

Nil Noted No action 

4

MW1 It is difficult to distinguish the areas of floodplain from waterway corridor so it may be 

more appropriate to combine these.

It may be more appropriate to label waterway corridors as "waterway 

corridor / floodplain".

This plan has been taken directly from the North Growth Corridor Plan and is only intended to inform readers of its general location. The MPA 

will replace the highlighted area as white with transparent, so you can see the designations.

Resolved

MW2 For consistency within the PSP the legend reference to Rivers/creeks should be changed 

to Waterways.

Amend legend in Plan 1 as follows 'rivers/creeks' to be changed to 

'waterways'

This plan has been taken directly from the North Growth Corridor Plan. This is the proposed wording used within the Growth Corridor Plan 

and therefore it would need to be changed within this document and all PSPs. This can be raised for further iterations of the North Growth 

Corridor Plan.

Resolved

MW3 For consistency and accuracy the legend in Plan 2 should just refer to waterways not 

waterway corridor/floodplain.

Amend legend in Plan 2 as follows "corridor/floodplain" to be changed 

to "Waterways"

Agreed. Resolved

MW4 The fading effect on the plan makes it unclear where the transmission easement is. Clearly show the transmission easement on the plan as per the legend. The transmission easement is shown as it appears in the legend, but the MPA can make the faded area appear more opaque so that it can be 

more easily identified.

Resolved

MW5 We understand the majority of drainage concept shown in the PSP reflects that 

undertaken by a consultant, SMEC, acting for the Moremac Developments for several 

landowners. The PSP has been updated to reflect the agreed Moremac Development's 

drainage Strategy and the future commercial zoned land in the North East corner of the 

PSP to be called the English St Employment DS Strategy. Plan 9 Integrated Water 

Management Plan for details of the latest drainage concept currently adopted by 

Moremac developments, Whittlesea Council and Melbourne Water and we believe 

DELWP.

DELWP to confirm they are satisfied with the agreed drainage strategies 

agreed by the other stakeholders. Particularly the future 100 year flow 

drainage line form Wetland 6 across English Street and commercial land 

into the waterway corridor and connection to Merri Creek.

DELWP is satisfied with the agreed drainage strategy as outlined in Plan 9 on the English St PSP, including the drainage line from Wetland 6 

across English St into the waterway corridor and Merri Creek (Response B)

Resolved

Vic Roads - Noel Murphy

 

Melbourne Water - Rosie Bennett

Precinct Structure Plan

Schedule 2 to the Enviro Significance Overlay

Closing
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As the Waterway Management Authority MW has an interest in ensuring the PSP will 

provide for waterways with enhanced environmental and social/amenity outcomes for 

the community. In MWs view the most appropriate interface between the Merri Creek 

conservation reserve and development is a road along the entire length of the 

waterway corridor. This interface has numerous benefits to the community including 

improved access, amenity, livebility and surveillance. In addition, roads provide for 

continual maintenance access to enable MW to carry out regular waterway 

management activities.

Lower order roads, such as local access streets, are preferred over arterial or connector 

roads for improved pedestrian access and safety.

Plan 3 shows a 'key access street' extending along approximately half of the interface 

with the Merri Creek. MW requests that a road interface be shown along the entire 

length of the waterway corridor. If this is not supported from a road network 

perspective then, at minimum the PSP must include appropriate written provisions to 

clarify that road frontage must be the preliminary interface with the waterway. 

MW7 As illustrated the waterway corridor (as shown by the pink line) extends beyond the 

boundary of the GGF Conservation Area and currently the PSP is showing a mix of 

developable land and local park - LP4 (area circled in red) within the waterway corridor. 

MW request that this land is shown as waterway corridor - encumbered land.

MPA to note: the land circled in green in the adjacent Cragieburn North Employment 

PSP is currently shown as developable land however it should be shown as waterway 

corridor - encumbered land . This should be amended in all relevant PSPs.

Amend all Plans within the PSP to accurately reflect the waterway 

corridor boundaries and ensure no developable land is shown within the 

boundaries of the waterway corridor.

Agree. Show waterway corridor on plan. This impacts the FUS and land take as it includes an area that had been designated for residential 

development. MPA to mark up and change Plan 3 in PSP and any other consequential plans. Awaiting update in document.

Resolved

MW8 As previously raised with MPA and agreed to in the email from Zoe Dillon dated 13 May 

2015, it is unclear of the distinction between land designated 'retarding basin/wetland" 

and "drainage open space".

The land take areas make allowance for better slopes, sediment drying areas and 

maintenance access tracks. Therefore, Plan 3 should show the entire land take as 

"retarding basin/wetland", and there is therefore no need to show any additional land 

as "drainage open space".

Amend Plan 3 (and all other relevant plans in the PSP) so all 'retarding 

basins / wetland" areas are consistent with those provided by SMEC 

consultants for the English St DS Strategy. No additional land needs to be 

labelled as "drainage open space". The total footprint areas of the 

propsoed wetlands are to include the appropriate batter slopes as per 

the current Wetland Manual, the Q100 year bypass channel, access 

tracks and sediment drying areas.

Agreed. Legend items will be combined 'retarding basins/ wetland', 'waterways' and 'drainage open space' into one legend item as per 

current MPA plan standards. MPA to mark up and change Plan 3 in PSP and any other consequential plans. Awaiting update in document.

Resolved

 

Agreed. The Future Urban Structure can be revised to continue a key access street (local access street) along most of the frontage to the BCS. 

There are sections where it is considered that an open space should be more appropriate immediately adjacent to the BCS.  The direct 

frontage cross section will be removed. MPA to mark up and change Plan 3 in PSP and any other consequential plans. Awaiting update in 

document.

ResolvedMW6 Amend Plan 3 to continue the 'key access street' along the entire Merri 

Creek interface, including adjacent to the commercial precinct in the 

north.

At a minimum the PSP must include provisisions to ensure streets are 

the primary interface between development and waterways, and lots 

with a direct frontage may be provided as a minor component of the 

waterway interface.



Submission Item Issue Submitter Comment / Proposed Outcome MPA response Status

AMENDMENT C183  - 1025.2 English Street Exhibition

MW9 Objective 14 requires a minor edit.

In addition, 21 requires minor edits as per recent agreement with C Braddock of MPA 

emaild dated 14 May 2015.

Amend objectives 14 and 21 as follows:

14 - 

Create and retain high-quality habitat for the Growling Grass Frog along 

the Merri Creek corridor and support other environmental habitat 

values.

21 - 

Deliver and integrated and resilient water management system that 

reduces reliance on reticulated potable water, increases the re-use of 

alternative water, minimises flood rist, ensures the environmental 

health of waterways and bays, protects public health, delivers affordable 

essential water services and contributes towards a liveable and green 

urban environment.

Agreed. MPA to mark up and change O14 and O21 in PSP. Resolved

MW10 The drainage reserve bound by Donnybrook Road, English Street, the commercial area 

and the GGF corridor is not showing up on Plan 4. 

Amend Plan 4 to show the drainage reserve between the English Street 

drainage crossing directing Q 100yr flows through the commercial land 

into the Merri Creek reserve.

Agreed. The drainage open space is not shown on plan 4 but it is present on Plan 3 and can be transposed on all other plans. MPA to mark up 

and change Plan 4 to show area of drainage open space 

Resolved

As discussed earlier in this submission, in MWs view, the most appropriate interface 

between the Merri Creek conservation reserve and development is a local road along 

the entire length of the waterway corridor.

Figure 2 (on page 16) in the PSP in its current form show that the Merri Creek corridor 

interface will comprise either roads or lots with direct frontage to the waterway 

corridor. However, as a referral authority we will only support lots with direct frontage 

along a minor proportion of the waterway interface. In addition, we understand DELWP 

would only accept lots with a direct frontage in exceptional circumstances as per the 

requirements included int he recent Quarry Hills PSP.

Therefore, MW would recommend that either the direct frontage cross section is 

removed as per Zoe Dillons email dated 13 May 2015 or Figure 2 should be split into 

two seperate figures (Fig 2 GGF Interface Frontage Road and Fig 3 - GGF Interface Direct 

Frontage). If direct frontage is still referred to in the PSP then it must be supported by 

further written provisions int he PSP that clarify that development must positively 

address all waterways, i.e lots cannot side or back onto a waterway. Furthermore, 

streets should be the primary interface between delopment and waterways, with public 

open space and lots with direct frontage only permitted for a minor component of the 

waterway interface.

In addition, where lots directly front the waterway a trafficable shared path is required 

to be provided in front of the houses, which will also provide for maintenance access.

These interface provisions apply equally to residentila, medium density residential and 

commercial land uses.

In addition, where lots directly front the waterway a frafficable shared path is required 

to be provided in front of the houses, which will also provide for maintenance access.

These interface provisions apply equally to residential, mediumd ensity residential and 

commercial land uses.

 

ResolvedMW11 See response to MW6 above and remove the 'Direct Frontage' Cross Section from Figure 2 on Page 16 and retain the 'frontage road' cross-

section on Figure 2, page 16. In instances where an application cannot accord with Plan 3 and Figure 2, lots will need still need to be 

sufficiently set back from the Growling Grass Frog Corridor so that it provides shared path and fire track access. This is to allow for the 

provision of access to the front of those lots to the satisfaction of DELWP and the responsible authority. MPA to mark up changes to PSP.

Add a new requirement and guideline to Section 3.1.1 (or another more 

appropriate section such as section 3.4) as follows:

Requirement - 

Development abutting any conservation area must be in accordance 

with Figure 2, or in exceptional circumstances, Figure 3, to the 

satisfaction fot he Secretary to the Department of Environment, Land, 

Water and Planning. Side fences and back fences must not be the 

property interface to the conservation area.

AND

Guideline -  

Streets should be the primary interface between development and the 

GGF Conservation Area. Public open space and lots with a direct 

frontage may be provided as a minor component of the waterway 

interface. Where lots with direct frontage are provided, they should be 

sufficiently set back from the waterway corridor to allow for the 

provision of pedestrian access to the front of those lots. to the 

satisfaction of DELWP, Melbourne Water and the responsible authority.
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MW12 The constructed waterway reserve between the English Street drainage crossing 

directing Q 100yr flows through the commercial land into the Merri creek reserve is not 

shown on the figure. Instead office/commercial is shown. This drainage reserve is 

required and cannot be piped.

Amend Figure 1 to show the constructed waterway reserve between the 

English St drainage crossing directing Q 100yr flows through the 

commercial land into the Merri creek reserve. Plans 3, 5, 7, 8, 11 and 12 

shows this however Plans 4, 6, 9, Figure 1 and 4 do not. For consistencty 

all plans and figures throughout the PSP must show the constructed 

waterway. This must be consistently represented. Plans to be amended.

Show the 'drainage open space' on all plans as suggested. See response to MW8. MPA to mark up changes to PSP in plans 4,6,9, Figure 1 Resolved

MW13 Local Park 5 is not shown on Figure 1 instead where the park is to be located is shows 

office/retail and car parking. The figure is inconsistent with other plans in the PSP and 

should be amended to show the local park.

Amend Figure 1 to show the location and correct size of LP5 for 

consistent with the rest of the PSP.

Agreed. This drawing is to be amended to show the proposed local park in the correct location. MPA to amend figure 1. Resolved

MW15 Drainage assets have to be accurately represented on the Conservation Plan, based on 

the SMEC/Moremac wetlands the wetlands shapes and sizes within the CA may need to 

be amended

SMEC/Moremac must demonstrate the land take of the proposed 

wetlands to be located in the waterway/GF conservation corridor avoids 

existing native vegetation. MPA to update Conservation Plan if required.

The wetlands as shown on the CACP are located in the same position as the Melbourne Water endorsed plan. The new wetlands and a CACP 

will be endorsed by the DELWP if any changes are necessary.

Resolved.

MW16 Amend Footnote 1 Conservation Area Concept Plan Amend Footnote 1: "…stormwater treatment infrastructure, including 

wetlands, swales, sediment ponds, bio-retention systems and outlet 

pipes connecting into the waterway (not shown)…"

Agreed. Additional wording can be added. MPA to amend CACP and confirm with DELWP. Resolved.

MW17 The GGF Conservation Area Concept Plan currently shows land identified for "Passive 

recreation" overlapping land identified for "Water management area". MW does not 

support this as land required for drainage and stormwater quality treatment include the 

asset itself, and batter slopes, sediment drying areas and maintenance access tracks. 

Passive recreation including "BBQs, picnic areas, tables, shelters, playgrounds and 

lighting" must be located outside the Water management areas.

Amend the GGF Conservation Area Concept Plan to ensure there is no 

overlap of passive recreation areas within water management areas.

Agreed. MPA is investigating with DELWP to relocate these. We note that pathways are often located around the periphery of water 

management areas, as long as they are not located within the wetland. MPA emailed DELWP, but have verbal agreement that the relocation 

of these passive recreational areas will be possible. MPA to amend CACP and confirm with DELWP.

Resolved

MW18 G18 refers to the layout and design of waterways, wetlands and retarding basins 

integrating with biodiversity and natrual systems to the satisfaction of the responsible 

authorities, MW and DELWP. Now that MW and DELWP are included it should just be 

authority.

