
No. Submission Response Status

Submission 01 - Nordic Pty Ltd 

1.1 Objecting to the format in which Council officers dealt with the proposed subdivision. Noted. No action required

1.2 The scope of works, costs and contributions required through the DCP would make any project on the land unfeasible Agree. A peer review of infrastructure items has been completed and we are proposing to reflect these new infrastructure costings in the DCP. This equates to 

a reduction in the exhibited DCP from $264,588 to $174,944. A breakdown of new rates for each project type in the revised documents is as follows:

- Transport has reduced from $64,385 to $46,454

- Community facilities has increased from $5,032 to $27,134

- Open space has reduced from $58,844 to $36,865

- Drainage has reduced from $134,899 to $62,872

Unconfirmed resolution

1.3 Nordic would like all of their land withdrawn from the proposed subdivision. Disagree. The VPA and Council considers it important that the Shepparton North East precinct be planned as a single precinct that is well integrated with 

Shepparton's existing urban area. Therefore, we do not support your request to have your land withdrawn from the PSP. The entire precinct is proposed to be 

rezoned Urban Growth Zone - Schedule 1 in order to implement the PSP in a streamlined way. 

Unresolved 

Submission 01a - Reeds Consulting

1.4 Landscaping of drainage basin: landscaping components that are unnecessary:

- Installation of turn

- Installation of irrigation within drainage basin

- Reduction in trees to match public open space planting density

Agree. The peer review process included the preparation of a revised concept plan and costing for the landscaping of the retardation basin. This design does 

not include turf or irrigation and the extent of tree planting has been reduced. The landscaping for one retardation basin was costed at $706,979.70 (2015 

figure) in the exhibited documents, we are proposing to include the revised design in the DCP which is costed at $500,000.   

Unconfirmed resolution

1.5 Landscaping of drainage basin: Reduce the contingency fee from 20% to 10% Partially agree. The VPA relies on the contingency allowances outlined in the ICP Guidelines as the standard approach for infrastructure costing. The guidelines 

state 15% contingency amounts for construction of community and recreation and roads and intersections, and 20% contingency for bridges. The peer review 

process included the preparation of a revised concept plan and costing for the landscaping of the retardation basin which includes a contingency of 15%. We 

are proposing to include this design and costing in the DCP.  

Unconfirmed resolution

1.6 Landscaping of drainage basin: Professional fees should be reduced from 17% to 14% Agree. The peer review process included the preparation of a revised concept plan and costing for the landscaping of the retardation basin, as part of this 

process we have removed the professional fee component as we believe this is sufficiently provided in the engineering costings. We are proposing this revised 

concept plan and costing be reflected in the revised DCP.

Unconfirmed resolution

1.7 Drainage scope: GMW may have increased the permissible discharge from the site from 1.2L/s/Ha to 1.6 L/s/Ha Disagree. GMW have confirmed the permissible rate is 1.2L/s/Ha with a 24 hour blocked outfall. Unresolved 

1.8 Drainage scope: Potential reduction in basin storage requirements if a portion of the adjacent public open space is permitted to become inundated 

during significant storm events. 

Agree. The peer review process included the preparation of the North East Growth Corridor Drainage Strategy Peer Review (Spiire, 2018). As per section 6.1 of 

this report, considering a portion of the retardation basin as open space is consistent with the IDM and is supported. Therefore we are proposing the size of 

the local parks in the PSP be reduced from approximately 1ha to 0.7ha. 

Unconfirmed resolution

1.9 District park: remove change rooms and toilets Partially agree. The peer review process included the preparation of a revised concept plan and costing for the district park. This concept plan and costing has 

removed the change room, a toilet facility has remained but has been scaled back significantly. The cost for the combined toilet facility and change room in 

the exhibited design for the district park was $650,000. The toilet in the revised costing is $150,000. It is considered necessary to have a toilet facility in the 

district park considering the provision of facilities for BBQ and picnic facilities. We are proposing to use the revised concept plan and costing for the district 

park in the DCP.

Unconfirmed resolution

1.10 District park: removal of outdoor courts, coaches boxes, sporting equipment and netball post and skate park. Partially agree. The peer review process included the preparation of a revised concept plan and costing for the district park. This concept plan and costing has 

removed the coaches boxes, sporting equipment and skate park. A half-court has been provided, this is a district level park so it will have a higher function 

than a local park. We are proposing to use the revised concept and costing for the district park in the DCP.

Unconfirmed resolution

1.11 District park: Removal of off street car parking. Agree. The peer review process included the preparation of a revised concept plan and costing for the district park which no longer includes car parking 

provision. It is considered sufficient on street car parking will be provided as part of the road network. The road network will also deliver a shared path 

network to encourage walking and cycling to the district park and the other infrastructure within the precinct. We are proposing to use the revised concept 

plan and costing for the district park in the DCP.

Unconfirmed resolution

1.12 District park: Removal of external services as these would be provided as part of normal connections provided by the developer. Disagree. External services are considered a standard component of a DCP infrastructure costing. The costing is intended to cover the entire project delivery, 

therefore external services is a standard line item. 

Unresolved 

1.13 District park: Removal of external footpath's as these will be delivered by the roads. Agree. The peer review process included the preparation of a revised concept plan and costing for the district park. The external path network has been 

removed from the revised concept plan and costing for the district park as this will be delivered by the road network. We are proposing to use the revised 

concept plan and costing for the district park in the DCP. 

Unconfirmed resolution

1.14 District park: Street edging on the garden beds could be replaced with timber edging. Disagree. Steel edging is considered necessary from a maintenance perspective, timber edging is more susceptible to pests and requires more frequent 

maintenance.

Unresolved 

1.15 District park: Contractor preliminaries amount is excessive at $203,000, $50,000 would be more appropriate. Disagree. The delivery fee component of infrastructure costings are considered appropriate. These are standard fees that VPA uses in infrastructure costings 

and they have been tested through panel processes and are generally considered accepted by the industry. 

Unresolved 
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1.16 District park: The contingency sum and professional sum of 20% and 17% respectively, could be reduced to 10% and 14%. Partially agree. The delivery fee component of the infrastructure costings are considered appropriate. These are standard fees that VPA uses in infrastructure 

costings as they have been tested through panel processes and are generally considered accepted by the industry for a DCP infrastructure costing. The VPA 

uses the contingency allowances outlined in the ICP Guidelines as the standard approach for infrastructure costing. The guidelines state 15% contingency 

amounts for construction of community and recreation and roads and intersections, and 20% contingency for bridges. The peer review process included the 

preparation of a revised concept plan and costing for the district park which includes a contingency of 15%. We are proposing to include this design and 

costing in the DCP.  

Unconfirmed resolution

1.17 Local park: Rate of $110/sqm for coloured concrete is high, $80/sqm is more accurate. Partially agree. The peer review process included the preparation of a revised concept plan and costing for the local park. Coloured concrete has been 

removed and standard concrete is included in the revised concept plan at a cost of $100 per sqm. We are proposing to include this design and costing in the 

DCP.

Unconfirmed resolution

1.18 Local park: Refinement of path area to consider paths that are developer funded. Agree. The peer review process included the preparation of a revised concept plan and costing for the local park. This concept has removed footpaths from 

the perimeter of the design as it is recognised these will be delivered as part of the road infrastructure. We are proposing to use this revised concept plan and 

costing in the DCP.

Unconfirmed resolution

1.19 Local park: Refinement of irrigated garden beds from 12% to 8%. Agree. The peer review process included the preparation of a revised concept plan and costing for the local park. The garden beds have been reduced from a 

cost of $119,200 in the exhibited cost sheet to $10,175 in the revised cost sheet. We are proposing to use the revised cost sheet in the DCP.

Unconfirmed resolution

1.20 Local park: Removal of external services as these would be provided as part of normal connections provided by the developer. Disagree. External services are considered a standard component of a DCP infrastructure costing. The costing is intended to cover the entire project delivery, 

therefore external services is a standard line item.

Unresolved 

1.21 Local park: Contractor preliminaries seem high and could be reduced to around $30,000. Disagree. The delivery fee component of infrastructure costings are considered appropriate. These are standard fees that VPA uses in infrastructure costings 

and they have been tested through panel processes and are generally considered accepted by the industry. 

Unresolved 

1.22 Local park: The contingency sum and professional sum of 20% and 17% respectively, could be reduced to 10% and 14%. Partially agree. The delivery fee component of the infrastructure costings are considered appropriate. These are standard fees that VPA uses in infrastructure 

costings as they have been tested through panel processes and are generally considered accepted by the industry. The VPA uses the contingency allowances 

outlined in the ICP Guidelines as the standard approach for infrastructure costing. The guidelines state 15% contingency amounts for construction of 

community and recreation and roads and intersections, and 20% contingency for bridges. The peer review process included the preparation of a revised 

concept plan and costing for the district park which includes a contingency of 15%. We are proposing to include this design and costing in the DCP.  

Unconfirmed resolution

1.23 Traffic: There are differences between costings and figures in the DCP Agree. As part of the Peer Review process, further works was  completed by Trafficworks who prepared the Shepparton North-East Growth Corridor 

Development Addendum to Traffic Impact Assessment Report  (Trafficworks, 2018). The revised costs in this report are accurately reflected in the revised DCP. 