Amend G18 as follows: "…to the satisfaction of the responsible 

authority, Melbourne Water and DELWP."

Agreed. Amend. MPA to amend G18. Resolved

MW19 The road drawn in red below is shown on Plan 3 as being a local access street with off-

road shared path, however this is not indicated as such on this plan.

Amend plan 7 as described. Agreed. Plan will be amended in line with Plan 3. MPA to amend plan 7 Resolved

MW20 As per comment above to ensure consistency throughout the PSP Plan 8 should be 

amended to show the street shown in red below as a key access street with off-road 

shared path.

Amend plan 8 as described. Agreed. Plan will be amended in line with Plan 3. MPA to amend plan 8. Resolved

MW21 MW has provided previous feeback on the drainage strategy to Tim Rhodes and 

Stephen Watters - re: provision of updated MUSIC model. Email dated 28/11/14. SMEC 

have provided MW details above how they will achieve the SWQT on 28/05/15. SMEC 

advises in their email that nodal rain gardens are supported - accepted by Council (for 

maintenance purposes presumably) and they also acknowledge difficult grades to 

construct these assets. They have said at this time they would not explore their design 

any further and if they could not be constrcuted, the propsoed wetlands would be 

upsized in the future Merri Creek corridor.

Please note: This is not satisfactory for the land take and DCP costs for the MPA. The 

MPA must be advised of the ultimate areas required. If no rain gardens are to be 

constructed then that option should be advised. If they are to be constructed then the 

nodal rain garden should be indicated on the PSP. This applies to MW when we advise 

land take. MPA to pursue SMEC to provide ultimate land take particularly that effects 

developable alnd. MW advises SMEC design must meet BEMPG for the English St DS 

Strategy.

MPA to pursue SMEC to provide ultimate land take particularly that 

effects developable land. MW advises SMEC design must meet BEMPG 

for the English St DS Strategy.

SMEC have now provided the land take that is required for the enlargement of wetlands. This involves a change to the size of wetlands within 

the BCS and are subject to further discussion with DELWP on this matter. Moremac have advised that these may be moved in the instance 

that they will not be supported within the BCS. As these areas are so nominal, the current CACP is considered acceptable.  MPA to obtain new 

waterway plan from Melbourne Water that shows inclusion of the areas for raingadens.

Resolved.

MW22 As referred to earlier in this submission, there is no need to distinguish between 

retarding basin / wetlands and "drainage open space (Encumbered)". All land take 

required for drainage assets should be referred to as "retarding basin/wetland".

Delete reference to 'drainage open space (encumbered)' and ensure 

land take required for all drainage assets is shown using the 'retarding 

basin/wetland' blue 'blob' notation.

Show the 'drainage open space' on all plans as suggested. See response to MW8. Resolved

MW23 Pipelines proposed under the drainage strategies do not need to be shown on Plan 9. In 

fact, the pipeline alignments are conceptual only and the exact alignment will be 

determined at subdivision application as propsoed by the relevant developer. As there 

are no land use implications for these pipelines it is better to delete them from the PSP.

Delete "pipelines" from Plan 9. Agreed. Pipelines to be removed. MPA to update plan 9. Resolved
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Amend the following requirements and guidelines of Section 3.6.1:

Requirements - 

Replace R42 with - Stormwater runoff from the development must meet 

or exceed the performance objectives of the Best Practice 

Environmental Management Guidelines for urban stormwater 

management (as amended or superseded) prior to discharge to recieving 

waterways and as outlined on plan 9, unless otherwise approved by 

Melbourne Water and the RA.

Amend R43 - Final design of constructed waterways, waterway 

corridors, retarding pasins, wetlands, water sensitive urban design 

features and associated paths, boardwalks, bridges and planting, must 

be to the satisfaction of Melbourne Water and the RA.

Amend R44 - Development...., listed in table 5. Where this....authority.

Amend R46 - Stormwater conveyance and treatment must be designed 

in accordance with the relevant Development Services Scheme or 

strategy, to the satisfaction of Melbourne water or the RA.

Resolved

Guidelines - 

Add:

GXX - 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.

GXX - Development should have regard to relevant policies and 

strategies being implemented by the RA, Melbourne Water and retail 

water authority, including an approved Integrated Water Management 

Plan.

GXX - Integrated water management systems should be designed to:

 - Support and enhance habitat values for local flora and fauna species.

- Enable future harvesting and/or treatment and re-use of stormwater.

MW25 Table 5. Wetland 5 does not exist. This is a constructed waterway (encumbered).  Flows 

leave the culvert under English St and travel along this open waterway - swale system. 

Therefore table and plan 9 require amendment. Land take is for the waterway. MW 

design would have this CW as 30m wide. SMEC to advise final width and Council to 

ultimately maintain.

Amend table 5 as follows:

Change ID: WL5 to CW1

Change Asset type/Desription from Wetland 5 to constructed waterway 

(encumbered)

30m wide.

Agreed. Resolved

MW26 MW is happy with land take areas required for Wetland 6-7-8, SMEC to advise land take 

for Wetlands 1, 2, 3, 4 and constructed waterway reserve (Ex WL5).

MPA to ensure SMEC provide the lake required for Wetlands 1, 2, 3,4 

and constructed waterway.

Agreed. MPA is clarifying the land take and will update plans if it considers this would make any considerable change to the future urban 

structure.

Resolved

MW27 As agreed by Zoe Dillon (MPA) email 13th May 2015, a note must be added below Table 

5 to highlight that areas set aside for drainage assets are subject to 

change/confirmation during detailed design.

Add note below Table 5 as follows:

The areas identified in this table are subject to change/confirmation 

during detailed design, to the satisfaction of Melbourne Water, DELWP 

and the responsible authority.

Agreed. Resolved

MW28 MW has reviewed the English St DCP and make the following comments:

BR 25.2-3 has an estimated DCP cost of - $37,000, however MW believe that the 

provision for this culvert should be closer to $150,000 given the design of the culvert in 

this location will involve twin 1500mm pipe culverts for 20m length to deliver 

approximately 5.2 cumecs int he Q100 year event.

MPA to note: As there is no DSS for this PSP, MW will not be reimbursing any drainage 

or stormwater quality treatment works within the two strategies - all works are to be 

constructed by the developers at their own cost to the satisfaction of MW, DELWP and 

the RA.

Update Table 9, NR-25.2-3 English St Culvert; estimated project cost 

construction to $150,000.

This costing is being reviewed independently. Moremac have agreed the costing is too low at $37,000, but it has come to light that the culvert 

has been double counted in the exhibited DCP. MPA to remove the culvert as a separate project and instead be encompassed within IN-25.2-

1 at $150,000.

Resolved

Several minor changes are required to be made to the Integrated Water management 

requirements and guidelines to ensure consistenct with provisions negotiated between 

MW, MPA and DELWP as per C Braddock (MPA) email 14.05.15.

MW24 Agreed R42 is an acceptable change.

Agreed R43 is an acceptable change.

Agreed R44 should reference table 5.

Agreed R46 is an acceptable change.

Agreed the additional requirements are appropriate. MPA to update R42,R43, R44, R46

Zones and Overlays

Development Contributions Plan
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MW29 The amendment:

- Amends the Land Subject to Inundation Overlay (LSIO) to reflect updated mapping 

provided by Melbourne Water;

- Deletes the Rural Floodway Overlay (RFO) from the amendment area as this provision 

is no longer required and is adequately dealt with vis the LSIO and PSP provisision. It 

appears as though the revised LSIO is consistent with the revised flood shape provided 

to the MPA.

MW supports the deletion of the RFO on the condition that the LSIO be 

amended to match MW's updated flood shape as provided to MPA on 

30 September 2014.

Agreed. Pending Resolution

MW30 Schedule 10 to the Incoporated Plan Overlay section 2.2.2 refers to Craigieburn North 

Employment Area PSP. These references should be changed to refer to English St PSP.

Amend Schedule 10 - remove all reference to Craigieburn North 

Employement Area PSP and replace with English St PSP.

Agreed. Resolved

5

NW1 Our home and business which includes the local post office are all on land affected by 

the proposed Public Acquisition Overlay - We need to be advised the process of the 

PAO by VicRoads and any time frames including compensation arrangements. The 

entire property will have to be aquired at the same time as not only will out whole 

business be gone, we will be denied direct access to out home and remaining land due 

to the initial road widening. 

The entire property is being requested for acquisition, which infers a change to the proposed PAO. MPA and VicRoads policy will only reserve 

as much land as necessary to facilitate the road widening. MPA has written to the submittor about the acquisition process including noting 

that compensation may be available for certain impacts on certain land.

Ensure to supply VicRoads acquisition contact to discuss likely programming. Letter explaining process sent on 23 July 2015.

Unresolved

6

GP1 We object to Plan 3 - Future Urban Structure because the setback of proposed 

development from Merri Creek is 200 metres. It should be no more than 100 metres, 

similar to the setback at Conservation Area 34.

Amend setback of proposed development from Merri Creek to be no 

more than 100m.

The BCS boundary was refined to accommodate a more developable area by this PSP. The Guidelines instruct that this should result in a no 

net loss outcome. This particular landowner has had their boundary realigned in order to make the area more developable, but the result 

meant that this landowner still has the same area of GGF encumberance.

The MPA considers that this cannot be dealt with by the Environment and Planning Act, as this is an issue to be managed by the Environment 

Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 and that this issue should be taken up by DELWP who endorse and the Commonwealth, 

who would need to approve any change to the boundary.

Unresolved

7

MCMC1 That the amendment is progressing before information is available from a CHMP, 

Metropolitan Open Space Strategy, Best Practice Stormwater Management & 

Melbourne's Water Future North (integrated Water Management Strategy for the North 

Growth corridor), Growling Grass Frog masterplan for the North Corridor

That the amendment be delay or abandoned. The MPA does not propose to delay or abandon the amendment on the basis that: 

- a Cultural Heritage Management Plan can regulate development under the Aboriginal Heritage Act 2006 regardless of the contents of this 

amendment. 

- The MPA has consulted with the Wauthrong, the Registered Aboriginal Party for the land, including walking-over the land with the 

Wauthorong to confirm the general location of land uses and significant infrastructure e.g. Merri Creek bridge. was suitably located. MPA 

notes that company tasked with managing development of the majority of landholdings in the precinct is currently preparing a CHMP . 

- the Metropolitan Open Space Strategy - open space provision in this precinct is consistent with best practice current policy in open space 

planning and the Victoria's Precinct Structure Planning Guidelines. To ensure transparency in the planning process the amendment must be 

based on current adopted planning policy in Victoria and the local municipality.  

- Best Practice Stormwater Management - best practice stormwater management is currently part of the Victoria Planning Provisions and 

being implemented by the MPA nad Melbournew Water through this amendment.

- Melbourne's Water Future North - It is not clear that the amendment will in any way compromise any outcomes of the potential document 

'Melbourne's Water Future North'.

- It is not clear which document is referred to in the submission as the 'Growling Grass Frog masterplan for the North Corridor'. The MPA is 

working to implement the requirements of Victoria's Commonwealth government approval to ensure the protection and enhancement of the 

Nationally threatened Growling Grass Frog.

Unresolved

MCMC2 The lack of Aboriginal Cultural Heritage assessment is contrary to the growth Corridor 

Plans (p30) and the PSP should not progress until this is completed

A Cultural Heritage Management Plan can reguate the land under the Aboriginal Heritage Act 2006 regardless of the contents of this 

amendment. The MPA has consulted with the Wauthrong, the Registered Aboriginal Party for the land, including a walk-over of the land that 

confirmed the general location of land uses and significant infrastructure e.g. Merri Creek bridge was suitably located. MPA notes that the 

company tasked with managing development of the majority of landholdings in the precinct is currently preparing a CHMP .

Unresolved

MCMC3 The Metropolitan Open Space Strategy is still in development. The PSP process should 

either stop or the PSP acknowledge the regional open space value of Merri Creek and 

provide open space for the Growling Grass Frog corridor and a potential Merri Creek 

Regional Park

The amendment provides a significant and perpetual, regional open space corridor along the Merri Creek. The amendment facilitates funding 

for the enhacement and nationally significant conservation outcomes along the creek and for managed recreational access. The amendment 

tightly regulates the urban interface to the creek and links this part of the creek to the broader metroplitan and regional open space network.

Unresolved

MCMC4 The best practice guidelines for management or urban stormwater need to be upgraded 

and the current guidelines do not protect the Merri catchment. Work on the PSP should 

cease until the guidelines are updated and the Intergrated Water Management Stategy 

for the North Growth corridor is completed.

Water quality management is a policy of Melbourne Water. The amendment includes provision for referral of all subdivision applications to 

Melbourne Water who can veto or condition anyt permits issued. Through this process Melbourne Water can implement any relevant policy 

of the government for water once it becomes policy.

Unresolved

Northgate Woods Pty Ltd - Howard & Jenny Woods - Land owners 810 Donnybrook Road, Donnybrook

Merri Creek Management Committee - Louisa MacMillan

George Petrovski - Land owner - 80 English St, Donnybrook
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AMENDMENT C183  - 1025.2 English Street Exhibition

MCMC5 Additional public open space should be provided to accommodate the Growling Grass 

Frog Corridor. The reserve along the entire length of Merri Creek should be a minimum 

of 200m along either side of the creek (currently some parts are 100m wide)

Provision for conservation along Melbourne's growth corridor creeks and rivers has been sthe subject of significant investigation, review, 

contest and regulation over  the past five years. The submitter was part of this process. The process resulted in statutory decisions by the 

Commonwealth, supported by both current and former governments, under the Environment Protection and Conservation Act 1999 (Cth). 

These decisions are designed to provide long term conservation through a range of measures including the protection of land and the 

creation of habitat amongst others. This regulatory regime is a first in Australia to fulfil national conservation outcomes alongside urban 

development. The program is being implemented through the PSP program including in Englsih Street through protecting the entire length of 

the creek and at least 100 metres of land either side throughout the precinct.

Unresolved

MCMC6 Uncertainty what is the difference between a RCZ and SUZ for the Growling Grass Frog 

corridor

There is no Special Use Zone currently in place for conservation in Melbourne's growth areas. The MPA has, since submissions, undertaken a 

more detailed review and exposition of the conservation controls along Merri Creek so as to demonstrate that the Rural Conservation Zone, 

Incorporated Plan Overlay and PSP is the most appropriate planning scheme tool and achieves all of the regulations currently imposed on the 

land by four different Environmental Signficance Overlays. 

Pending Resolution

MCMC7 The ESO3 should not be removed (ESO4 is ok to be removed) unless the IPO10 is 

expanded to include full suite of objectives identified in the ESO3 (IPO10 only mentions 

the Growling Grass Frog; it should include natural systems, waterway function, 

recreation use, landscape character and heritage)

The precinct structure plan itself performs most of the regulatory work in relation to the development of the creek corridor for conservation 

and recreation. The IPO provides only the statutory trigger for consideration of the PSP content. Conditions in the IPO relate to the GGF to 

ensure compliance with Commonwealth approvals whereas matters such as development for recreation can be achieved through the 

conventional provisions of the PSP and Clause 56.

Unresolved

MCMC8 The PSP objectives. O4. This objective should not just mention amenity of the landscape 

corridor, but also conservation as a whole

Agreed. This will be amended. Resolved

MCMC9 The PSP objectives. G31. Lighting. The shared path in the conservation area should be 

excluded from the lighting guideline and alternative bicycle/pedestrian paths should be 

provided. If lighting is required for the route and bridge to Laffan Reserve it should be 

low key to minimise impact on widelife. The Conservation Area Concept Plan point 7 

notes lighting should be baffled to prevent light spill into the conservation area outside 

of the identified passive recreation areas and works in the conservation area will 

required approval from DELWP, this is inconsistent with the Lighting objective G31

The amendment provides, all lighting must be to the satisfaction of DELWP who are charged with implemeting the details of the 

Commonwealth conservation approval. G31 refers to utility easements only.

Resolved

MCMC10 Merri Creek Shared Path. Should be designated for shared recreational use not bicycle 

communter use as there are conflicts between these two different types of users as 

found in inner Melbourne. It is recommended that bicycle users be directed to other 

routes.

The amendment shows the trail in the Merri Creek corridor as a shared trail. Shared paths or on road bike lanes will be provided elsewhere to 

encourage heavier bike usage through the urban areas.

Resolved

8

ESDP1 The allocation of land for Conservation purposes in the PSP is excessive, irrational and 

lacks a substantive evidence base. It is clear that the identification of land within the 

Merri Creek conservation corriod has been determined more on the basis of an area of 

land rather than by its conservation values. There are significant areas of highly 

modified land well removed from the creek set aside for conservation purposes where 

there is no evidence of conservation value. The tactics being utilised to "leverage" 

reservation and ownership of this land from land owners is unjust.

Acknowledge the position of the MPA and agree that this matter cannot 

be dealt with through the PSP/ Panel process.

The MPA has implemented the area required for the GGF corridor as set out by the approval of the BCS by the Federal Government in 

September 2013. The PSP reflects that area (with minor refinements to the boundary) that is required to meet the Federal obligations set out 

in the BCS. 

The GGF Strategy points out that ' Category 1 GGF corridor will be excluded from development and will be protected and managed for GGF 

conservation in perpetuity. The final boundaries of these habitat areas may change slightly to deal with local site conditions during the 

precinct structure planning process. Any variations must not reduce the total area of the GGF corridor within the relevant precinct or have 

any detrimental effect on the functioning of the corridor for the GGF, and must be to the satisfaction of DEPI [DELWP]'.

The Victorian Minister for Planning is a signatory (along with the Victorian Minister for the Environment) to the MSA (BCS) with the 

Commonwealth Minister for Environment. Therefore any amendment to the planning scheme should accord with the obligations that the 

Minister has agreed to and approved.

No action

ESDP2 It is understood that there has been significant discussion and negotiation to arrive at 

the current boundaries of the corridor, however this was to some extent based on the 

reservation of an area of land rather than a sound evidence base. Plan Melbourne calls 

for an evidence based review of the Biodiveristy Conservation Strategy in Melbourne 

Growth Corridors. In the interests of just treatment of land owners this review should 

proceed as a matter of priority and where areas are identified that do not have a sound 

evidence base that land should be released for development and the PSP be revised 

appropriately. We proposed that this can happen subsequent to the date of approval of 

the PSP.

Acknowledge the position of the MPA and agree that this matter cannot 

be dealt with through the PSP/ Panel process.

PSP seeks to implement the BCS. Any review will be well and truly beyond the approval of this PSP into the scheme. No action

ESDP3 Requirement R8 sets a defined interface for housing against the Sydney-Melbourne rail 

reserve. We are seeking flexibility in how this interface is treated, for example 

mounding and landscape treatments. Therefore we are seeking the inclusion of 

wording to the effect of "Any solution will be subject to the approval of the relevant 

authorities ".

Agree with MPA Agreed "unless to the satisfaction of the responsible authority", as it is recognised that there may be other appropriate solutions. Resolved

Land use - Conservation Area

English Street Development Partners Pty Ltd (ESDP) - Martin Gaedke

Precinct Structre Plan

Section 3.1.2  Housing

Section 3.2.1 - Town Centres
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AMENDMENT C183  - 1025.2 English Street Exhibition

ESDP4 Table 2 nominates a retail floor space of 1,500m2 at the Donnybrook Local Convenience 

Centre. We note that generally retailers seek a minimum of 1,800m2 floor space and 

therefore recommend that the area be increased to 1,800m2 to make it a viable 

proposition for retailers.

This was an observation, rather than a request. This area recommended for retail floorspace for 1,500sqm in the Essential Economics Report. This takes into account the area for a small local 

convenience centre. An enlarged retail centre could be provided if it can be justified through the planning permit application, however it 

would have to be in accordance with the PSP which states the area needs to cater for a small local convenience centre.

No action

ESDP5 The reference in R11 should be changed from Figure 4 to Figure 1. Agreed. Resolved

ESDP6 Figure 1 shows the intersection treatments along English Street. To avoid confusion 

further along the planning process, it should be noted that the southern signalized 

intersection does not form part of the DCP. This will occur when the commercial land is 

developed to the east.

Agree, clarify this on plan. Pending Resolution

ESDP28 (incorrectly 

marked ESDP6)

We seek a change to Table 4, reducing the area of LP-1 to 0.75ha and increasing LP-4 to 

0.5ha. This will provide greater equity for the distribution of POS in the precinct. We 

acknowledge the clause does provide flexibility to reallocate open space, however, it 

would remove any doubt if the PSP provided for the allocation now.

This area at LP4 has been identified as waterway corridor and is encumbered land. This needs to be amended in the Future Urban Structure 

to reflect this. The location of the park LP4 will therefore need to be relocated. The open space is considered to be distributed equitably. It 

needs to reflect the amount of area that is developable for the landowners, while also needs to be located in the best location for the 

distribution of the open space. It is considered that LP-1 is the appropriate size as shown on the PSP location.

No action

ESDP7 Property 25.2-1 is heavily impacted by conservation area, DCP and PAO land take and 

has been allocated the largest park in the PSP (1 Ha). We suggest that the local park be 

reduced to 0.75ha, with the 0.25ha being allowed to property 25.2-10. This would mean 

the proportion of POS to NDA for each property would be 8.7% and 6.9% respectively 

and provide a better distribution of POS in the PSP area.

These figures have changed due to the waterway corridor requiring increase on 25.2-10 and thereby increasing the NDA for this property. 

These figures will be confirmed at a later stage, but as the NDA is reduced, so will the required size of local parks and thereby reducing the 

NDA for 25.2-10. Further, LP01 has been sized  to wrap around the Melbourne Water asset. The percentage of NDA and the distribution of 

POS in the PSP will never be exactly equal between properties. The reduction would decrease the amount of NDA for property 25.2-10 which 

would be considered inequitable. 

No action

ESDP8 Further, we note that Figure 4 allows for some passive open space to be located in the 

conservation zone. We ask that the passive open space for Properties 25.2-1 and 25.2-

10 be located in the conservation zone, improving the NDA for both properties and the 

overall outcomes for the PSP.

POS is holistic system and whilst the BCS area will provide passive outcomes, this is separate and distinct to the role that the improved open 

space identified as a contribution under 52.01 will deliver.

No action

ESDP9 With reference to Figure 1, it is recommended that the Community Facility be located 

near English St and the intersection with the key access street south of Donnybrook 

Road. This will provide better access to the facility and achieve the objective of street 

frontage and parking.

Agreed. The facility can be relocated. Resolved

ESDP10 The POS for residential areas nominated in Requirement R24 nominates a proportion of 

3.75% which related to the NDA - Residential, while the reference is to NDA. This should 

explicitly related to NDA - Residential.

Agreed. Resolved

ESDP11 The same applies to R25, which should reference NDA - Commercial. Agreed. Resolved

ESDP12 There is no reference to Plan 6 Agreed. Reference and requirement required. Resolved

ESDP13 Figure 4 should be consistent with the Structure Plan, with road alignments, passive 

recreation and shared paths matching those elsewhere in the PSP

Agreed. Resolved

ESDP14 In order to be clear, the shared path will be delivered as part of the DCP and therefore 

Figure 4 should be consistent with the DCP. Only one shared path will be provided by 

the developer as shown on the road cross sections.

This matter concerns clairfying Figure 2 in the PSP. Figure 2 includes the 

reference 'shared path to be located on edge of conservation area'. 

However, Figure 4, which has been approved by DEWLP includes an 

indicative shared path location which is not at all times located on the 

edge of the conservation area. The reference in Figure 2, therefore 

should state 'shared path to be located in accordance with Figure 4' 

The original submission comment is not agreed as the shared path along GGF interface is to be delivered as developer works. It is not a DCP 

Project.

However, having had further discussion with Moremac, it is clear that their actual issue is that the cross-section at Figure 2  is inconsistent 

with the Conservation Area Concept Plan at Figure 4. The cross section drawing will amend the annotation from 'Shared path to be located on 

edge of conservation area'  to-  'indicative location for shared path in conservation area. To be located as shown in conservation area concept 

plan at Figure 4'. Submitters additional comments are included in the 'Proposed Outcome' box.

Resolved

ESDP15 It is recommended that the notes in the DCP allow the shared path to move into the 

conservation area where appropriate subject to the consent of the relevant authorities.

Not relevant as not a DCP project. The cross-section, however, has been clarified that the shared path can be further offset into the 

Conservation Area as shown in the Conservation Area Concept Plan. Note above comment in ESDP14.

Resolved

ESDP16 Figure 4 should note that the shared path should generally accord with the DCP. Not a project in the DCP, so this is irrelevant. Note above comment in ESDP14. No action- 

misunderstanding

ESDP42 There is no reference to Plan 8 Agreed. Reference and requirement required. Resolved

ESDP17 Plans 7 and 8 still show a southern leg to English St and Norman Road intersection. This 

should be removed.

Agreed. This will be amended. Resolved

Local Park Open Space Contributions - Residential / Commercial

Section 3.4.1 - Biodiversity & Threatened Species.

Section3.5.3 - Road Network

Section 3.2.2 - Local Convenience Centre

Section 3.3.1 - Local Parks

Section 3.3.2 - Community Buildings
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AMENDMENT C183  - 1025.2 English Street Exhibition

ESDP18 Plan 7 shows the shared path meandering through the conservation zone and the 

development. As noted above, there should be clarity around the alignment of the 

shared path and it being consistent with the DCP.

The path will be delivered as a development cost, it is not an DCP item. Note above comment at ESDP14. Resolved

ESDP19 We query the proposed alignment of the local roads that intersect with English St near 

the traffic bridge. Our preference would be these roads to have the alignment shown in 

our masterplan, as they provide better development outcomes and more efficient use 

of NDA, delivering better yields

Agree. Local roads shown are only to be provided generally in accordance with the plan. MPA is happy that the local roads can be amended 

to reflect the masterplan along the BCS corridor.

Resolved

ESDP20 Referencing Plan 8, the 2nd signalised intersection of English Street at the east-west 

connector road should be noted as not forming part of the DCP. This will occur when 

the commercial land is developed to the east.