Unresolved 

1.24 Traffic: The bridge at the intersection of Grahamvale Road was originally intended to be culverts. Disagree. A bridge structure is required for this crossing to meet Goulburn Murray Water standards. The structure must be able to pass 450ML.d with no more 

than 30mm of headloss across the structure. A bridge is required to meet this standard.

Unresolved 

1.25 Traffic: A contingency fee of 20% and subdivision fee of 22% have both been provided, it appears there may be a double up of contingency 

allowances.

Agree. The peer review process included the preparation of the Shepparton North-East Growth Corridor Development Addendum to Traffic Impact Assessment 

Report (Trafficworks, 2018). The revised costings for the road projects in this report have  included a 15% contingency and have applied the standard VPA 

delivery fee allowances. VPA and Councils Part B submission will further address traffic figures.

Unresolved 

1.26 Community facility: There is a significant difference between the costing figure of $1.6million and the DCP amount of $2,108,958. Refer to Section 6.3.5 of VPA and Councils Part A submission for a discussion on the proposed Community Facility. Unresolved 

1.27 Inclusion of opportunity for a service station development on the Grahamvale Road / Ford Road intersection. This element will potentially expedite 

the collection of DCP contributions. The location of the service station is consistent with major transport routes and future VicRoads improvement 

projects in the region. 

Disagree. We don’t believe there is an appropriate location for a service station considering the close proximity to proposed residential development. A 

service station would be more appropriately located in the industrial area to the south of the precinct. The revised PSP show an amended Future Urban 

Structure (Plan 2) and Transport and Movement Plan (Plan 5) which identify a potential roundabout at the corner of Ford and Grahamvale Roads. It's not likely 

an additional access point into a service station would be supported from Grahamvale Road considering the proximity to this proposed roundabout. 

Unresolved 

Submission 01b - Reeds Consulting

1.28 Drainage: Basin sizes have reduced due to council agreeing to alter 5yr storage level requirements. This was discussed with Council over several years 

and was never supported.

Will be addressed as part of VPA and Councils Part B submission. Unresolved 

1.29 Drainage: Spiire have removed control pits and pipework within the drainage basins as a cost saving. These are required and will still need to be 

provided by the developer but not reimbursed by the DCP, this is false economy. 

Will be addressed as part of VPA and Councils Part B submission. Unresolved 

1.30 Drainage: The rate of $5 a cubic metre is not a commercial rate in a stand-alone project. Assumptions have been made that an unlimited tip site will 

be available adjacent to the site. 

Will be addressed as part of VPA and Councils Part B submission. Unresolved 

1.31 Drainage: We seek clarification as to which party hold risk for cost overrun is the assumptions in the DCP are not realised. DCP levies are paid to Council for the development of the required infrastructure. If a development proponent believes they can deliver the infrastructure in a 

different way or for less than what the DCP specifies, they can seek to enter into a Works In Kind agreement with Council to develop the infrastructure 

themselves. If they develop the infrastructure for less than the levy amount, they may be eligible for a DCP credit. If the infrastructure costs more than the 

levy amount, a negotiation with Council would need to occur. 

Unresolved 

1.32 Drainage: We note that Spiire have removed footpaths from the drainage reserves and these are not included in the landscape costs. Will these need 

to be provided by at the cost of the developer?

Disagree. The peer review process included the preparation of a revised concept plan and costing for the landscaping of the retardation basin. This concept 

plan and costing includes paving in the form of 50mm cement stabilised granite sand with steel edging and brushed rock base. We are proposing to use this 

concept design and costing in the final DCP.

Unresolved 

1.34 Transport: the inclusion of a diagonal road alignment from the proposed roundabout at Ford and Grahamvale Roads would significantly impact on the 

residential lot yield achievable.

Will be addressed as part of VPA and Councils Part B submission. Unresolved 

1.35 A service station is sought at the entry point that is delivered by the proposed roundabout at Ford and Grahamvale Roads. Disagree. See response to submission number 1.27. Unresolved 

1.36 Transport: Seek confirmation that the proposed roundabout at Ford and Grahamvale Road will not be an element delivered by the PSP and will be 

funded in full by VicRoads.

It's likely that the portion of the roundabout that connects the roundabout into the precinct will be required to be paid for via the DCP. However, this will be 

addressed further as part of VPA and Councils Part B submission.

Unresolved 

1.37 Seek confirmation on land acquisition required to accommodate the proposed roundabout. The land area required from the precinct is approximately 1.4ha. This will be addressed further as part of VPA and Councils Part A and Part B submission. Unresolved 

1.38 Community facility: concerned about the increased cost of the facility and don't believe the size of the commercial precinct in the north west of the 

precinct restriction are viable. 

See Section 6.3.5 of VPA and Councils Part A Submission for a discussion on the proposed community facility. Unresolved 

1.39 The current strategic planning costs do not reflect my clients costs to date, they understood they would be reimbursed. There costs total in the order 

of $700,000 and not  appear to be reflected in the DCP documentation.

Disagree. We seek further information on what specific costs you are seeking use to include and evidence of these (such as invoices). Generally, only strategic 

planning material that has informed the exhibited documents would be included as a strategic planning cost in the DCP.

Unresolved 

Submission 02 - Goulburn Valley Water

2.1 GVW has reviewed the Amendment and does not object. Noted. No action required
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2.2 It should be noted that the proposed development will trigger a number of water and sewer network augmentation works including new water 

mains, new sewerage pump stations and rising mains etc. 

Noted. No action required

2.3 Further detailed assessment and servicing strategy would be required for this area once details plan of subdivision is available. Noted. No action required

Submission 03 -Tom Sfetcopolous
3.1 Holds the view that the NEGC document does not align with the requirements of the Infrastructure Design Manual. Agree. As part of the peer review process, the drainage infrastructure, traffic and open space provision where reviewed and the revised material has been 

designed and costed to be consistent with the IDM. This includes proposed reduced road widths, including a portion of the retardation basin as 

unencumbered open space and a revised drainage design. We are proposing to use these revised concept plans in the PSP and DCP documents. 

Unconfirmed resolution

3.2 The proposed design of the drainage infrastructure appears to be inefficient, further work should be undertaken. Agree. The peer review process included the preparation of the North East Growth Corridor Drainage Strategy Peer Review  (Spiire, 2018). Spiire have refined 

the design and costing of the drainage infrastructure to reflect a local context. We are proposing to reflect the design and costing Spiire have prepared in the 

final DCP document. 

Unconfirmed resolution

3.3 A functional design for the drainage infrastructure has only been completed for Basin 1; every basin may have a different design to respond to the 

opportunities and constraints of the area.

Disagree. The time and cost involved in getting Functional Layout Plans prepared for the remaining basins was not considered appropriate to proceed with at 

this stage in the process. However a new Functional Layout Plan and costing has been prepared in the North East Growth Corridor Drainage Strategy Peer 

Review  (Spiire, 2018), Spiire have also reviewed the methodology of how this is apportioned across the remaining basins in the precinct. Spiire have 

apportioned the cost based on the storage volume required for each catchment. They deemed this most appropriate given the excavation costs represent the 

largest components of the basin construction. We are proposing to reflect the Functional Layout Plan and costings Spiire have prepared in the final DCP.

Unresolved 

3.4 Suggestion to compare construction rates for drainage infrastructure with local contractor rates, as the given rates appear to be high and more 

consistent with metropolitan standards.

Agree. The peer review process included the preparation of the North East Growth Corridor Drainage Strategy Peer Review  (Spiire, 2018). Spiire have local 

knowledge of drainage in Shepparton and their review and revised drainage approach is more efficient and cost effective. We are proposing to use Spiire 's 

Functional Layout Plan and costings in the DCP. 

Unconfirmed resolution

3.5 The requirement of 5 drainage basins is excessive for the land area within the corridor. Agree. The peer review process included the preparation of the North East Growth Corridor Drainage Strategy Peer Review  (Spiire, 2018) which recommends 

the reduction from 5 basins to 4. We are proposing to rely on this peer review as the drainage approach reflected in the DCP. 

Unconfirmed resolution

3.6 There appears to be inconsistencies between the road widths proposed in the NEGC with the Infrastructure Design Manual. e.g. A collector street 

level 1 is 24m wide in the IDM compared against the 26m wide road proposed in the NEGC.

Agree.  The peer review process included the preparation of the Shepparton North-East Growth Corridor Development Addendum to Traffic Impact 

Assessment Report (Trafficworks, 2018). This report has costed the connector level road projects off cross sections which are consistent with the IDM. This 

includes a connector level 1 road width of 24m and a connector level 2 road width of 30m. We are proposing to reflect these cross sections and costs in the 

PSP and DCP. 

Unconfirmed resolution

3.7 It is submitted that the NEGC should adopt the road widths in the IDM standards and any increase in the minimum to be funded by Council. Agree.  The peer review process included the preparation of the Shepparton North-East Growth Corridor Development Addendum to Traffic Impact 

Assessment Report (Trafficworks, 2018). This report has costed the connector level road projects off cross sections which are consistent with the IDM. This 

includes a connector level 1 road width of 24m and a connector level 2 road width of 30m. We are proposing to reflect these cross sections and costs in the 

PSP and DCP. 

Unconfirmed resolution

3.8 The construction rates for the road and intersection works appear to be more consistent with the cost to develop in a metropolitan region. The DCP must reflect rates that Council is likely to receive when tendering for infrastructure projects. Discounted rates that local contractors sometimes have 

access to are not likely to be accessible by Council. We believe the rates recommended by the Shepparton North-East Growth Corridor Development 

Addendum to Traffic Impact Assessment Report  (Trafficworks, 2018) are appropriate. 