ESDP has reached agreement with the City of Whittlesea (CoW) to 

include the intersection in the DCP. Notification will be sent to the MPA 

from both CoW and ESDP to confirm the agreed position

The PSP at Plan 8 does not specify which intersections do and do not form part of the DCP. None of the key access streets form part of the 

DCP in Plan 8 either, along with some other pieces of infrastructure. This is specified clearly in the DCP. 

MPA are happy to add the project in as a DCP item, subject to receiving agreement from both ESDP and CoW that it intends to insert this.

Pending Resolution

ESDP21 There should be greater flexibility in nominating areas for the wetlands. We suggest 

that wording to the effect of "The areas nominated are indicive, with final areas 

needing to be agreed with the relevant authorities should be included with Table 5, as 

negotiations are required before final areas are agreed.

Wording will be investigated to clarify that wetlands are indicative in size only. This will be provided below Table 5 which sets out the land 

take required of those assets.  

Wording as suggested by Melbourne Water to be located under Table 5 as follows: 'The areas identified in this table are subject to change/ 

confirmation during the detailed design stage, to the satisfaction of Melbourne Water and the Responsible Authority.'

Pending Resolution

ESDP22 With reference to Plan 10, the line work for the proposed potable water distribution 

main is missing.

Agreed. This will be included. Resolved

ESDP23 Table 6 should be consistent with Tables 3, 4 and 5 in the DCP document with the 

descriptions and DCP Reference no. matching.

Agreed. Resolved

ESDP24 The intersection English St / Mid-block access street is not part of this DCP and this 

should be corrected in the table. It appears that this intersection has been swapped 

with the Norman Road intersection which is part of the DCP.

The English Street/ mid-block access street is not a DCP project and this is stated in the Precinct Infrastructure Plan that it is not included in 

the DCP.

MPA are happy to add the intersection project in as a DCP item subject to receiving confirmation of agreement from both ESDP and CoW that 

both parties have agreed this.

Pending Resolution

ESDP25 The description for the Norman Road intersection is incorrect, it is now a 3 way 

signalised intersection. This should be corrected.

Agreed. The plan needs to be in-line with the FUS. Resolved

ESDP26 In relation to R54, we understand that the reference to 'affected land' relates to the red 

shaded area on Plan 11. Subject to that being the case, we support the approach 

adopted by the MPA, however, we suggest that the wording of R54 be amended to 

make it clear.

Suggested wording - "Subdivision of land identified as "affected land" on 

Plan 11 adjacent to the future Merri Creek bridge crossing and 

approaches, is not permitted until the exact location of the bridge 

abutments has been determined, or unless otherwise agreed by the 

Responsible Authority and the City of Whittlesea".

Wording is being clarified on Plan 11 for  'project buffer area for possible bridge realignment', separate to the area that is affected under the 

Aboriginal Heritage Act. This is generally in line with the wording suggested by Moremac.

Wording is proposed as follows:

'Subdivision of affected land on lots marked within the 'project buffer area'  identified in Plan 11 adjacent to the future bridge crossing of the 

Merri Creek is not permitted until the exact location for bridge abutments has been confirmed through a geotechnical assessment and a 

Cultural Heritage Management Plan (CHMP) , or unless otherwise agreed by the responsible authority and the City of Hume.'

Pending Resolution

ESDP27 We also believe that greater definition on how the 'affected area is determined needs 

to be agreed. We suggest that 60m from the proposed English St road reserve boundary 

be adopted and that dimension added to the shading on Plan 11.

The buffer area can be scaled off at 75m on either side of the English Street road reserve, and this will be marked on the plan. This will 

provide certainty that any subdivision within that project buffer area (as shown on the plan at 75m width either side of the bridge) will need 

to be managed by a CHMP or Geotechnical study. MPA does not consider it requires any further clarification.

Pending Resolution

ESDP29 Refer comments in DCP section below. No action. No action

Section 3.7.1 Precinct Infrastructure Plan

Section 3.7.2 Subdivision Works and Development Staging

Section 4.1 - Table 8 Property Specific Land Use Budget

Section 4.3 - Standard Street Cross-Sections

Section 3.6 Integrated Water Management & Utilities

Section 3.6.2 Utilities
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AMENDMENT C183  - 1025.2 English Street Exhibition

ESDP30 We note that the English St Interim - 2 lane section nominates the table drain. It has 

been agreed that the table drain will not be constructed and will be replaced kerb and 

channel and drainage. A recommended cross section is provided. 

Refer to provided cross section. MPA had agreed a change to the cross section for English Street.  The example cross section was not provided, Moremac now provided 

separately which MPA is happy to adopt.

Resolved

ESDP31 We understand the primary purpose of the road bridge (BR-25.1-1) is to provide an 

alternative option to access the Hume Freeway for development east of Merri Creek. 

We note that the interchange servicing English St is identified as "potential", suggesting 

there is no firm commitment to its delivery. That being the case, it does bring into 

question the need for the English St Bridge. This needs to be clarified before the DCP's 

are set.

Acknowledge the position of the MPA and agree that this matter is not 

for further consideration. It was an observation.

The Bridge provide an essential local connection between residients and future employment opportunities. The precinct supports the 

provision of 1250 dwellings or a population of 3500 people. Given the scale of population it is essential that there is more than one point of 

access and egress to the precinct. This will ensure an appropriate level of connection and safeguard  that in the event of an emergency there 

is sufficieint options and connections to allow evacuation or alternatives within the road network to facilitate movement. 

The SKM Modelling Report considered two options, Option 1A as having the English Street precinct without the north-south bridge (option 

1A); and Option 1B as having the bridge. The report presumed that the residential development would proceed faster than the employment, 

which results in residents in the English Street Precinct travelling out of the area for work and services. Of these options, Option 1B was 

considered preferable as it provides residents with better access to the south where most services will be located at this time. It also reduces 

the amount of rat-running that would have occured with Option 1A.

The report mentions that if the summerhill-mount ridley road overpass is constructed by 2046, then the Hume Freeway interchange may not 

be required, but if the overpass is not built, then it would provide a key part of the network. Neverthless, the English Street bridge will still 

carry an appropriate level of traffic, whether the Hume interchange is built or not, justifying that it is required. 

ESDP have acknowledged that this should not be a matter for Panel consideration, therefore MPA and ESDP considers no action is required.

No action

ESDP32 The proposed cross section for the road bridge should be reduced to remove the central 

median.

It is agreed that for the purposes of an interim design for the bridge, no central median is considered necessary as there is an appropriate 

width for the road to ensure that this crossing will be safe. The MPA therefore considers that the most appropriate bridge design is that 

which was prepared by SMEC which is recommended to be used within the future DCP.

Resolved.

ESDP33 This will enable the ultimate bridge to be constructed as 2 separate decks which will 

assist with staging the bridge construction.

Noted. Resolved.

ESDP34 This will also significantly reduce the cost of the bridge, with SMEC estimating the cost 

at $4.597m.

Noted. Cardno peer reviewed SMEC's costing and the conclave has agreed and established that the final cost to be recommended to Panel as 

$4,367,000.

Resolved.

ESDP35 We attached alternative bridge details and the associated cost estimate prepared by 

SMEC.

Noted and MPA agrees with the alternative bridge design offered by SMEC. Resolved

ESDP36 The alternate bridge is 13.7m wide compared to 16.2m the proposed bridge. Noted.

ESDP37 We are seeking that the SMEC bridge and costs be adopted into the final DCP. MPA agrees that the bridge design that SMEC has prepared is acceptable. The costs have been agreed through a separate mechanism that 

was set up outside of the Panel with specialists to agree on the costing. 

Resolved

ESDP38 The pedestrian bridge can be simplified to lower the cost (addition of another pier to 

reduce the span of the beams)

Agree with MPA Noted. The design of this bridge was considered so that it would minimise harm on the creek environs, particularly as it is in a location that is 

considered to represent core permanent habitat for the GGF and is on a creek with cultural heritage sensitivity. The infrastructure costings 

report was to investigate the most appropriate bridge design based on ecological value, impact to the creek, consideration of flooding, cost 

and impact on cultural heritage. This was the design that Jacobs SKM provided the MPA on this basis. A bridge with an additional pier was not 

investigated as a part of this brief, nor was it costed- so until this can be demonstrated the MPA is not willing to consider this further.

If  the works are to be carried out as works in kind, the bridge design can still vary subject to the approval of the responsible authority. The 

value of the works will either be the maximum identified in the DCP or an alternative figure approved by the Collecting Agency, being the 

Council. Alternatively, a developer may seek an agreement with the Collecting Agecy to provide cash reimbursement where over-contribution 

has been made. The MPA considers that the ability to amend the design with agreement with the responsible authority should resolve this 

issue.

Resolved

ESDP39 Requested the wording about the design be changed to "The functional layout provided 

in the PSP for the pedestrian bridge is indicative only and the final form of construction 

and layout can vary subject to the approval of the relevant authorities". To allow for 

flexibility in the ultimate design

Agree with MPA Flexibility has been built in for the ultimate design of the pedestrian bridge. The DCP notes at point 4.5 that 'While the infrastructure projects 

in the DCP have been costed to a typical level of detail, all of them will require a detailed design process prior to construction. As part of 

detailed design, the Council or a development proponent with the consent of the Council may amend or modify some aspects of projects, so 

long as they are still generally in accordance with the PSP and any direction regarding the scope outlined in the DCP.'  The MPA considers that 

this paragraph adequately addresses this point in respect of all DCP projects.

Resolved

Addendix 1 - Property Specific Land Budgets

Development Contributions Plan

Section 2.1.3 Bridge Projects

Bridge BR-25.2-1 Road Bridge

Bridge BR-25.2-2 Pedestrian Bridge
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AMENDMENT C183  - 1025.2 English Street Exhibition

ESDP40 The areas for the English Street widening for Properties 25.2-1, 8, 9, 10 do not match 

the plans supplied. 

Changes proposed are: Property 1 - Waterway-drainageline-wetland-

retarding 1.07 (not 0.87), Local parks-residential 0.75 (not 1.00), net 

developable area 8.60 (not 8.55). Property 8 - English St 4 lane arterial 

0.06 (not 0.00), net developable area 8.35 (not 8.41). Property 9 - English 

St 4 lane arterial 1.45 (not 0.06), bridge abutments 0.02 (not 0.00), net 

developable area 24.40 (not 25.81).  Property 10 - English St 4 lane 

arterial 0.00 (not 1.37), bridge abutments 0.00 (not 0.02), local parks - 

residential 0.50 (not 0.25), net developable area 7.23 (not 6.09). 

All areas are being confirmed, but agree that these areas should be amended as marked. As the FUS will need to change as a result of the 

Panel hearing and other matters raised in submissions, the land budget will be affected as a result. This should, however, not be material in 

any way, and the MPA is happy to circulate back to ESDP once all land areas are confirmed.

Pending Resolution

ESDP41 The 5ha allocated for Medium Density housing in property 25.2-6 appears excessive. 

Whilst it is indicative, it is requested that this be reviewed.

The most logical location for potential Medium Density housing has been specified as the area that sits adjacent to the local convenience 

centre and other services such as the community centre. It is the general area located closest to the train station and likely future bus routes 

along Donnybrook Road. The area for Medium Density has been located on the Image and character Plan (Plan 4) to provide an indicative 

location for potential Medium Density Housing, to show the intention for a variety of household types, sizes and tenures and for future 

increases in housing diversity as new communities mature. The Future Urban Structure does not specify this, as Requirement R6 notes that 

subdivision applications must suitably demonstrate dwelling yield; and housing guidelines G5 and G6 which specify that subdivision of land 

should create a range of lot sizes and should cater for medium and high density within 800m of designated transport routes. 

It is shown on this plan for indicative purposes at an attempt at showing an area that should be encouraged for medium density use. 

Unresolved

9

MC1 That the commerical and residential use does not have strategic direction from NGCP or 

Plan Melbourne in relation to future land use

MC2 As employment land is not required for 30-60 years, the amendment is activating the 

land too early and will affect other business parks in the area. This is based on the 

comments from the "Regional Town Centre and Employment Land Assessment, PSP 

1067, Donny brook, PSP1096 Woodstock and PSP 25.2 English Street" in that the 

employment area is not required for some 30-60 years

MC3 That the local activity centre is best administered through a C1Z over a smaller area of 

land or  via a MUZ . 

MC4 The C1Z is not appropriate as it disregards the hierarchy of activity centres in the North 

Growth Corridor

MC5 A condition restricting an as of right shop floor space to 1500m2 does not limit shop use 

in the C1Z. Instead shops should be prohibited where the floor area is above 1500m2.

MC6 The proposal for almost 17.5ha of C1Z in conjunction with Amendment C198 to the 

Hume Planning Scheme which proposes C2Z in the Craigieburn North Emplyment 

Precinct will undermine the activity centre hierarchy in the area. 

MC7 Active and viable activities centres will be undermined in the North Growth Corridor 

from this amendment and/or PSPs to the east and west which could create major 

commercial precinct and defacto activity centres.

18/8/15 - MAB have resolved to support the amendment subject to 

changes agreed with the MPA as described in the 'MPA response' 

column.

1. Response/changes as per MPA email to MAB and WCC on 14/8/15 (MPA ref. COR/15/8949) - 

In response to MAB’s submission, on 27 July the MPA proposed changes to the amendment that would entirely prohibit shop within the 

‘commercial area’ but for the allowance of 1,500 square metres of shop floor space in the ‘proposed local convenience centre’. Both areas 

are described in the exhibited English Street Precinct Structure Plan. The changes would allow a permit to be granted to use land for a shop in 

excess of 1,500 square metres within the local convenience centre. Specfically the changes are:

1) Change the Urban Growth Zone Schedule to add two decision guidelines that must be considered for applications to use land for a shop.

See tracked changes in Whittlesea C183 37_07s04_wsea Panel v4 .

2) Change the English Street Precinct Structure Plan to:

a) Include of a boundary for ‘local convenience centre’ in Figure 1 of the English Street Precinct Structure Plan;

b) Add the Merrifield Major Town Centre in Table 2 of the English Street Precinct Structure Plan as follows:

"Town centre

Merrifield  Major Town Centre

Retail floor space

None specified

Commercial floor space

None specified

Location and ancillary uses

Located 4km west of the English Street precinct along Donnybrook Road. Will provide a range of local and regional level retail, entertainment, 

commercial, civic, education, recreation and community services. Located adjacent the Merrifield employment precinct."

These changes to the PSP will be implemented before the MPA considers adopting the amendment.

2. Further response/changes as per MPA email to MAB and WCC on 14/8/15 (MPA ref. COR/15/8948) - 

1) The reference in R11 of the English Street PSP to ‘Figure 4’ appears to be a clerical error that should be a reference to ‘Figure 1’.

2) Change the Explanatory Report to: 

a) refer to Merrifield CC in the section that deals with the SPPF.

b) Clarify comments to make it clear that the Local Convenience Centre does not interface with Donnybrook Road.

Amend the last sentence of the section of the Explanatory Report “How the provisions give effect to the intended outcomes of the precinct 

structure plan” to read “The Commercial 1 Zone will allow for the development of employment and residential activities and is 

complemented by floorspace controls which limit retail activity to a scale appropriate to the provision of convenience retailing to serve the 

English Street residential and employment community” (or similar) .

See tracked changes in Whittlesea C183 Explanatory Report v3 Panel .

3) Change the Urban Growth Zone Schedule to:

a) Include an explicit application requirement for an economic assessment for any application to use land for a shop in the LCC. 

b) Add a decision guideline requiring consideration of whether an application would result in the centre growing beyond a local convenience 

centre role .

Resolved.

MAB Corporation Pty Ltd - Chris Engert
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LR1 The English St landowners and residents are entitled to natural justice. The process and 

finalising and approving the PSP should be consistent and transparent. Organisations 

like Yarra Valley Water (YVW) should not be granted favours or treated in a manner that 

differes from any of the other interested parties.

Planning Panels Victoria has a clear process that all parties are expected to follow for panel proceedings. The MPA agrees on a transparent 

process. Yarra Valley Water (YVW) no longer take any issue with the PSP and it will proceed through the appropriate mechanism as quickly as 

possible for adoption.

No action 

LR2 I understand that YVW has previously delayed the approval of the English St PSP whilst 

they resolved the location of their sewerage treatment plan. At the same time as this 

delay has occurred, other precincts of land in the district have completed the planning 

process, civil construction has commencted and residential land sales are occuring. It 

appears that large developers such as Stockland, MAB, National Pacific and Evolve 

Development have been treated in a more favourable manner by the planning process, 

as all these developments are dependent on the construction of a new treatment plant.

YVW did work with MPA in successfully resolving the location for a sewerage treatment plant. There was a cumulative number of reasons for 

a delay to this PSP that is not isolated to the one issue. This included a change to the process in how we were advised to proceed on projects 

with the change of government. The MPA follows the one process in the growth areas, but there are many issues that result in diverse 

outcomes and therefore timescales differ. Although this PSP covers a small area, it is acknowledged by the MPA that there were a  number of 

issues that required careful consideration.

No action 

LR3 Delays to the approval of the English St PSP, in addition to it being required to 

undertake a more formal process than our neighbouring developments, should not 

result in it being a burden with requirements that have not been placed on others in the 

corridor.

Noted. The MPA is progressing the PSP as quickly as possible through a formal process to be adopted. The MPA agrees that it should not be 

burdened with requirements other than what is necessary for good planning outcomes.

No action 

LR4 The location YVWs sewerage treatment plan should be based on integrated land use 

planning. Co-locating it within envrionmentally significant land is a very good example 

of integrated land use planning. The MPA has shown this occuring on both the plans for 

Northern Quarries Investigation Area and Craigieburn North Employment Area PSP.

Noted. No action

LR5 YVW's commercial interests, specifically how much money they pay to acquire the 

location of the sewerage treatment plan site, should not be confused with planning 

outcomes. The MPA has delivered the English St PSP whilst trying to protect their 

financial interests.

The MPA has not been trying to protect financial interests, it is trying to achieve an integrated land use outcome that is for the greater benefit 

to the whole growth corridor and beyond. It was justified to MPA that YVW required this facility for providing recycled water to the corridor, 

and provided numerous other social and environmental benefits. This including reduced treated effluent dischange, reliance on drinking 

water supply, improved health and well-being through the ability to irrigate open spaces through drought and reducing greenhouse gas 

emissions through not having to pump large volumes of water up the corridor. The site selection process was informed by the facility 

configuration needed and the assessment of available locations.

No action 

LR6 The proximity of the YVW owned land in Langley Park Drive to the Donnybrook Station 

and other services makes it excellent employment land. Allowing YVW to potentially 

use this land for the ponds associated with their sewerage treatment plant does not 

represent good or integrated land use planning. It just reflects YVW trying to minimise 

their financial expenditure, as they purchased this land without undertaking adequate 

due-diligence regarding the quarry buffer (Refer to PSP 69.1 NQIA).

The MPA has already identified a significant proportion of employment land in the area that can make use of the nearby infrastructure and 

identifies the possibility of further areas that may be appropriate in the NQIA. Jobs will be provided from the identification of this land for 

sewerage treatment also. The MPA considers that YVW undertook a lot of work to identify this area as the most appropriate location.

No action

LR7 I believe appropriately that the PSP development process does not consider financial 

outcomes for individual landowners. YVW are a profit making government corporation, 

who have a history of speculatively purchasing land, so they should not be treated 

differently to any other landowner.

The MPA does not treat corporations differently to other landowners. No action

LR8 The Growling Grass Frog (GGF) corridor along the Merri Creek does not represent 

evidence based planning. Frogs have not been recorded along the majority of the creek 

frontage to the English St PSP.

The MPA has implemented the area required for the GGF corridor as set out by the approval of the BCS by the Federal Government in 

September 2013. The PSP reflects that area (with minor refinements to the boundary) that is required to meet the Federal obligations set out 

in the BCS. 

The Victorian Minister for Planning is a signatory (along with the Victorian Minister for the Environment) to the MSA (BCS) with the 

Commonwealth Minister for Environment. Therefore any amendment to the planning scheme should accord with the obligations that the 

Minister has agreed to and approved.

No action

LR9 Further to this issue, the width of the corridor does not reflext the topography of the 

land. Merri Creek is in a deep gorge for most of this length on the English St PSP. If 

GGF's were present in the Creek, there is no evidence of reasons for the frogs to climb 

out of deep ravine, particularly when there are no water bodies on the plain above to 

justify this action.

DELWP has demonstrated as part of the approved BCS in the MSA that the Growling Grass Frog has Category 1 area in this location. This 

means it is strategically important to the survival of the GGF. There is evidence to suggest that the GGF species is found on steeped banked 

water edges (environment.gov.au). The BCS  was approved by the Commonwealth to implement wetland construction (frog ponds) as well as 

manage existing waterbodies.

No action

LR10 Given frogs are currently not recorded as being present in the Merri Creek along most 

of the English St PSP, in the context of GGF habitat the Creek is highly unlikely to 

become more attractive for the frogs as a result of residential development and the 

introductions of new predators and other threats. The current corridor represents an 

arbitary outcome, not evidence based planning. It needs to be reviewed and refined 

based on field surveys.

The careful management of the GGF wetlands and waterbodies through the implementation of the EPBC Act should provide for the 

appropriate safeguards for the GGF's survival with the development in the growth corridors. The intention of the BCS is to protect the species  

by providing the appropriate habitat that is required for their survival. The strategy was informed by various reports and research based on 

field survey that informed the appropriate boundary for the GGF corridors.

No action

Lavender Rain Pty Ltd - Peter Worn - Landowner 90 English Street, Donnybrook

PSP Process

Precedent of neighbouring PSPs

Integrated planning

Evidence based planning
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LR11 The totality of the proposed DCP for the English Street PSP is prohibitive to the delivery 

of affordable housing from the precinct. Given the proximity of the Donnybrook Station 

and other existing amenity, it is disappointing that the DCP has been set at such a high 

level.

The DCP is not set at a high level. It represents a rate that is considered acceptable in the growth areas. Due to the area being small, it could 

be argued that the rate should be higher due to economies of scale. The PSP process has tried to share facilities with neighbouring areas as 

much as is feasibly possible, to keep costs minimised. The DCP rate is set by the infrastructure that is deemed to be required to meet the 

needs of the population of the area by providing housing with access to jobs, open spaces and other services.

No action

LR12 The English St PSP should be resolved immediately. It has already been unnecessarily 

delayed for far too long because of YVW's desire to protect their financial interests. 

During that time 3 of my neighbours have died and the majority of the others are 

experiencing severe financial distress. I have attended two funerals this year, whilst 

YVW has continued to stall peoples lives.

The MPA is aiming to progress the PSP in the most timely manner. No action

LR13 As the responsible authority for the English St PSP, I request that your organisation act 

in a timely manner, engage in consistent and transparent processes and only undertake 

integrated and evidence based planning.

Noted. The MPA is aiming to progress the PSP in a the most timely manner. It considers that it carry out a timely, transparent and integrated 

planning process.

No action
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FMC1 Conservation areas are proposed to be replaced with residential and commercial 

precincts

Unresolved

FMC2 Seeking improved conservation outomes to those within the Biodiversity Conservation 

Strategy

Unresolved

FMC3 The updated Upper Merri Biodiversity Network Plan has identified important sites for 

biodiversity within the northern and eastern portion of the precinct and running south 

adjacent to the railway line. This is not shown in the Future Urban Structure map which 

shows the majority of this area to be commercial and residential. 

Unresolved

FMC4 Important sites include: Large pathes of Plains Grassy Woodland in the south-west 

portion of the site and to the east, Growling Grass Frog records to the north of the 

precinct, Tough Scurf Pea Cullen Tenax (endangered and FGG Act) and Slender Tick 

Trefoil Desmodium varians to the west of the site. These sightings accord with records 

from the Victorian Biodiversity Atlas.

Noted

FMC5 The majority of pathes of Plans Grassy Woodland (16.62ha) are proposed to be cleared 

as per the PSP and the majority of threatened flora records fall outside the conservation 

area

Noted

FMC6 DELWP have instructed MPA to utilise a SUZ in conservation areas, however the 

exhibited areas shows the use of a RCZ and the removal of the ESO3 and ESO4. 

Concerns are raised that the RCZ will not provide sufficient protection given the 

permitted uses  that require a permit would be detrimental to conservation in the area. 

A newly created Conservation Zone is preferrable or as a second option the use of a 

PPRZ.

It is not clear what is referred to here. The MPA has implemented the RCZ/IPO arrangment across growth area conservation areas with the 

support of DELWP. See below comment for ESO.

Unresolved

FMC7 The removal of the ESO3 and ESO4 results in reduced environmental protection. The 

proposed IPO10 contains no environmenal objectives and is too limited with only 

reference to the protections of the Growling Grass Frog.

The ESO3 and ESO4 should be retained and they should be amended to 

include the condition requirements of Section 2 of the proposed IPO10. 

Alternatively the SUZ8 should be updated to include the provisions of 

ESO3 and ESO4.

The MPA has, since submissions, undertaken a more detailed review and exposition of the conservation controls along Merri Creek so as to 

demonstrate that the Rural Conservation Zone, Incorporated Plan Overlay, PSP and Clause 52.17 including its schedule is the most 

appropriate planning scheme tool and achieves all of the regulation currently imposed on the land by four different Environmental 

Signficance Overlays. MPA notes that these controls, as they implement the Commonwealth EPBC Act approvals, impose equal or stricter 

permit controls than the current zoning and overlays.

See tracked change Proposed RCZ schedule Whittlesea C198 - during Panel .

Unresolved

FMC8 Uncertainty as to what would be in the incorporated plan referred to in the IPO10 The incorporated plan under the IPO is the English Street Precinct Structure Plan. No action

FMC9 The IPO10 lacks reference to key strategic documents such as the Merri Creek Plan: 

Strategy for Restoration of the Merri Creek (1997), Merri Creek and Environs Strategy 

(1999), Merri Creek Cultural Heritage Report (1993), Remenant Native Grasslands and 

Grassy Woodlands of the Melbourne Area: An action plan for conservation based on 

biological values (1990), Cooper Street Precinct Study, including landscape design 

guidelies and background report (1996) .