Unresolved 

3.9 Suggestion that the increase in width of the 34m wide Collector Road (from the 26m wide road) be funded and apportioned by all other landowners 

who benefit from the said road. 

Agree. This was a DCP project in the exhibited DCP (RD-01, RD-02 and RD-03), we are proposing the same apportionment approach will be included in the final 

DCP.

Unconfirmed resolution

3.10 The overall infrastructure costs (detailed at Table 7 in proposed DCP) do not seem consistent with infrastructure items on functional plans. Agree. As part of the peer review process and the preparation of revised costings, we have ensured that all infrastructure items are accurately reflected in 

table 7 of the revised DCP. There are some cost sheets from the exhibited documents (bridge and intersection projects) that have not been re-costed as part 

of the peer review process. These costs will be slightly higher in table 7 as to what is in the cost sheet as they have been indexed to account for inflation and 

increases in construction costs. We are proposing to include the peer reviewed cost sheets in the final DCP.

Unconfirmed resolution

3.12 The connector road coming out to Grahamvale Road should be alleviated and the road needs to be diverted to the Ford Road Exit. Agree. We support the proposed roundabout at Ford and Grahamvale Road replacing the need for IN-03 onto Grahamvale Road. Unresolved 

3.13 The traffic lights at the Verney Road, Ryland Road exit should be alleviated and the Pine Road Very Road intersection should be downgraded to a 

small roundabout. Traffic signals are unnecessary, as the traffic lights proposed at Balaclava and Verney Road should slow and space the traffic flow.

Disagree. As part of the peer review process  the Shepparton North-East Growth Corridor Development Addendum to Traffic Impact Assessment Report 

(Trafficworks, 2018) was prepared and concluded that Access B onto Ford Road could be alleviated as the internal traffic diversions resulting from closure of 

Access B can be accommodated within the network and the proposed intersection treatment (signalised intersection) at Access A. Therefore removing the 

signalised intersection at Verney & Ryeland Road is not supported. The development of a roundabout at the Pine and Verney intersection would result in a 

much greater land acquisition than what is currently shown. It would also require the acquisition of a small property with an existing dwelling which is not 

supported. 

Unresolved 

3.14 Widening of Ford Road should be limited to turning lanes only. Disagree. A revised submission from VicRoads is seeking additional land from the precinct for the widening of Ford Road. Further information is being sought 

to determine what their expectation is. This will be discussed further in VPA and Councils Part B submission.  

Unresolved 

3.15 Objection to the requirement of a 2 ha park, as existing 1 ha parks would provide more than 5% Public Open Space contribution. Partially agree. The peer review process included the preparation of the North East Growth Corridor Drainage Strategy Peer Review  (Spiire, 2018). As per 

section 6.1 of this report, considering a portion of the retardation basin as open space is consistent with the IDM and is supported. Therefore we are 

proposing the size of the local parks in the PSP be reduced from approximately 1ha to 0.7ha, this will achieve an overall reduction in open space however we 

are proposing the District Park remain. 

Unconfirmed resolution

3.16 The Community Centre is overpriced and unnecessary. Refer to Section 6.3.5 of VPA and Councils Part A submission for a discussion on the proposed Community Facility. Unresolved 

3.17 The 1 and 2 hectare park construction rates appears to be high and more consistent with the cost to develop in a metropolitan region, we request 

these rates be updated in line with local contractor rates.

Disagree. Refer to VPA and Councils Part A submission for a discussion of local contractor rates in the DCP. Unresolved 

3.18 Objection to $265,000 per ha development contribution rate on the basis that it is unprecedented for a regional centre and will add significant cost to 

development of land. Suggestion to review the work to date, in order to find improvements in the proposed infrastructure solutions, as the $265,000 

rate will disincentives development.

Agree. A peer review of infrastructure items has been completed and we are proposing to reflect these new infrastructure costings in the DCP. This equates to 

a reduction in the exhibited DCP from $264,588 to $174,944. A breakdown of new rates for each project type in the revised documents is as follows:

- Transport has reduced from $64,385 to $46,454

- Community facilities has increased from $5,032 to $27,134

- Open space has reduced from $58,844 to $36,865

- Drainage has reduced from $134,899 to $62,872

Unconfirmed resolution

Submission 3a - Whiteman Property and Accounting
3.19 The revised DCP rate is a substantial improvement on the previous version but is still too high. Noted. No action required

3.20 The PAO on the north east section of the PSP is supported. Noted. No action required

3.21 A review of the open space costs should occur to ensure local contractor rates have been considered should occur. Disagree. Refer to VPA and Councils Part A submission for a discussion of local contractor rates in the DCP. Unresolved 
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3.22 The inclusion of RD-03 and IN-03 is vital as otherwise my client will be land locked. Disagree. We acknowledge that unfortunately parcels being landlock can occur when using PSPs as a planning tool. However, due to the nature of the land 

ownership pattern it's considered reasonable that an agreement could be reached with surrounding land owners in order for access to your property to be 

reached. 

A revised submission from VicRoads is proposing access to the precinct by way of a roundabout on the corner of Ford and Grahamvale Roads. This roundabout 

is part of VicRoads overarching traffic plan for the Shepparton region. The deliver of this roundabout would most likely negate the need for IN-03 onto 

Grahamvale Road. It’s considered that while interim intersection would likely be supported, they may be cost inhibitive due to the need to construct 

intersections over G-MW channels. 

Unresolved 

3.23 It is deemed necessary for a peer review of the methodology used to determine costings of all proposed intersections Disagree. The DCP must reflect rates that Council is likely to receive when tendering for infrastructure projects. Discounted rates that local contractors 

sometimes have access to are not likely to be accessible by Council. We support the revised rates prepared by Spiire Trafficworks and Plancost.

Unresolved 

3.24 The revised traffic costs are based more on Melbourne rates than rural rates Disagree. Refer to VPA and Councils Part A submission for a discussion of local contractor rates in the DCP. Unresolved 

3.24 The landscaping rates are well in excess of rural landscaping rates Disagree. Refer to VPA and Councils Part A submission for a discussion of local contractor rates in the DCP. Unresolved 

Submission 04 - Greater Shepparton City Council
4.1 Council officers generally supportive of the Amendment and commend the VPA on the collaborative approach taken in the preparation of the 

Amendment.

Noted. No action required

4.2 Holds the view that the given development contributions rate of $265,897 per hectare may challenge development of the NEPSP. Council suggests 

undertaking a thorough review of design and infrastructure costings relating to drainage, community and open space, and traffic infrastructure.

Agree. A peer review of infrastructure items has been completed and we are proposing to reflect these new infrastructure costings in the DCP. This equates to 

a reduction in the exhibited DCP from $264,588 to $174,944. A breakdown of new rates for each project type in the revised documents is as follows:

- Transport has reduced from $64,385 to $46,454

- Community facilities has increased from $5,032 to $27,134

- Open space has reduced from $58,844 to $36,865

- Drainage has reduced from $134,899 to $62,872

Change to amendment 

documentation

4.3 Recommends removal of the requirement to collect open space contributions from Clause 52.01. Agree. We agree to no longer Amend Clause 52.01. Change to amendment 

documentation
4.4 Council adopted the Greater Shepparton Heritage Study IIC, December 2017  at the Ordinary Council Meeting held in December 2017. Council 

requests for the Amendment documentation to be updated to reflect the adoption of this Study.

Agree. We agree to make this change to the Background Report as this is where the document is referred to. Change to amendment 

documentation

4.5 Council officers have had some discussion with the VPA regarding Clause 2.3 Specific provisions – Use of land  of the proposed Schedule to the Urban 

Growth Zone. Please consider whether the use ‘shop’ is placed in the correct section given that the applied zone is proposed to be the Commercial 1 

Zone where ‘shop’ is a Section 1 Use. Council officers consider that the condition is more appropriately located in ‘Section 1’ beside the use shop. If 

the condition is not met, this would then become a ‘Section 2’ use, as per the standard planning provisions.

Agree. We agree to update the UGZ schedule accordingly. Change to amendment 

documentation

4.6 Council officers have identified that a number of minor corrections are required to ensure that the Amendment documentation aligns with the 

Ministerial Direction: The Form and Content of Planning Schemes.

Agree. A review of the Amendment documentation has occurred to ensure consistency wit the Form and Content of Planning Schemes Ministerial Direction. Change to amendment 

documentation

4.7 Council officers consider the inclusion of the requirement for a Kangaroo Management Plan in Clause 3.0 Application requirements  in the proposed 

Schedule to the Urban Growth Zone is unnecessary.

Agree. This will be removed as a requirement form the UGZ schedule. Change to amendment 

documentation

4.8 Council officers are aware that the land identified for school expansion may not be realised for this purpose and consider that the introduction of an 

expression of interest mechanism for this site in the proposed Schedule to the Urban Growth Zone may be appropriate. This would allow for the 

consideration of other uses for this land should such a school expansion not be realised within a 10-15 year time frame is appropriate.

Disagree. As per the further submission from DET and discussion with DET and Council it is agreed that this Requirement should be amended to refer to 'non-

government schools' and not 'schools' in general. 