Policy for the Merri Creek in Melbourne's growth corridors has been updated for each growth area precinct. Where these policies remain as 

part of the local planning policy framework they will still apply to the land where relevant.

Unresolved

Biodiversity sites within the PSP

Conclusion

English Street 

Proposed planning provisions for conservation areas

The size and intergrity of the Conservation Area

Affordable Housing

Friends of Merri Creek Inc - Yasmin Kelsall

Provision for conservation along Melbourne's growth corridor creeks and rivers has been the subject of significant investigation, review, 

contest and regulation over  the past five years. The submitter was part of this process. The process resulted in statutory decisions by the 

Commonwealth, supported by both current and former governments, under the Environment Protection and Conservation Act 1999 (Cth). 

These decisions are designed to provide long term conservation through a range of measures including the protection of land and the 

creation of habitat amongst others. This regulatory regime is a first in Australia to fulfil national conservation outcomes alongside urban 

development. The program is being implemented through the PSP program including in English Street through protecting the entire length of 

the creek and at least 100 metres of land either side throughout the precinct.
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FMC10 The conservation areas should be no less than 200m on either side, as supported by 

Growling Grass Frog expert Geoff Heard (Mr Heard's research is contained within the 

Friend's Merri Creek submission at Attachment 1)

The Merri Creek conservation corridor should be at least 200m wide on 

either side

Unresolved

FMC11 The location of passive recreational areas outside and adjoining the conservation area 

would be appropriate, but recreation should not occur within the conservation area (as 

shown in p20-21 Appendices to the PSP). 

Recreation areas should be outside and adjacent to conservation areas 

not within conservation areas

Unresolved

FMC12 The provision of WSUD wetlands in a conservation area is inappropriate and will be 

detrimental for Growling Grass Frogs due to the occurance of nutrient rich water and 

likely introduction of introduced predactory fish

Unresolved

FMC13 The Growling Grass Frog (GGF) masterplanning process has determined that early 

assumptions that informed the width of corridors regarding the number, size and 

distance between GGF wetlands was underestimated and more dedicated larger 

wetlands which is more closely spaced is required 

Incursions of separqate parkland and WSUD wetlands be removed from 

the Conservation Area

Unresolved

FMC14 Objectives for improvements regarding biodiversity and nature should be included in 

the PSP. This should include additional conservation areas, and more conservation 

within streetscapes, gardens and linked corridors between open space areas.
The MPA considers that the PSP fulfils a number of requirements to provide as much opportunity for open space, landscaped streetscapes 

and environmentally sustainable design outcomes.

Unresolved

FMC15 Whilst Plan 6 of the PSP document identifies patches of native vegetation that can be 

cleared, this is short of native vegetation retention targets particularly for Grassy 

Eucalypt Woodland. The PSP should go above the basic requirements of the Biodiversity 

Conservation strategy and the clearing of native vegetation should be not allowed

Local conservation areas should be identified that incorporate patches 

of remnant Grassy Woodland vegetation to be managed by City of 

Whittlesea to protect additional area of remnant veetation (as per the 

Wollert PSP)
The area is considered to have sufficient areas retained for conservation.

Unresolved

FMC16 The retention of existing biodiversity is an economical way to protect native vegetation 

rather than new streetscapes and landscaping.
Noted, although this is not always possible.

Unresolved

FMC17 O4 - "Create a high amenity, indigenous landscape corridor along Merri Creek". 

Reference to a "high-amenity" area is not appropriate in a conservation area Wording changed to 'high value'

Resolved

FMC18 O6- "Promote the retention of existing trees and windrows to add established character 

to the area". This objective is supported. The precincts would benefit from being 

informed by a Landscape Character Assessment as per the Wollert Precinct

The PSP process has considered carefully the value of landscape that should be retained, and it considered that the creek corridor was the 

most appropriate area to retain.

No action

FMC19 O11 - "Plan sensitive urban interfaces to Merri Creek". Opportunities for protecting and 

conserving small gullies that feed the creek (e.g. POS4) have not been utilised. More 

information is needed about protecting conservation areas such as details about 

stormwater.

The drainage strategy is only a concept plan, however, it is considered that the drainage assets will be designed in such a way that it captures 

runoff through retention of gullies where possible.

Unresolved

FMC20 O12 - "Retain, protect and enhance the environs of the Merri Creek and plan urban 

interfaces sensitively". To comply with this objective, concerns raised above about 

widening the corridor to 200m and retaining the ESO3 and 4 should be undertaken
Disagree, noted above.

Unresolved

FMC21 O13 - "To create an urban landscape that intergrates with the existing buidiversity, 

cultural heritage, drainage and landscape values within the precinct and along the 

conservation area" & O14 "Retain high-quality habitat for the Growling Grass Frog along 

the Merri Creek corridor, and support other environmental habitat value". There are no 

clear provisions in the PSP that advises how this is to occur.

The PSP considers that it does provide a urban structure that responds to O13 and O14

Unresolved

FMC22 O15 - "Plan for the long-term conservation and enhancement of areas of biodiversity". 

The PSP does not comply with this objective as there is only the minimum conservation 

areas as per the BCS and this has been reduced by urban infrastructure inclusions
Disagree, noted above.

Unresolved

FMC23 It appears that there are no provisions for this PSP to be considered by a Planning Panel. The planning panel process should be implemented for this PSP
Noted

Unresolved
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Inclusion of more biodiversity

Objectives within the PSP

Bushfire Hazard

CFA - Mike Wassing

Objectives within the PSP

Provision for conservation along Melbourne's growth corridor creeks and rivers has been sthe subject of significant investigation, review, 

contest and regulation over  the past five years. The submitter was part of this process. The process resulted in statutory decisions by the 

Commonwealth, supported by both current and former governments, under the Environment Protection and Conservation Act 1999 (Cth). 

These decisions are designed to provide long term conservation through a range of measures including the protection of land and the 

creation of habitat amongst others. This regulatory regime is a first in Australia to fulfil national conservation outcomes alongside urban 

development. The program is being implemented through the PSP program including in Englsih Street through protecting the entire length of 

the creek and at least 100 metres of land either side throughout the precinct.
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CFA1 A bushfire hazard is associated with open grassland intermingled with red gum trees 

across the landscape. An annual bushfire risk does occur within this PSP. The severity 

and timing is dependent on annual climatic conditions and seasonal growth in 

winter/spring rainfall. The Merri Creek Corridor does create a "fire wick" from rural 

areas into the urban area. 

Appropriate treatments are necessary to manage bushfire risk within the 

Merri Creek Corridor

Noted. No action

CFA2 To mitigate bushfire risk, 2 main streams: 1) The development of a "Site Management 

Plan" prior to the commencement of any works, which is to be approved by the CFA; 2) 

Design development to incorporate a "boulevard effect" that provides a natural buffer 

between the grassland bushfire risk areas to the northern through the west to southern 

quadrants

Site management plan to be approved by the Responsible Authority and 

CFA. The plan to address an appropriate distance of "managed" 

vegetation as a rolling interface between the development and rural 

bushfire risk

Noted. R30 will be amended to include approval by both CFA and the Responsible Authority. Resolved

CFA3 Concerns with the southern western quadrant of the PSP where it abuts the Merri Creek 

Corridor without any "boulevard" road reserve separation. Consideration should be 

given to ensuring no residential properties immediately adjoing the creek reserve, but 

are separated by an area of public open space or a road reserve

Agreed. The Future Urban Structure will be amended to show a local access street along the interface with the Merri Creek Corridor. Where 

there is no frontage street, it will be separated by open space.

Resolved.

CFA4 R30- The CFA is not responsible for declaring the BAL ratings under the Building 

Regulations. The minimum level within Victoria for a Bushfire Prone Area BPA is 

BAL12.5.

As above, R30 will be amended to include approval by the Responsible Authority. It will note instead that 'In Bushfire Prone Areas (BPA), the 

minimum construction level under the Building Regulations is BAL 12.5……This plan must be carried out to the satisfaction of the  responsible 

authority.'

Resolved

CFA5 The CFA is satisfied that no fire service delivery point (fire station) is necessary within 

this PSP. 

Noted. Resolved.

CFA6 Water supply/infrastructure and road networks must be adequate to deal with the 

future demands associated with growth. Accordingly it is paramount that appropriate 

planning of this infrastrcture must meet the requirements of Clause 56.

Noted. This will be managed through subsequent subdivision applications through the detailed planning stage. Resolved.

CFA7 The CFA agrees with the preliminary assessment of bushfire hazard included in the draft 

planning scheme amendment.

Noted. Resolved.
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Council provides an inprinciple support of this amendment, subject to resolition of the 

issues detailed below

Noted.

WCC1 Concerns are raised about the timing and delivery of facilties and infrastructure and 

that consideration should be given to the early provision of community Infrastructure 

such as through a staging plan to guide the logical sequencing of development

The Precinct Infrastructure Plan and Staging includes the timing and delivery of facilities. The Community Centre and Laffan Reserve 

upgrading works will be included in this list to guide the early delivery of the community infrastructure. Most of the infrastructure within the 

Precinct Infrastructure Plan specifies a short term timing, as the residential development will likely be delivered early. Only the bridge which 

isn't considered required from a demand perspective until later stages of the project would be required in the long term.

Resolved.

WCC2 The Kalkallo Sewer Treatment Plant will be of state significance. The processing 

component should be separated from sensitive uses. Council is supportive of the 

location identified in the Northern Quarries Investigation Area and the progress 

identified to secure an alternative site. However the alternative location should be 

finalised prior to the approval of the PSP.

YVW have indicated that they have identified an alternative site for their plant within the NQIA. They will continue to use the Langley Park 

Drive site for some pipelines and water storage and therefore support the English Street PSP.

Resolved.

WCC3 It was negotiated that the schedule to the SUZ be developed to encapsulate the intent 

of the RCZ to allow flexibility for Hume City Council to redevelop Laffan Reserve without 

the restrictions of the RCZ. It has been discussed that the RCZ may be used as an interim 

treatment until the SUZ is ready for implementation. 

Further discussions be held with MPA, WCC and HCC to determine the 

the appropriate zoning for Laffan reserve to allow HCC to redevelop the 

reserve.

Agreed that the RCZ restricts upgrades to the open space to be carried out. It has been discussed and verbally agreed between CoW, Hume 

and MPA that the Special Use Zone is probably the best zoning to allow for Hume to redevelop Laffan Reserve. MPA waiting for a response 

from DELWP as the Laffan Reserve sits within the BCS.

Pending Resolution

WCC4 It is not clear that the proposed costing is adequate to deliver the bridge in its 

nominated location. 

It is requested that the Merri Creek Bridge crossings be independently 

reviewed to ensure the bridge costing is appropriately costed as the 

project carries financial risk to WCC and HCC.

The costings were independently reviewed to ensure that the cost is adequate. Due to ongoing concern also from the City of Hume, with 

submissions about this from English Street Development Partners, the MPA suggested that a conclave be held to agree on the cost of the 

nominated bridge. The conclave resulted in a cost at $4,367,000 which has now been agreed by all parties.

Resolved.

WCC5 Prior to the development of the precinct a roundabout treatment is proposed by MPA 

as an interim measure. This is not considered to facilitate a high quality mixed use 

urban form and will restrict pedstrian and cycle movements into the emploment area. 

A signalised intersection should be proposed at the intersection of 

English Street and Mid-Block Road. It should be designed and costed as 

an interim signalised intersection and included in the DCP.

The MPA was advised that both the English Street Development Partners and City of Whittlesea have agreed to include the intersection with 

the connector street as suggested by City of Whittlesea in this submission. Further, the pedestrian signals could be removed from being a DCP 

project. The MPA awaits confirmation in writing of this agreement from both parties.

Pending Resolution

Nomination of the Laffan Reserve as RCZ

Design profile and estimated construction costs for Merri Creek Bridge

Inclusions of English Street and Mid-Block Street Intersection

New Guidelines for Employment Area

Kalkallo Sewer Treatment Plant Buffer requirements

Bushfire Mitigation Measures

Other strategic considerations

Whittlesea City Council - Steve O'Brien 

Early Provisions of Community Infrastructure
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WCC6 It is not considered appropriate for the development of the employment area with 

design criteria to be attached as an appendix to the PSP as it degrades its strategic 

weight. It is requested that the requirements and guidelines be included within the PSP.

The requirements and guidelines of the Employment Area to be included 

within the PSP, not the Appendix.

The design criteria marked at Appendix 4.2 are criteria relating to the Local Convenience Centre only. It does not relate to the employment 

area as a whole. There are, however, what are considered higher tier requirements and guidelines that relate to the wider urban design 

aspects. The PSP would be considered to go beyond its scope if it was to insist on detailed design aspects that local policies should address. 

As it is considered that these principles  are already addressed in the requirements and guidelines more generally, the appendix provides the 

ability to go into further detail on what may be expected in the area, without over-emphasising the importance of detailed design matters. 

Pending Resolution

WCC7 Typographical errors (etc) have been identified. A list of these points will be sent 

through shortly. 

These are noted and will be inputted into the final version of the PSP. Resolved

14

YVW1 YVA own land in Langley Park Drive adjacent to the English Street Precinct for a sewage 

treatment plant. However due to buffer requirements, alternative siting options are 

being considered and an alternative site has been identified at the south east of the 

current location within the boundary of the Northern Quarries Investigation area. YVW  

supports the PSP provided there are no amendments to the Northern Quarries 

Investigation Area Plan that would prevent the long term operation of the treatment 

plant.

Supportive of the PSP, subject to no changes to the Northern Quarries 

Investigation Plan

Noted. Resolved.

15

PTV1 All issues raised in the PTV's submission dated 3/2/15 have been addressed. PTV will 

not be making a submission or be involved in a Panel Hearing.

Supportive of the PSP Noted. Resolved.

16

General Comments

D1 DELWP supports the amendment subject to the changes outlined in this submission. Noted. Resolved

D2
The amendment proposes to remove Environmental Significance Overlay Schedule 3

(ESO3) and Environmental Significance Overlay Schedule 4 (ESO4). It has been agreed

with MPA through recent discussions that the following options should be applied:

-retention of the ESO3 and ESO4

or

-translation of the provisions in the ESO3/ESO4 to the RCZ.  

MPA is currently conducting analysis of these options and DELWP will work with MPA to

finalise the approach.

The MPA has developed inclusion of all the provisions within ESO3 and ESO4 into the schedule to the RCZ, the IPO and the Precinct Structure 

Plan, along with Clause 52.17 Native Vegetation to capture all the provisions. This will be sent to DELWP to finalise the approach on these 

provisions.

Pending Resolution

D3 Zoning of Laffan Reserve.

The MPA provided a SUZ Schedule to DELWP for comment. DELWP legal services are

currently reviewing the SUZ Schedule and will provide comments. DELWP supports the

use of the SUZ schedule, but request that the draft be amended to require a permit to

be obtained for buildings or works for an open sports ground

Noted and agreed, that change can be incorporated. Pending Resolution

D4

DELWP approved an amendment to Conservation Area 34 on 11 November 2014. The

amendment was assessed as meeting the requirements outlined in the Biodiversity

Conservation Strategy 2013 and in accordance with condition 3 of the ‘Approval

decision for the taking of actions in accordance with an endorsed program under the

Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act)’ dated

September 2013.

Noted. No action

Precinct Structure Plan

Plans 2,3,4,5,7,8,9,11,12

Public Transport Victoria - Martin Vegt 

Minor edits and points for clarification

Yarra Valley Water - Steve O'Brien 

DELWP - Jasmine Glover
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D5

Depiction of the water management locations on these maps are laid over the top of 

the CA boundary. The result of this is that it is not clear from these plans that the water 

management locations are part of the CA and the CA boundary is obscured and can be 

misinterpreted. 

Eg. the water management location is laid over the conservation area boundary (which 

is roughly along the red line)

This was discussed at a meeting with MPA on 11 August 2015 and 

DELWP understands that the MPA will investigate how the graphics of 

these plans can be improved to be less ambiguous. For example, put the 

water management layer beneath the CA layer.

Agreed that the plans can be shown more clearly. The boundary of the BCS will need to be shown translucent underneath or over the other 

pieces of infrastructure.

Resolved.

Plans 2-12

D6

The boundary of the CA is not correctly depicted. The CA boundary is sometimes 

incorrectly shown as finishing below the Donnybrook Rd PAO. The CA boundary for CA 

34 extends beyond the precinct, over Donnybrook Rd to the north.  

It is not clear from the plans that the proposed widening of Donnybrook Rd will mean 

that the road extends into the CA.

The precinct boundary should define the northern limit of the CA in this 

precinct.

The plans should be updated to graphically show that the PAO on 

Donnybrook land is within the CA.

This relates to the point made in D5. Agree that the plans can be shown more clearly. The boundary of the BCS will need to be shown 

translucent underneath or over the other pieces of infrastructure.

Resolved.

D7

The plans do not clearly demonstrate that Laffan reserve is within the Conservation 

Area.  Eg.

Update the graphics on plans to show Laffan reserve as being within the 

conservation area (eg. apply hatching over Laffan Reserve)

This relates to the point made in D5 and D6. Agree that the plans can be shown more clearly. The boundary of the BCS will need to be shown 

translucent underneath or over the other pieces of infrastructure.

Resolved

Plan 4

D8

The Conservation Area Interface does not match the Conservation Area boundary in the 

area below the Merri Creek bridge crossing. See the area circled in red below.

Realign the line depicting the Conservation Area Interface so that it 

matches the Conservation Area boundary.

Agreed. This will be shown to run along the edge of the Conservation Area. Resolved.

Figure 2 ‘Conservation Area Interface’

D9

Is currently located within the ‘Image, character, heritage and housing’ section. 

May be more appropriate in Biodiversity section – for discussion with 

MPA. A consistent approach is required across PSPs.

The conservation area interface relates more to precinct than just Biodiversity. It also relates to the character of the area and how the 

buildings relate to it. The MPA uses this section of the document to deal with particular interfaces and includes cross-sections to explain this 

approach taken. This figure is also referenced in the Biodiversity section.

Unresolved

D10 Direct frontage to the conservation area is not encouraged and should be undertaken 

as a last resort only. 

Remove the subset diagram titled ‘direct frontage’ as agreed with MPA 

on 11 August 2015.

Remove the 'Direct Frontage' Cross section from Figure 2. Resolved
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D11

Include standard notes as identified in the ‘Guidance Note: Implementing the 

Biodiversity Conservation Strategy for Melbourne’s Growth Corridors, DELWP 2015’

Include the following notes on Figure 2:

1.       Trees should not be planted within 10 metres of the conservation 

area boundary.

2.       All necessary fire breaks must be outside of the conservation area.

Agreed. Will include as notes. Resolved

Plan 5 ‘Open Space’

D12

The legend identifies Laffan Reserve as ‘unencumbered’. As Laffan Reserve is located 

wholly within the Conservation Area, this label is not appropriate.

Remove reference to ‘unencumbered’ in the legend. Agreed. This reference will be removed. Resolved

Plan 6 ‘Native Vegetation Retention and Removal’

D13

Vegetation categories have been labelled as ‘native vegetation patches’ and ‘scattered 

trees’. MPA sought advice on whether this wording is appropriate.

Wording referring to vegetation categories is appropriate. Agreed. No action

D14 The size of the dot representing scattered trees is quite large and means that some 

native vegetation patches are not visible. Eg:

This could be resolved by reducing the size of the dot used to represent 

scattered trees.

The MPA will reduce the size of the dots so that native vegetation patches are visible. Resolved.

D15 A native vegetation patch is shown in the north east corner of the precinct.  This is not 

part of the time-stamped vegetation layer.

Remove this patch of vegetation. Agreed. Resolved

D16 The alignment of the proposed Merri Creek bridge crossing is through an area of native 

vegetation. While removal of native vegetation should be avoided wherever possible, 

DELWP acknowledges that alternate locations for the bridge crossing would impact 

areas considered strategically important for the Growling Grass Frog.  

Noted and agreed. No action

Figure 4 ‘Growling Grass Frog Conservation Area Concept Plan’
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D17 Minor modifications have been made to the standard wording of CACP notes. Include updated notes as follows:

1.        The conservation objectives of the conservation 

area are:

a.        Maintain and improve the current site quality and 

extent of native vegetation in the conservation area.

b.        Growling Grass Frog persists in the Conservation 

Area.

2.        Water management locations provide for the 

construction and maintenance of stormwater treatment 

infrastructure, including retarding basins, treatment 

wetlands, swales, sediment ponds and bio-retention 

systems. Maintenance activities may include works such 

as de-silting, spreading sediment, controlling weeds and 

reconstructing wetlands.

3.        Passive recreation locations provide for low 

intensity passive recreation, where compatible with the 

functioning and management objectives of the 

conservation area. Associated infrastructure may 

include BBQs, picnic areas, tables, shelters, playgrounds 

and lighting. Passive recreation locations are likely to 

include some potential Growling Grass Frog habitat (e.g. 

grassy areas with sparse tree/shrub cover) that should 

be managed in accordance with the Department of 

Environment, Land, Water & Planning’s Growling Grass 

Frog habitat management standards. 

4.        The balance of the conservation area provides 

for the creation, enhancement and management of 

habitat for the Growling Grass Frog and protects 

strategically important areas for the Growling Grass 

Frog from incompatible land-uses and infrastructure. 

It also provides for the protection of native 

vegetation.

5.        Low intensity passive recreational 

infrastructure, such as walking paths, shared trails, 

boardwalks and footbridges may be sited outside 

passive recreation locations, where appropriately 

located and designed and compatible with the 

functioning and management objectives of the 

conservation area to the satisfaction of the 

Department of Environment, Land, Water & 

Planning. Where an indicative location is shown, the 

final location and design must be to the satisfaction 

of the Department of Environment, Land, Water & 

Planning.

Agreed. Resolved
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6.        Development or works, other than shown in 

this plan or associated with the conservation of the 

Growling Grass Frog or native vegetation, are not 

generally suitable within the conservation area. Any 

proposed development or works requires the 

approval of the Department of Environment, Land, 

Water & Planning.

7.        Lighting must be designed and baffled to 

prevent light spill and glare into the conservation 

area outside the identified passive recreation areas.

8.        Any planting and revegetation must be to the 

satisfaction of the Department of Environment, 

Land, Water & Planning.

9.        A Fire Management Plan is to be prepared for 

the conservation area to the satisfaction of the 

Country Fire Authority.

10.     Drainage from storm water treatment 

infrastructure must be designed to minimise impacts 

on biodiversity values.

11.     The conservation area is to be designed and 

managed as a ‘dog on-lead’ area, in areas that are 

publicly accessible.

D18

The CACP includes two notes that have been added to address issues specific to this 

precinct. 

3. The active open space location provides for recreation uses associated with Laffan 

Reserve. 

8. Woody weeds must be managed to prevent over shading or other negative impacts 

on GGF habitat, to the satisfaction of the Department of Environment, Land, Water and 

Planning

These notes should be retained, however the reference in 3. to ‘active open space’ does 

not link to the legend. The legend refers to ‘sporting reserve’.
Notes 3. and 8. should also be included on the CACP however reference 

to ‘active open space’ should be revised to link to the legend.

Amend legend in Figure 4 to be 'active open space' Resolved

3.4 ‘Biodiversity, Threatened Species & Bushfire Management’

D19

As most requirements / conditions have been moved to the UGZ Schedule as requested 

by DELWP,  reference should be made in this section so that readers are aware there 

are additional requirements/conditions in the UGZ Schedule.

Add wording such as “The following requirements and guidelines are in 

addition to biodiversity requirements and conditions identified in 

Schedule 4 to the Urban Growth Zone ”.

The MPA considers that this would be inappropriate, as the whole PSP should be read in addition to requirements specified within Schedule 4 

to Urban Growth Zone and all other provisions that references the structure plan. This is explained at 1.1. 

Pending Resolution

D20

Requirement R27 deals with developments abutting the Conservation Area, but should 

also address works within the Conservation Area.

Amend wording to include reference to works within Conservation Area 

– eg. ‘Development abutting or works within  any conservation area 

must be in accordance with the Growling Grass Frog Conservation Area 

Concept Plan and the Growling Grass Frog Conservation Area Cross – 

Section – Conservation Interface (Figure 2) to the satisfaction of the 

Secretary to the Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning 

(DELWP) ”

Agreed. Will amend as suggested. Resolved

Plan 8 – Street Network

Agreed. Resolved
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D21 The plan does not currently show road frontage to the Conservation Area.

Eg. areas circled red
Update Plan 8 (in addition to the Future Urban 

Structure and any other plans depicting roads) to 

indicate road frontage to the conservation area

The incorrect street network plan is shown in Plan 8. The road network should have reflected what was shown in the Future Urban Structure. 

The plan will be amended and will also show a street frontage along the BCS interface.

Resolved

Plan 11 – Merri Creek Crossing

D22

This plan shows a project buffer north and south of the proposed bridge crossing. It is 

understood that it the buffer is intended to provide opportunity for the bridge to be 

sited to the north or south of the proposed bridge location.

The buffer area to the south includes land that is of strategic importance to the 

Growling Grass Frog. DELWP would not support the bridge being located in this area.

Remove the buffer area from the south of the 

proposed bridge crossing.

The buffer area will need to be moved so that it does not include land to the south of the current proposed bridge location. By the time that 

the Panel is heard, results of the CHMP and Geotechnical results are likely to be in- which will reflect whether the proposed location is 

appropriate for a bridge. If the results are not able to be shared at the Panel Hearing, the buffer area can focus moving to the north only.

Pending Resolution

Schedule 4 to the Urban Growth Zone

1.0 The Plan

D23
Map 1  is a replication of the Future Urban Structure shown on Plan 3 of the PSP.

This submission suggests alterations to the FUS (see above).
Update Map 1 to reflect changes made to the FUS.