Change to amendment 

documentation

Submission 05 - Energy Safe Victoria
5.1 ESV, has no specific comments on the proposed Amendment Noted. No action required

5.2 We recommend that VPA engages directly with any pipeline licensee with a pipeline asset in vicinity of the land affected by the Planning Scheme 

Amendment. 

Noted. There are no significant pipeline assets in the vicinity of the land affected by the Planning Scheme Amendment, the major high pressure gas pipe 

administered by APA Gas is located significantly south of the site. 

No action required

Submission 06 - EPA
6.1 No specific comments on the proposed Amendment Noted. No action required

6.2 Support the inclusion of the Environmental Site Assessment clause in Schedule 1 of the Urban Growth Zone Noted. No action required

6.3 It is important that an evidence based buffer between the existing Industry Zone land and the proposed Urban Growth Zone land is determined The Shepparton North East PSP Noise Assessment  (Marshall Day Acoustics Pty Ltd, July 2017) recommends several possible solutions to reduce the impact of 

noise on future residential dwellings from the existing industrial area, particularly the existing bitumen batching plant. Currently, the PSP implements the 

recommendations from this noise assessment via the Industrial Land Interface cross section where a ‘potential noise barrier’ is proposed and via 

Recommendation 61 of the PSP which states ‘any application for development within the noise amenity area shown on Plan 3 and fronting Verney Road, Ford 

Road and the railway line must adhere to the Shepparton North East PSP Noise Assessment (Marshall Day Acoustics Pty Ltd, July 2017) ’. We are of the view 

that the PSP should more clearly stipulate what the recommendations from the noise assessment are and should not be referring to the amenity area outlined 

on Plan 3 as this is only relevant to the odour assessment. We are proposing that Requirement 61 in the PSP has been amended to provide clear guidance on 

the requirement for a noise barrier, and a new requirement be added to implement the remaining recommendations from the Shepparton North East PSP 

Noise Assessment ( Marshall Day Acoustics Pty Ltd, July 2017). The wording of these Requirements was reflected in the revised documentation circulated on 

16 July 2018 and is also provided at row 82 and 83 of the PSP change matrix.     

Change to amendment 

documentation

6.4 EPA assessment of the GHD odour modelling report recommends that a separation distance of approximately 200m between the bitumen plant and 

the proposed residential area may be suitable. To provide greater confidence, the buffer determination should be supported by empirical evidence 

through onsite odour surveillance and not just the prepared modelling. 

Plan 3 in the PSP identifies an ‘area subject to potential adverse amenity’ which has been adopted from the Buffer and Odour Assessment  (GHD, June 2017). 

This buffer extends approximately 40m into the southern portion of the PSP and no development within this buffer is recommended to ensure no future 

limitation is posed on the operation of the existing Bitumen Batching Plant. This is also implemented via the ‘Industrial Land Interface’ cross section which 

includes a 40m buffer from the existing industrial land. However, to clarify the buffer are it is proposed that a new requirement be added under Section 3.6.2 

of the PSP.  The working of this new Requirement was reflected in the revised PSP circulated on 16 July 2018 and is also provided at row 84 of the PSP 

change matrix.

Change to amendment 

documentation

Submission 07 - Centrum Town Planning 
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7.1 The PSP should be modified to Include references to key planning provisions such as the 1600sqm cap on shop uses, for consistency with the 

proposed zone provisions as no such references currently exist in the document.

Disagree. The Schedule to the Urban Growth Zone (UGZ) does not specify a 1,600sqm cap on shop uses. It triggers the requirement for a planning permit for a 

shop use if the overall shop floor area within the local convenience centre exceed 1,600sqm. It will then be at Council’s discretion whether additional shop 

uses are appropriate. We are proposing that further discussion be included in the PSP outlining the retail context of the area and how the proposed local 

convenience centre relates to this. This wording was provided in the revised documentation on the 16th July 2018 and is also provided at row 54 of the PSP 

change matrix.

Unconfirmed resolution

7.2 The PSP should make clear references to the finding of the Commercial Activity Centres Strategy that the North East Precinct will "not include uses 

(such as a full-line supermarket) that would be more appropriately located in the Shepparton North centre". 

Agree. We are proposing that further discussion be included in the PSP outlining the retail context of the area and how the proposed local convenience centre 

relates to this. This wording was provided in the revised documentation on the 16th July 2018 and is also provided at row 54 of the PSP change matrix.

Unconfirmed resolution

7.3 The PSP should make it clear that the Sub-Regional Centre that serves the North East precinct is located in Shepparton North to the west Agree. See response to submission number 7.2. Unconfirmed resolution

7.4 The PSP should re-consider the term 'anchor retail' in Figure 1 as it could imply that a full-line supermarket may be anticipated for the area Agree. The revised documents provided on 16 July 2018 include a revised concept plan at Figure 1 that refers to the proposed retail as 'limited line 

supermarket' however a further revised submission has requested this be re-named to 'local convenience supermarket'. We believe 'local convenience 

supermarket' is the most appropriate label.

Unresolved 

7.5 The UGZ Schedule should be modified to require a retail assessment to support applications for shop uses above 1600sqm and provide statements 

that such uses will be discouraged

Agree. As part of the revised documents, the UGZ Schedule has been amended to include the following text: 

Supermarket use

An application to use land for a supermarket must be accompanied by an assessment of any likely impact on existing or proposed activity centres and a 

response to the other criteria at Appendix A of the Greater Shepparton Commercial Activity Centres Strategy, November, 2015.

Change to amendment 

documentation

7.6 The UGZ Schedule should be modified to better clarify and manage the amount of land that is anticipated for commercial development to ensure that 

something greater than a convenience centre cannot be developed

Disagree. This discussion is not appropriate to include in the UGZ schedule, however as outlined in response to submission number 7.2 further discussion is 

proposed to be included in the PSP outlining the retail context of the area.  

Unresolved 

7.7 The UGZ Schedule should include provisions to ensure the proposed 'convenience centre' cannot be developed prior to the construction of new 

residential development in the precinct

Disagree. We do not agree with putting a control on the development of the convenience centre in the UGZ schedule, this will be controlled by the market and 

when the land owner chooses to act on developing the land. 

Unresolved 

7.8 The UGZ Schedule should clarify the operation of the Section 2 use of land for 'shop', as a condition is not normally used to trigger a permit 

requirement in the manner that is proposed. 

Agree. It is proposed that the UGZ Schedule be updated accordingly. Unconfirmed resolution

Submission 07a - Centrum Town Planning

7.9 Would you be able to explain the basis of the 1600 sqm figure in the Schedule to the UGZ. Did this come from a retail assessment or it is a more 

generic figure?

The 1600sqm figure was based on a previous retail assessment report Economic Retail Assessment Report (CPG, 2012), however as the guidance for the 

proposed convenience centre in the north east precinct is now based off the Commercial Activity Centres Strategy ( Essential Economics, 2015) the figure in 

the schedule to the Urban Growth Zone is proposed to be 2000sqm. This means that if the combined retail floor space exceeds this amount, a planning permit 

is required.

Unconfirmed resolution

7.10 The PSP states that convenience centres should be ‘located more than 1 kilometre away from a local town centre or higher order town centre’ – the 

Fairley's site is just under 1km from the proposed centre, supporting our view that the proposed centre should be much more central to the Precinct 

to ensure it mainly serves its own new catchment.

Disagree. The location of the local centre is considered appropriate as it is adjacent to the community centre, district park and is in close proximity to the 

existing school. The centre is also on a main road (Verney Road) therefore is be exposed to passing traffic which is consistent with the guidance provided by 

the VPA PSP Guidelines. 

Unresolved 

7.11 The PSP Plan 3 shows an area for the convenience centre and community precinct of over 1ha in size – this could anticipate a larger 

supermarket/retail offer than is envisaged by the 1,600m2 trigger.

Agree. The area subject to the concept plan will be approximately 0.8 ha to accommodate a total site area of 4000 sqm for the community facility and 4000 

sqm for the convenience retail centre. This accounts for approximately 2000 sqm for the retail component and 2000 sqm for associated car parking, loading 

area and landscaping. We are proposing Plan 3 be updated to reduce the 'area subject to the concept plan' so it occupies and area of approximately 0.8 ha. 

Unresolved 

7.12 Amendment C118 is unclear about where the centre fits in the retail hierarchy under C192 and Council’s Commercial Activity Centres Strategy (CACs) 

– the new MSS provisions in C192 do not recognise the centre.

Disagree. The Activity Centre Hierarchy in Clause 21.06 was introduced by C192 and specifies the current activity centres in Shepparton and where these sit in 

the hierarchy defined in the Commercial Activity Centres Strategy (Essential Economics, 2015). As the convenience centre in the PSP is proposed, it is too early 

to include it in the Activity Centre Hierarchy table and may cause some confusion considering this centre is yet to be developed. If the proposed centre is 

developed, a correctional amendment could be carried out at that time to update Clause 21.06. 

Unresolved 

7.13 Terminology is different between C192/CACs and the PSP (‘local’ versus ‘convenience’ centre). Agree. We are proposing that further discussion be included in the PSP outlining the retail context of the area and how the proposed local convenience centre 

relates to this. This wording was provided in the revised documentation on the 16th July 2018 and is also provided at row 54 of the PSP change matrix. 

This wording specifies the proposed convenience retail centre will be a 'local centre' as described in the hierarchy defined in the Commercial Activity Centres 

Strategy  (Essential Economics, 2015).