Agreed. The same Future Urban Structure in the PSP will be reflected in the schedule to the UGZ. This needs to be finalised in line with 

outcomes from the Panel Hearing and recommendations made in this table.

Resolved.

D24 The UGZ schedule should make reference the Commonwealth Approval. The UGZ schedule should make reference the Commonwealth Approval. 

Operation of Commonwealth Environmental Laws

- On 5 September 2013 an approval under the Environment Protection 

and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act) was issued by the 

Commonwealth Minister for Environment, Heritage and Water. The 

approval applies to all actions associated with urban development in 

growth corridors in the expanded Melbourne 2010 Urban Growth 

Boundary as described in page 4 in the Biodiversity Conservation 

Strategy for Melbourne's Growth Corridors (Department of Environment 

and Primary Industries, 2013). The Commonwealth approval has effect 

until 31 December 2060. The approval is subject to conditions specified 

at Annexure 1 of the approval.

-Provided the conditions of the EPBC Act approval are satisfied 

individual assessment and approval under the EPBC Act is not required.

Wording to this effect can be included in the schedule to the zone. MPA to confirm with  DELWP  best wording and location for this text. Resolved

3.7 Kangaroo Management
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D25 Wording requires updating.

Update wording to:

Kangaroo Management

All applications for subdivision must be accompanied by the 

following information to the satisfaction of the responsible 

authority:

Kangaroo Management Plan which includes:

·          strategies to avoid land locking land kangaroos, including 

staging of subdivision;

·          management requirements to respond to the containment 

of kangaroos in an area with no reasonable likelihood of their 

continued safe existence; or

·          management and monitoring actions to sustainability 

manage a population of kangaroos within a suitable location 

Where a Kangaroo Management Plan has been approved in 

respect to the land to which the application applies, the 

application must be accompanied by:

·          a copy of the approved Kangaroo Management Plan;

·          a ‘design/management response’ statement outlining how 

the application is consistent with and gives effect to any 

requirements of the approved Kangaroo Management Plan.

Agreed Resolved

4.2 Biodiversity and Threatened Species - Conditions

D26 The exhibited UGZ schedule does not include a condition relating to Environmental 

Management Plans

Include the following:

Environmental Management Plans

-A planning permit for subdivision, buildings or works on land shown as 

a conservation area in the incorporated English Street Precinct Structure 

Plan must include the following condition:

-The subdivision, buildings or works must not commence until an 

Environmental Management Plan for the relevant works has been 

approved to the satisfaction of the Department of Environment Land 

Water and Planning, unless otherwise agreed by the Department of 

Environment Land Water and Planning

Wording to this effect can be included in the schedule to the zone. MPA to confirm with  DELWP  best wording and location for this text. Resolved

4.2.1 Kangaroo Management Plan

D27 Wording requires updating. Update wording to:

Kangaroo Management Plan 

Before the certification of the plan of subdivision, a Kangaroo 

Management Plan must be approved by the Secretary to the 

Department of Environment Land Water and Planning.  Once approved 

the plan will be endorsed by the Responsible Authority and form part of 

the permit.

·          The endorsed Kangaroo Management Plan must be implemented 

to the satisfaction of the Responsible Authority.

MPA considers that this is already included at 4.2.1 but will include this text and confirm with DELWP. Resolved

4.2.4 Land Management Cooperative Agreement 



Submission Item Issue Submitter Comment / Proposed Outcome MPA response Status

AMENDMENT C183  - 1025.2 English Street Exhibition

Update wording to:

Land Management Co-operative Agreement – Conservation Areas

A permit to subdivide land shown in the incorporated English Street 

Precinct Structure Plan as including the conservation area shown on Plan 

3 of the Precinct Structure Plan as conservation area must ensure that, 

before the issue of a statement of compliance for the last stage of the 

subdivision, the owner of the land: 

·         Enters into an agreement with the Secretary to the Department of 

Environment, Land, Water and Planning under section 69 of the 

Conservation Forests and Lands Act 1987 , which must: 

·         provide for the conservation and management of that part of the 

land shown as  [conservation area name] in the [PSP name] Precinct 

Structure Plan; and 

·         may include any matter that such an agreement may contain under 

the Conservation Forests and Lands Act 1987.

·         Makes application to the Registrar of Titles to register the 

agreement on the title to the land. 

·         Pays the reasonable costs of the Secretary to the Department of 

Environment, Land, Water and Planning in the preparation, execution 

and registration of the agreement.

The requirement for a Land Management Co-operative 

Agreement in this clause does not apply to land of any lot or part 

of a lot within the conservation area shown on Plan 3 of the 

Precinct Structure Plan as conservation area that:

·         is identified in a Precinct Structure Plan as public open space 

and is vested, or will be vested, in the council as a reserve for the 

purposes of public open space; or

·         is identified in a Precinct Structure Plan as a drainage 

reserve and is vested, or will be vested, in Melbourne Water 

Corporation or the council as a drainage reserve; or

·         is the subject of an agreement with the Secretary to the 

Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning to transfer 

or gift that land to:

·         the Secretary to the Department of Environment, Land, 

Water and Planning; 

·         the Minister for Environment and Climate Change; or 

·         another statutory authority.

to the satisfaction of the Secretary to the Department of 

Environment, Land, Water and Planning.

Wording to this effect can be included in the schedule to the zone. MPA to confirm with  DELWP  best wording .D28 Wording requires updating. Resolved
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D29
Update wording to:

Protection of conservation areas and native vegetation during 

construction

A permit granted to subdivide land where construction or works are 

required to carry out the subdivision, or a permit granted to construct a 

building or carry out works, on land including or abutting a conservation 

area or patch of native vegetation or scattered tree identified for 

retention in the incorporated English Street Precinct Structure Plan must 

ensure that: 

Before the start of construction or carrying out of works, the developer 

of the land must erect a vegetation protection fence that is:

-   highly visible ·          

-  at least 2 metres in height

-  sturdy and strong enough to withstand knocks from construction 

vehicles

- in place for the whole period of construction

- located the following minimum distance from the element to be 

protected:

Element

Conservation area: 2 metres

Scattered trees: twice the distance between the tree trunk and the edge 

of the tree canopy

Patch of native vegetation: 2 metre

Construction stockpiles, fill, machinery, excavation and works or other 

activities associated with the buildings or works must:

·          be located more than 15 metres from a waterway; 

·          be located outside the vegetation protection fence;

·          be constructed and designed to ensure that the conservation area 

or scattered trees or patches of native vegetation identified for 

retention in the Precinct Structure Plan, and any located trees identified 

in the Planning Scheme Provisions to be retained are protected from 

adverse impacts during construction; 

·          not be undertaken if it presents a risk to any vegetation within a 

conservation area.; and 

- be carried out under the supervision of a suitable qualified ecologist or 

arborist.

Purpose

D30 The second purpose listed is: 

‘to facilitate development of recreation and infrastructure associated with adjoining 

urban land uses’.

The primary purpose of the conservation area is to conserve GGF and other matters of 

MNES in the CA – not facilitate development of recreation and infrastructure.

Update wording to:

‘to facilitate manage development of recreation and infrastructure

associated with adjoining urban land uses’.

Wording to this effect can be included in the schedule to the zone. MPA to confirm with  DELWP  best wording . Resolved

2.2.1 Protection of Conservation Areas During  Construction

Wording to this effect can be included in the schedule to the zone. MPA to confirm with  DELWP  best wording .Wording requires updating. Resolved
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Update wording to:

Protection of conservation areas and native vegetation during

construction

A permit granted to subdivide land where construction or works are

required to carry out the subdivision, or a permit granted to construct a

building or carry out works, on land including or abutting a conservation

area or patch of native vegetation or scattered tree identified for

retention in the incorporated English Street Precinct Structure Plan must

ensure that: 

Before the start of construction or carrying out of works, the developer

of the land must erect a vegetation protection fence that is:

·          highly visible 

·          at least 2 metres in height

·          sturdy and strong enough to withstand knocks from construction

vehicles

·          in place for the whole period of construction

·          located the following minimum distance from the element to be

protected:

Element

Conservation area: 2 metres

Scattered trees: twice the distance between the tree trunk and the edge

of the tree canopy

Patch of native vegetation: 2 metre

Construction stockpiles, fill, machinery, excavation and works or other

activities associated with the buildings or works must:

·          be located more than 15 metres from a waterway; 

·          be located outside the vegetation protection fence;

·          be constructed and designed to ensure that the conservation area

or scattered trees or patches of native vegetation identified for

retention in the Precinct Structure Plan, and any located trees identified

in the Planning Scheme Provisions to be retained are protected from

adverse impacts during construction; 

·          not be undertaken if it presents a risk to any vegetation within a

conservation area.; and 

·          be carried out under the supervision of a suitable qualified

ecologist or arborist.

4.2.4 Land Management Cooperative Agreement

Wording requires updating.D31 ResolvedWording to this effect can be included in the schedule to the zone. MPA to confirm with  DELWP  best wording .
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Land Management Co-operative Agreement – Conservation 

Areas

A permit to subdivide land shown in the incorporated English 

Street Precinct Structure Plan as including the conservation area 

shown on Plan 3 of the Precinct Structure Plan as conservation 

area must ensure that, before the issue of a statement of 

compliance for the last stage of the subdivision, the owner of the 

land: 

·         Enters into an agreement with the Secretary to the 

Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning under 

section 69 of the Conservation Forests and Lands Act 1987 , which 

must: 

·         provide for the conservation and management of that part 

of the land shown as  [conservation area name] in the [PSP name] 

Precinct Structure Plan; and 

·         may include any matter that such an agreement may 

contain under the Conservation Forests and Lands Act 1987.

·         Makes application to the Registrar of Titles to register the 

agreement on the title to the land. 

·         Pays the reasonable costs of the Secretary to the 

Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning in the 

preparation, execution and registration of the agreement.

The requirement for a Land Management Co-operative 

Agreement in this clause does not apply to land of any lot or part 

of a lot within the conservation area shown on Plan 3 of the 

Precinct Structure Plan as conservation area that:

·         is identified in a Precinct Structure Plan as public open space 

and is vested, or will be vested, in the council as a reserve for the 

purposes of public open space; or

·         is identified in a Precinct Structure Plan as a drainage 

reserve and is vested, or will be vested, in Melbourne Water 

Corporation or the council as a drainage reserve; or

·         the Secretary to the Department of Environment, Land, 

Water and Planning; 

·         the Minister for Environment and Climate Change; or 

·         another statutory authority.

to the satisfaction of the Secretary to the Department of 

Environment, Land, Water and Planning

D33 Include condition regarding salvage and translocation Update Wording to:

Salvage and translocation

·          The Salvage and Translocation Protocol for Melbourne's Growth 

Corridors (Department of Environment Land Water and Planning, 2014) 

must be implemented in the carrying out of development to the 

satisfaction of the Secretary to the Department of Environment Land 

Water and Planning.

Wording to this effect can be included in the schedule to the zone. MPA to confirm with  DELWP  best wording . Resolved

D34 Include condition regarding Environmental Management Plan

Update Wording to:

Environmental Management Plans

A planning permit for subdivision, buildings or works on land shown as a 

conservation area in the incorporated English Street Precinct Structure 

Plan must include the following condition:

·          The subdivision, buildings or works must not commence until an 

Environmental Management Plan for the relevant works has been 

approved to the satisfaction of the Department of Environment Land 

Water and Planning, unless otherwise agreed by the Department of 

Environment Land Water and Planning.

Wording to this effect can be included in the schedule to the zone. MPA to confirm with  DELWP  best wording . Resolved

D32 Wording requires updating. ResolvedWording to this effect can be included in the schedule to the zone. MPA to confirm with  DELWP  best wording .



Submission Item Issue Submitter Comment / Proposed Outcome MPA response Status

AMENDMENT C183  - 1025.2 English Street Exhibition

D35 Include condition relating to kangaroo management
Include the following:

Kangaroo Management

All applications for subdivision must be accompanied by the following 

information to the satisfaction of the responsible authority:

Kangaroo Management Plan which includes:

·          strategies to avoid land locking land kangaroos, including staging 

of subdivision;

·          management requirements to respond to the containment of 

kangaroos in an area with no reasonable likelihood of their continued 

safe existence

·          management and monitoring actions to sustainability manage a 

population of kangaroos within a suitable location 

Where a Kangaroo Management Plan has been approved in respect to 

the land to which the application applies, the application must be 

accompanied by:

·          a copy of the approved Kangaroo Management Plan;

·          a ‘design/management response’ statement outlining how the 

application is consistent with and gives effect to any requirements of the 

approved Kangaroo Management Plan.

Wording to this effect can be included in the schedule to the zone. MPA to confirm with  DELWP  best wording . Resolved

D36
Include the following:

Kangaroo Management Plan

• Before the certification of the plan of subdivision, a Kangaroo 

Management Plan must  be approved by the Secretary to the 

Department of Environment Land Water and Planning.  Once approved 

the plan will be endorsed by the Responsible Authority and form part of 

the permit.

• The endorsed Kangaroo Management Plan must be implemented to 

the satisfaction of the Responsible Authority.

Wording to this effect can be included in the schedule to the zone. MPA to confirm with  DELWP  best wording . Resolved