Unconfirmed resolution

7.14 The UGZ exempts third party involvement for future applications that accord with the PSP, we believe that third parties should have the opportunity 

to review and appeal of any future application over 1,600m2.

Agree. We are proposing to make this change to the UGZ Schedule. Unresolved 

7.15 A Decision Guideline should be included in the Schedule to the UGZ which states; the impact of the proposed shop use on the existing activity centre 

hierarchy as per Clause 21.06-5 (Commercial/Activity Centres)

Disagree. We are proposing that further discussion be included in the PSP outlining the retail context of the area and how the proposed local convenience 

centre relates to this. This wording was provided in the revised documentation on the 16th July 2018 and is also provided at row 54 of the PSP change 

matrix. Therefore the proposed decision guideline won’t be necessary as the PSP will be an incorporated document in the Greater Shepparton Planning 

Scheme. Applications within the Schedule to the UGZ will need to be assessed against and be generally in accordance with the PSP, therefore including a 

decision guideline in the UGZ Schedule is unnecessary.  

Unresolved 

7.16 What happens once the PSP area has been fully developed, will the zones revert to the applied zone specified in the schedule? It’s difficult to speculate as it may be 20 – 30 years until the area has fully developed in accordance with the PSP. However, it would be up to Council to 

determine the appropriate zones for the precinct once the UGZ Schedule is no longer considered the most appropriate tool. This would be based on the uses 

currently occurring and Council's view on the best zones to reflect these uses.

No action required
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7.17 Support the addition of further information on page 21 of the revised documents that states the sub-regional centre for the area is located at the 

Fairley's site to the west. 

Noted. No action required

7.18 Support the addition of further information on page 21 of the revised documents that states the proposed convenience centre will not include uses 

such as a full-line supermarket that would be more appropriately located in Shepparton North Activity Centre.

Noted. No action required

7.19 Support the addition of a requirement in the Schedule to the UGZ for an application for supermarket use to be accompanied by an assessment of any 

likely impact on existing or proposed activity centres. 

Noted. No action required

7.20 Request that third party notice and review rights are turned on for supermarket uses. Agree. We are proposing to make this change to the UGZ Schedule. Unresolved 

7.21 We request that the original 1,600sqm floor space figure be adopted unless a mechanism can be introduced to ensure a mix of shops is developed. Disagree. The Commercial Activity Centre Strategy (Essential Economics, 2015) is being used as the basis for the 2000 sqm figure. Further discussion on this 

issue is provided in VPA and Councils Part A submission. 

Unresolved 

7.22 We request changes to the Amendment documents and PSP to ensure that planning permits for new commercial development are tied to the 

construction of new residential subdivisions in the North East Precinct. 

Disagree. We do not agree with putting a control on the development of the convenience centre in the UGZ schedule, this will be controlled by the market and 

when the land owner chooses to act on developing the land. 

Unresolved 

Submission 08 - Goulburn-Murray Water 

Appendix 1 - Summary of Submissions



8.10 GMW requires that development proposals do not impact detrimentally on GMW's infrastructure and the flow and quality of surface water and 

groundwater. Applicants must ensure that any required water supplies are available from an approved source.

Noted. This will be a requirement for development proponents of the site. No action required

8.20 Section 3.6.1 of the PSP outlines that future subdivision of the land within the precinct must provide and meet the total cost of delivering specific 

infrastructure, including: water supply, sewerage, drainage, electricity and gas.

Noted. No action required

8.30 GMW has a multitude of key surface infrastructure located within the subject land, including the Shepparton No. 17/12 Channel, Shepparton No. 

1/17/12 Channel, Shepparton No. 2/17/12 Channel, Shepparton No. 12 Channel, Shepparton No. 3 Drain, Shepparton No. 1/3/3 Drain, Shepparton 

No. 3/3 Drain, Shepparton No. 6/1/4 Drain and the Shepparton No. 1/4 Drain. There are a large number of GMW customers who are currently 

services by these channel and drains for stock and domestic water supply as well as for drainage purposes. 

Noted No action required

8.40 The Connections Project is the largest irrigation modernisation project in Australia, and aims to provide solutions and water savings for a majority of 

the channels in the Goulburn Murray Irrigation District through upgrades and decommissioning of channels, pipelines and outlets. The channels 

which exits on the subject land are not within the scope of the Connections Project. 

Noted No action required

8.50 The channels which exist on the subject land are also not proposed to be converted to pipelines by GMW. However, GMW's preference is for the 

channels to be piped prior to any subdivision occurring. 

Noted. This will be further discussed as a requirement for development proponents of the site. No action required

8.60 Where appropriate, GMW is seeking the conversion of rural infrastructure (such as open channels) to pipelines where they occur in residential areas. Noted. This will be further discussed as a requirement for development proponents of the site. No action required

8.70 Development of 'landscape waterway corridors' would be subject to investigation and discussion with GMW's Customer Infrastructure and Assets 

Department at the subdivision proposal stage. 

Noted. This will be a requirement for development proponents of the site. No action required

8.80 GMW's preference if for the run-off to drain to the south to the Shepparton Drain 3 at a maximum rate of 1.2L/s/ha. This leads to the potential 

rationalisation of the Shepparton No. 6/1/4 and No. 1/3/3/ Drains and the north end of the Shepparton No. 1/4 Drain. This size of the sedimentation 

basins can be determined at subdivision stage. 

Noted. This will be a requirement for development proponents of the site. No action required

8.90 GMW notes that Plan 5 - Transport and Movement shows a number of proposed intersections for the precinct to access Ford Road and Grahamvale 

Road. If these intersections or other paths/crossings are at locations which cross GMW's surface infrastructure (channel or drains), a 'Construction 

and Use of Private Works Licence' from Goulburn Murray Water is required prior to commencement of the works. 

Noted. This will be a requirement for development proponents of the site. No action required

8.10 GMW notes that a majority of the land within the precinct is currently supplied with a rural water supply from GMW and therefore holds water 

delivery shares. For subdivision of property holding delivery shares the applicant must make application to Goulburn Murray Water pursuant to 

sections 224 and 229 of the Water Act 1989 to: terminate or transfer the delivery shares in relation to the property; make a declaration that the 

property cease to be a serviced property (to effect excision from the district).

Noted. This will be a requirement for development proponents of the site. No action required

8.11 GMW has no objection to the Planning Scheme Amendment and notes a number of considerations which would be outlined in any GMW response to 

future subdivision development. 

Noted. No action required

Submission 09 - Coastal Planning
9.1 The application of the DCP is premature as it provides excessive and unnecessary design standards and high costs. Agree. A peer review of infrastructure items has been completed and we are proposing to reflect these new infrastructure costings in the DCP. This equates to 

a reduction in the exhibited DCP from $264,588 to $174,944. A breakdown of new rates for each project type in the revised documents is as follows:

- Transport has reduced from $64,385 to $46,454

- Community facilities has increased from $5,032 to $27,134

- Open space has reduced from $58,844 to $36,865

- Drainage has reduced from $134,899 to $62,872

Unconfirmed resolution

9.2 From the contrition of the DCP it appears the costs are not 'shared' and that costs will be entirely borne by the development proponents. It is 

considered that further information be provided to demonstrate where the 'shared' costs are to be made and that an equitable distribution is 

undertaken with revised DCPs.

Agree. It's consideed the Peer Review process has addressed this issue. Unconfirmed resolution

9.3 a reduced DCP cost per hectare is sought in light of the overarching planning principles for orderly planning and providing a net community benefit as 

it relates to affordable housing options.

Agree. The rate per NDHA in the exhibited DCP was $264,588, as part of the peer review process revised concept plans and costing where prepared to reduce 

the cost of infrastructure items to reduce the per NDHA rate to $174,944. We are proposing to use the concept plans and costings from  peer review process 

in the DCP.

Unconfirmed resolution

9.4 A revised DCP analysis is sought with a view to an overall reduction where possible. Agree. The rate per NDHA in the exhibited DCP was $264,588, as part of the peer review process revised concept plans and costing where prepared to reduce 

the cost of infrastructure items to reduce the per NDHA rate to $174,944. We are proposing to use the concept plans and costings from  peer review process 

in the DCP.

Unconfirmed resolution

9.5 It is highly likely that impact of low yields, high DCP rate, excessive and cost prohibitive design standards, cost and design of drainage solutions, cost 

of open space and accuracy issues will render development unrealistic.

Agree. The rate per NDHA in the exhibited DCP was $264,588, as part of the peer review process revised concept plans and costing where prepared to reduce 

the cost of infrastructure items to reduce the per NDHA rate to $174,944. We are proposing to use the concept plans and costings from  peer review process 

in the DCP.

Unconfirmed resolution

9.6 The DCP cost will inflate housing costs which is contrary to Clause 16.01-5 of the Greater Shepparton Planning Scheme which relates to affordable 

housing and the City of Greater Shepparton Housing Strategy 2009. 

Agree. The rate per NDHA in the exhibited DCP was $264,588, as part of the peer review process revised concept plans and costing where prepared to reduce 

the cost of infrastructure items to reduce the per NDHA rate to $174,944. We are proposing to use the concept plans and costings from  peer review process 

in the DCP.

Unconfirmed resolution

9.7 There is excessive and over prescribed infrastructure costs that go beyond best practice in Victoria. Agree. A peer review of infrastructure items has been completed and we are proposing to reflect these new infrastructure costings in the DCP. This equates to 

a reduction in the exhibited DCP from $264,588 to $174,944. A breakdown of new rates for each project type in the revised documents is as follows:

- Transport has reduced from $64,385 to $46,454

- Community facilities has increased from $5,032 to $27,134

- Open space has reduced from $58,844 to $36,865

- Drainage has reduced from $134,899 to $62,872

Unconfirmed resolution

9.8 The current PSP location of the southern connection road intersection with Verney Road was amended/altered from the AECOM Traffic Impact 

Assessment and the Traffix Group peer review. As such the entire road is now pushed onto our client's land. There has been no strategic justification 

provided for the amendment to the road alignment and our client seeks the original road alignment position. 

Disagree. The land and construction costs to upgrade a connector level 1 to a connector level 2 road are included in the revised DCP. Considering the 

connector level 1 network is relatively fairly distributed across the precinct, and the upgrade component is included in the DCP, it's considered the current 

proposal is equitable. We don't agree with moving this road entirely onto another parcels property, particularly as parcel 17 contains a functioning orchard 

which may impact on the timing of the development of the precinct. The road being solely located on Parcel 13 means this parcel can develop in isolation 

without needing to negotiate with the adjacent landowner. 

Unresolved 

9.9 Traffic Group report comments that all parts of Collector road over and above a local road should be funded by the DCP. However, the DCP only 

covers works over and above the construction of 26m wide road reserve. This ought to be revised to provide a more equitable outcome. 

Disagree. See response to Submission 9.8. Unresolved 
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9.10 The current format of the basis for the DCPs is excessive and all technical details relating to these computations warrant peer review prior to any 

Planning Panel with a view to an overall reduction in the DCP.

Agree. A peer review of infrastructure items has been completed and we are proposing to reflect these new infrastructure costings in the DCP. This equates to 

a reduction in the exhibited DCP from $264,588 to $174,944. A breakdown of new rates for each project type in the revised documents is as follows:

- Transport has reduced from $64,385 to $46,454

- Community facilities has increased from $5,032 to $27,134

- Open space has reduced from $58,844 to $36,865

- Drainage has reduced from $134,899 to $62,872

Unconfirmed resolution

9.11 TGM Group has undertaken a preliminary review of documents relating to the formation of the PSP and DCP. Noted. No action required

9.12 TGM Group - there is a discrepancy between the Spiire and Reeds Consulting drainage report, Spiire indicate the site has a significant grade where 

Reeds indicate the site is generally flat.

As part of the peer review process the North East Growth Corridor Drainage Strategy Peer Review  (Spiire, 2018) was prepared. This report concluded that 

significant grade mentioned by Spiire relates to Catchment 1 analysis where a grade of 1 in 620 for the catchment is quoted. Reeds report Page 14 references 

a grade of 1 in 700 across Catchment 1 which is a similar observation. Given Shepparton’s flat terrain and approximately 2m of fall from the south to the north 

of the township these grades represent a significant fall across the site to be utilised.

Unconfirmed resolution

9.13 TGM Group - is there scope to merge the two northern catchments, as typically with larger diameter pipes could be laid at flatter grades of 1 in 600, 

almost fully negating the increased distances from the basin.

Agree. As part of the peer review process the North East Growth Corridor Drainage Strategy Peer Review  (Spiire, 2018) was prepared. This report 

recommended that exhibited RB-04 can be removed. We are proposing to utilise the drainage approach recommended by Spiire in the PSP and DCP.

Unconfirmed resolution

9.14 TGM Group - The northern catchments are proposed to be discharges via pumped systems to the south as the northern channel has limited capacity 

to cater for flows. Has the southern catchments discharge rate been compromised to accommodate the northern flows and hence the southern 

basins needing to be larger? It is acknowledged that the 1.2L/s/ha may be a maximum discharge limit set by the drainage authority, however this 

requires clarification. 

Disagree. As part of the peer review process the North East Growth Corridor Drainage Strategy Peer Review  (Spiire, 2018) was prepared. This report 

concluded that the 1.2 L/s/ha is a standard condition from G-MW and basins are sized based on a blocked outfall for a 24 hour period.

Unconfirmed resolution

9.15 TGM Group - Due to the large size of the basin footprints, the requirement for cross-fall of the base of the basin appears to not be considered, further 

increasing the depth required for the basin, which a permanent water body in the base would eliminate.

Agree. As part of the peer review process the North East Growth Corridor Drainage Strategy Peer Review  (Spiire, 2018) was prepared. It recommends a 

minimum of 1 in 400 grade along the basin footprint as per IDM requirements. We are proposing to utilise the drainage approach recommended by Spiire in 

the PSP and DCP.

Unconfirmed resolution

9.17 TGM Group - a bio retention basin would require frequent resetting. A wetland may provide more tolerant of the inundation, with no clogging of 

surfaces available. 

As part of the peer review process the North East Growth Corridor Drainage Strategy Peer Review (Spiire, 2018) was prepared. As per section 6 of the North 

East Growth Corridor drainage strategy peer review ( Spiire, 2018), Spiire agrees the bio retention basins will require frequent resetting, however to reduce 

any impacts on groundwater through deeper excavation over a larger areas for a wetland and the increased construction costs Spiire have kept the bio 

retention systems proposed by Reeds.

Unconfirmed resolution

9.18 TGM Group - A review of the MUSIC water quality treatment analysis indicates there may be a large omission of the bio retention design. Any flows 

entering the sedimentation basin/bio retention basin exceeding this flowrate will quickly overwhelm the system leading to bypass.

As part of the peer review process the North East Growth Corridor Drainage Strategy Peer Review (Spiire, 2018) was prepared. This report concluded flow 

routing through the system will occur during the detailed design phase. In general however, the sediment pond is used to retain flows slightly, which protects 

the bio retention from high velocities. The sediment pond will overflow during events larger than 3 month flows.

Unconfirmed resolution

9.19 TGM Group - Have reviewed the traffic impact assessment prepared by AECOM and the peer review by Traffix Group and provide several comments. Noted. No action required

9.20 TGM Group - It is generally agreed with the proposed civil treatments for the various intersections. Noted. No action required

9.21 TGM Group - It is noted that the proposed intersection treatment by Traffix for the northern site access point to Verney Road is not a preferred 

option by Austroads due to the two stand-up lands obscuring the view for the driver in each land, leading to significantly higher crash rates.

As part of the peer review process the Shepparton North-East Growth Corridor Development Addendum to Traffic Impact Assessment Report (Trafficworks, 

2018) was prepared. Trafficworks considered this issue and concluded that the configuration of the multiple east approach lanes to offer optimum visibility 

along Verney Road for drivers exiting RD-01 is a matter that would need to be addressed in detailed design if a simple Give Way controlled intersection were 

to be installed. This intersection was proposed in the exhibited PSP and is still proposed in the revised PSP to be signalised. Trafficworks has confirmed that 

sight line does not play a part in the safe operation of a signalised intersection.

Unconfirmed resolution

9.22 TGM Group - The proposed road layout has the intersection at Verney Road contained wholly within 145 Verney Road. This will make construction of 

signals or a roundabout harder with an offset roadway.

Property 16 (PSP Plan 3 - Land Use Budget) is small and has an existing dwelling on it, it will not benefit from the development of the precinct and therefore if 

possible we avoid acquiring it for the purpose of infrastructure provision. As part of the peer review process the Shepparton North-East Growth Corridor 

Development Addendum to Traffic Impact Assessment Report  (Trafficworks, 2018) was prepared and concluded the installation of a roundabout would 

require the acquisition of Property 16, the use of a signalised intersection wholly within property 13 avoids this.

Unconfirmed resolution

9.23 TGM Group - A number of the road cross sections proposed indicate wider shared paths than normal or show both on road bike land and shared 

paths. This may be excessive for the anticipated number of cyclists that may use these facilities. 

The revised PSP documents circulated on 16 July 2018 included revised cross sections that are consistent with the IDM. These cross sections have removed 

any reference to shared paths and off-road cycle lanes in a single cross section. We are proposing to include these revised cross sections in the PSP.

Unconfirmed resolution

9.24 TGM Group - All parts of the Collector road over and above a local road should be funded via the DCP.  Currently the DCP only covers works over and 

above the construction of a 26m wide road reserve. This leads to an increase in road reserve width of 8m to be compensated by the DCP, compared 

to 18m width increase for a local road arrangement with associated civil works. 

Disagree. See response to Submission 9.8. Unresolved 

9.25 TGM Group - There may be an issue with the WSUD treatment calculations, which as part of detailed design may force a larger area to be required for 

drainage purposes.

As part of the peer review process, the North East Growth Corridor drainage strategy peer review  (Spiire, 2018) was prepared. As per section 5 of this review, 

Spiire have calculated the WSUD calculations which resulted in smaller treatment areas than calculated by Reeds. We are proposing to use Spiire's drainage 

design and costings in the DCP.  

Unconfirmed resolution

Submission 9a - Paul and Margaret Bennetts
9.26 RD-02 has reduced in width but is still wider than any other road in the precinct and is in excess of what is in the Trafficworks review (2018) Will be addressed in VPA and Councils Part B submission. Unresolved 

9.27 Under the current proposed RD-02 on our property we would lose considerable land and incur considerable costs for the benefit of many other 

people and yet the level of DCP compensation to us is very small, merely the difference between 26 and 30 metres.

See response to Submission number 9.8 Unresolved 

9.28 We provide 1.8ha of land of the road to be constructed while the parcel to the south provide nothing. This equates to a loss of yield of 18 lots on our 

land while the parcel to the south provides nothing. An equitable arrangement would see each of us loose 9 lots to provide the land for the connector 

road. Trafficworks (2018) indicated that a change of alignment would not impact traffic flow. 

See response to Submission number 9.8 Unresolved 

9.29 Drainage basin RB-02 and OS-02 has been places 2/3 on our property and 1/3 on the property to the south. It's placement is not on the lowest point 

of the land and thus its construction will entail more earth works. We note that Spiire was not provided with levels by Council/VPA for their Peer 

Review.

Will be address in VPA and Councils Part B submission. Unresolved 

9.30 Two interface streets are located on our property along Verney Road and along the non-government school. Disagree. See response to submission 10.4. Unresolved 

9.31 Flexibility to the interface street network that 'rings' the precinct should be considered Disagree. See response to submission 10.4. Unresolved 

9.32 The north south road on our property is 18 metres as opposed to 16 metres and restricts development potential. It's purpose is not clearly defined 

and it is inconsistent with the rest of the precinct design.

Disagree. This cross section is 17 metres in width to accommodate a wider path adjacent to the school. This is consistent with the IDM.  The north south 

access street is shown on the PSP to provide a direct connection from the school to the connector level road network. The VPA Precinct Structure Planning 

Guidelines  provide guidance in relation to planning for non government schools and state that road frontages should be provided on three sides of a school. 

Unresolved 

9.33 The peer review documents contain a number of confusions, the figures in Appendix A indicate that developable land is 86% where it's actually 64%. Disagree. This figure has been reviewed and is accurate. Unresolved 
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9.34 Land values have dropped since 2012 Agree. See Section 6.5 of VPA and Councils Part A Submission. Unresolved 

9.35 Landscaping costs are close to double current district costs Disagree. The DCP must reflect rates that Council is likely to receive when tendering for infrastructure projects. Discounted rates that local contractors 

sometimes have access to are not likely to be accessible by Council. We support the revised rates prepared by Plancost.

Unresolved 

Submission 10 - BiDesign 
10.1 Concerned with the method of using PAO to fix open space and drainage retardation basin positions - has the potential to cause poor lot yields and 

inefficient design outcomes as streets, drainage and lot sizes are determined by the size, shape and position of the open space and retardation basins 

instead of what is the most efficient and cost-effective design solution.

Agree. We agree to removing all bar one PAO from the precinct, we are of the view that PAO25 in the exhibited documents is essential to facilitate 

development if certain parcels within that drainage catchment where to develop in isolation. The PAO is a mechanism to ensure the land is secured to deliver 

that infrastructure. As PAO's are no longer being used to acquire land for infrastructure items, at the time of subdivision an agreement will be met in relation 

to works and land acquisition. However, although PAOs are no longer being applied, any future subdivision application will need to be generally in accordance 

with the PSP. Therefore we propose that exhibited PAO25 remain as part of the Amendment yet will be re-numbered to PAO23.

Change to amendment 

documentation

10.2 Connector level 2 streets are unnecessary, cost more to construct and reduce lot yields. Connector streets have proven very successful in local 

residential developments. There are no examples of residential estates in Greater Shepparton requiring 34-metre wide road reserves.

Agree. The cross sections in Appendix B of the revised PSP have been updated to be consistent with the IDM. The Connector Level 2 cross section has been 

reduced to 30m and includes 2.5m shared paths but no on-road bike lanes. We are proposing to use these updated cross sections as part of the PSP.

Unconfirmed resolution

10.3 The PSP document seeks to include on road bike lanes as well as 3 meter wide shared footpaths to both sides of the Connector level 2 streets. It is 

unnecessary to require both on road bike lanes and 3 meter side shared paths to each side of a street. 

Agree. The cross sections in Appendix B of the revised PSP have been updated to be consistent with the IDM. The Connector Level 2 cross section has been 

reduced to 30m and includes 2.5m shared paths but no on-road bike lanes. We are proposing to use these updated cross sections as part of the PSP.

Unconfirmed resolution

10.4 The PSP seeks predetermined interface streets to abut some boundaries of schools and generally all sides of open space. We would like to see a more 

flexible, outcome driven approach where skilful and imaginative urban design and landscape architecture has the freedom to reduce or remove 

unnecessary interface street requirements where site context allows. Fixed interface street positions and widths are an inefficient urban design 

method that add unnecessary development cost when a more flexible, outcome driven approach can produce creative, more cost-effective urban 

design outcomes. 

Disagree. The location of access streets are only defined in the PSP if they are required to fulfil a particular outcome, generally the exact location of access 

level streets are defined at the subdivision stage. We are of the view that the access streets defined in the PSP are required as they fulfil a particular outcome.

The access street network around the perimeter of the precinct is standard practice to ensure that active interface and appropriate integration with the 

existing community is achieved, this will prevent fences fronting onto the surrounding road and shared path network. The requirement for access streets 

around the perimeter of the precinct will ensure development positively addresses the surrounding road network to create a walkable, safe and accessible 

community. This perimeter access street network also reiterates Council and VicRoads' desire to ensure access to the precinct is also restricted to the key 

major intersections. The inclusion of an interface street or service lane approach is consistent with other regional PSPs such as Leneva-Baranduda PSP 

(Wodonga), Warragul PSP and Drouin PSP. This network ensures a consistent interface with the surrounding community is achieved across the entire precinct, 

we are of the view that if this interface street network is removed from the PSP and a greater level of flexibility is provided to achieve this active interface 

outcome, the ability to achieve a consistent outcome across the precinct is compromised considering the diverse land ownership pattern. While there are 

examples of housing estates in Shepparton that have taken a different approach to activate the perimeter of a housing estate, it's Council's preferred 

approach for an interface street or service lane be provided, such as what has generally occurred in in some of the newer development areas in Shepparton 

South and Shepparton North. 

The Precinct Structure Planning Guidelines state that three road frontages should be provided for a school site to ensure the site is accessible and safe. It is 

considered appropriate to identify the north south access street adjacent to the Christian school site as the long term plan desire is for the school to re-orient 

itself so it's accessible from inside the precinct, rather than from Verney road. Therefore this north south connection is required to ensure connection into the 

connector road network. 

There is a level of flexibility in that Council will assess future subdivision applications against the contents of the PSP and will determine whether the 

application is 'generally in accordance' with the PSP. This ensures a level of creativity and innovation can be pursued, to the discretion of Council.

Unresolved 

10.6 Concerned with the very low lot yields attributed to the required design standards and PAO methodology to fix positions of open space and drainage 

retardation - the constraint of designing to predetermined street alignments, drainage and open space positions plus the extra area required to 

deliver unnecessary, gold-plated design solutions has a significant impact on yield. Lot yield in some instances is reduced from a typical 75% to 60%, 

meaning an increased per unit cost of 25% is attributable to low lot yield alone. 

Agree. We agree to removing all bar one PAO from the precinct, we are of the view that PAO25 in the exhibited documents is essential to facilitate 

development if certain parcels within that drainage catchment where to develop in isolation. The PAO is a mechanism to ensure the land is secured to deliver 

that infrastructure. As PAO's are no longer being used to acquire land for infrastructure items, at the time of subdivision an agreement will be met in relation 

to works and land acquisition. However, although PAOs are no longer being applied, any future subdivision application will need to be generally in accordance 

with the PSP. Therefore we propose that exhibited PAO25 remain as part of the Amendment yet will be re-numbered to PAO23.

Change to amendment 

documentation

10.7 Concerned with the high cost of the DCP at $264,588 per/ha. Areas for review include:

- Excessive, unnecessary and cost prohibitive design standards set out in the PSP - these needs to be reviewed

- The cost and design of the drainage solution

- The cost attributed to providing open space

- The accuracy and relevancy of rates used for calculating draining and transport works

Agree. A peer review of infrastructure items has been completed and we are proposing to reflect these new infrastructure costings in the DCP. This equates to 

a reduction in the exhibited DCP from $264,588 to $174,944. A breakdown of new rates for each project type in the revised documents is as follows:

- Transport has reduced from $64,385 to $46,454

- Community facilities has increased from $5,032 to $27,134

- Open space has reduced from $58,844 to $36,865

- Drainage has reduced from $134,899 to $62,872

Unconfirmed resolution

10.9 The impact of the high DCP rate makes profitable development impossible and in turn has ramifications for the City of Greater Shepparton Housing 

Strategy.

Agree. A peer review of infrastructure items has been completed and we are proposing to reflect these new infrastructure costings in the DCP. This equates to 

a reduction in the exhibited DCP from $264,588 to $174,944. A breakdown of new rates for each project type in the revised documents is as follows:

- Transport has reduced from $64,385 to $46,454

- Community facilities has increased from $5,032 to $27,134

- Open space has reduced from $58,844 to $36,865

- Drainage has reduced from $134,899 to $62,872

Unconfirmed resolution

10.10 Concerned about the cost and design of the drainage solution - the method used to estimate the drainage cost in the DCP was to establish 

construction cost for 1 basin and pro rata across the PSP area. Question if this is adequate. 

Disagree. The time and cost involved in getting Functional Layout Plans prepared for the remaining basins was not considered appropriate to proceed with at 

this stage in the process. However a new Functional Layout Plan and costing has been prepared in the North East Growth Corridor Drainage Strategy Peer 

Review  (Spiire, 2018), Spiire have also reviewed the methodology of how this is apportioned across the remaining basins in the precinct. Spiire have 

apportioned the cost based on the storage volume required for each catchment. They deemed this most appropriate given the excavation costs represent the 

largest components of the basin construction. We are proposing to reflect the Functional Layout Plan and costings Spiire have prepared in the final DCP.

Unconfirmed resolution

10.11 The Open Space costs does not reconcile. A rate of $40 a sqm provides a public park of a high standard. Agree. As part of the peer review process revised costs for the district and local parks where sought and achieve an overall cost saving of $58,844 to $36,865. 

We are proposing to use these new concept plans and costings in the revised documents. 

Unconfirmed resolution

10.12 Rates used for calculation of transport and drainage don't reflect the local market. Agree. The Shepparton North-East Growth Corridor Development addendum to Traffic Impact Assessment Report (Trafficworks, 2018) has been prepared for a 

local firm that understand traffic construction costs in Shepparton. 

Unconfirmed resolution
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10.13 Interface street requirements are not equitable: Parcel 13 is required to provide interface streets to Verney Road and the open space is located on its 

land. 

Disagree. All parcels will be required to provide access streets when subdivision plans are developed. The exact location of this network will be determined at 

the subdivision stage. As per the response to submission number 10.4 a number of access level streets have been identified in the PSP as they are required for 

a particular outcome, for instance all parcels are required to contribute to the access street network around the perimeter of the precinct. 

Unresolved 

10.14 Interface street requirements are not equitable:  Parcel 13 is also required to provide an interface street to the south side of the Christian school, 

there is no interface street required to parcels on the north boundary of the school.  Under Clause 56, solar access is better facilitated if the interface 

street is located on the north boundary of the school

Disagree. The VPA Precinct Structure Planning Guidelines  provide guidance in relation to planning for non government schools. The guidelines state that three 

road frontages should be provided for a school site. Moving the location of the interface street from the south side of the school to the north is not supported 

as this will involve the acquisition of a small property with an established dwelling which means the delivery of this road is more problematic.   

Unresolved 

10.15 Only parcels 4, 12 and 13 are required to provide a key local access street which is inequitable. Disagree. All parcels will be required to provide access level streets as part of the subdivision process. As outlined in response to submission number 10.4, this 

street is required to achieve access to the school and facilitate a potential future re-orientation. 

Unresolved 

10.16 Where connector streets are located, they are required to contribute the land area for the extra road reserve although this network benefits all land 

parcels. Some parcels are required to contribute a lot (13, 4, 6 and 14) where others very little (1 and 25) others nothing at all (all other parcels).

Disagree. Based on the likely traffic generation from the precinct ascertained in the Traffic Report, the connector road network is required to service traffic 

movement into, out of and around the precinct. It's standard practice for a development that is generating the need for this road network to deliver it. The 

location of this network has been determined by a number of factors such as it's alignment with the most suitable location for intersections into the precinct, 

the need to ensure the bus capable road is distributed across the precinct to ensure walkable access to public transport, accessible bus infrastructure for the 

community facility and existing schools and to ensure adequate access and vehicle, pedestrian and cycle connectivity for the future community. Achieving 

these outcomes is paramount which may result in parcels such as number 3 where none of the connector level network is located, however there is no 

practical reason to divert the road design to the north to achieve this outcome. 

VPA and Councils Part A submission will provide further discussion on the delivery of the connector level road network.

Unresolved 

10.17 Parcels 13, 1, 4 and 6 are required to provide Lv 2 Connector Streets. Parcel 13 is required to contribute more than any other. The extra 8m above the 

26m required for the 24m road reserve width is acquired by public acquisition. However, parcels required to provide large amounts of land to the 

benefit of the entire precinct are denied the opportunity to generate a return on their land while parcels that are not required to provide this land 

area have no such impact.

Disagree. For this DCP, more infrastructure is being shared across the precinct than what generally occurs. In other typical regional PSP's such as the Ballarat 

West PSP and the Leneva-Baranduda PSP in Wodonga, the collector level road network is entirely borne by the development proponents. The collector level 

road network is required to service the precinct. 

VPA and Councils Part A submission will provide further discussion on the delivery of the connector level road network.

Unresolved 

10.18 Parcels 16 and 17 are not required to contribute any land or funding toward the construction of RD-02 but parcels 16 and 17 receive full benefit of 

abutting lots onto RD-02. 

Disagree. The exhibited  DCP includes road projects RD-01, RD-02 and RD-03 which funds the land and construction cost for the upgrade of a connector level 1 

to a connector level 2, therefore precinct is contributing to the land and construction costs for this road. It is proposed that this approach will also be in the 

final PSP and DCP documents. 

Unresolved 

10.19 The methodology of the DCP required review so all land parcels contribute as equitably as possible to the road infrastructure form which they 

benefit.

Disagree. The exhibited  DCP includes road projects RD-01, RD-02 and RD-03 which funds the land and construction cost for the upgrade of a connector level 1 

to a connector level 2, therefore precinct is contributing to the land and construction costs for this road. It is proposed that this approach will also be in the 

final PSP and DCP documents. 

Unresolved 

Submission 10a - BiDesign
10.19 Low lot yield: Flexibility around the precise location of the North South key local access street needs to be considered. Disagree. See response to submission number 10.4. Unresolved 

10.20 Low lot yield: Flexibility around the precise shape and location of the drainage basins and public open space needs to be considered. Disagree. The location of the retardation basins is not flexible as these play a critical role in providing the drainage function for the precinct. The basin location 

is identified in the drainage report to service a particular catchment. As a component of the retardation basins are accessible for passive recreation, the open 

space is co-located with these to form an integrated open space offering. This co-location approach has been used to justify the reduction of the local park 

size from 1ha to 0.7ha as a component of the drainage basin can contribute to the open space opportunities for the precinct. There is a level of flexibility in 

that Council will assess future subdivision applications against the contents of the PSP and will determine if the application is 'generally in accordance with the 

PSP. This ensures a level of creativity and innovation can be pursued at the subdivision stage, subject to the discretion of Council. 

Unresolved 

10.21 DCP credits: Could it be confirmed as to what happens with any surplus credits at the end of a development project, if a surplus of contributions 

remain. 

Section 4.1.4 of the revised DCP outlines the steps for credit for over-provision, the developer is entitled to credits against other projects in the DCP or an 

agreement may be reached with Council to provide a cash reimbursement if an over-contribution has been made. 

Section 46(Q) of the Planning and Environment Act 1987 sets out the provisions that apply in the event that the funds collected have not been spent within the 

period required by the approved DCP, the Act provides several options:

- with the consent of the Minister and in the manner approved by the Minister, pay the amount to the current owners of land in the area; or

- in accordance with part 3, submit to the Minister an amendment to the approved development contributions plan to provide for the expenditure of that 

amount; or

- with the consent of the Minister and in the manner approved by the Minister, expend that amount for the provision of other works, facilities or services in 

that area. 

Unconfirmed resolution

10.22 External works: What are the requirements to connect into existing footpath networks outside the estate? This is considered at the subdivision stage and will be dependant on the location of the parcel and its proximity to an existing footpath network. Unconfirmed resolution

10.23 DCP: Is it intended that bus stop infrastructure will be included in the DCP Bus stop infrastructure will be delivered as developer works and is not included as an item in the DCP. This is evident In Section 1.5 of the exhibited and 

revised DCP. 

Unconfirmed resolution

10.24 Traffic: Possibility for a roundabout at the Pine Road intersection Disagree. Property 16 (PSP Plan 3 - Land Use Budget) is small and has an existing dwelling on it, it will not benefit from the development of the precinct and 

therefore if possible we avoid acquiring it for the purpose of infrastructure provision. As per the Shepparton North-East Growth Corridor Development 

addendum to Traffic Impact Assessment Report  (July 2018) the installation of a roundabout would require the acquisition of Property 16, the use of a 

signalised intersection wholly within property 13 avoids this.

Unresolved 

10.26 Traffic: Having interface streets addressing all waterway and drainage reserve land is inefficient and impacts on lot yield. It is understood this is to 

ensure active interfaces are achieved. It is sought that the PSP is more descriptive than prescriptive as there are alterative ways to achieve an active 

interface.

Disagree. See response to submission number 10.4. Unresolved 

Submission 10b - Bi Design
10.27 The trafficworks report (2018) states traffic generation parameters based on 10 dwellings / hectare applied to gross areas. This is inconsistent with 

the PSP which states 10 lots per net developable hectare. 

This will be addressed as Part of VPA and Councils Part B submission. Unresolved 

10.28 It seems unusual that land valuations would have dropped so substantially between when the exhibited and revised valuations where completed. See Section 6.5 of VPA and Councils Part A Submission. Unresolved 

10.29 The eastern access to the precinct is unresolved and will have potential impacts on parcel 13, it seems incongruous that a precinct of this importance 

is able to avail itself of Access via Grahamvale Road.

This will be addressed as Part of VPA and Councils Part B submission. Unresolved 
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10.30 Support the removal of all but one PAO Noted. No action required

10.31 We are concerned that traffic volumes have been over estimated so the cross section requirements may be over prescribed This will be addressed as Part of VPA and Councils Part B submission. Unresolved 

10.32 We are not satisfied with the need for RD-02 to be 30 metres wide and for it's length to be in excess of 600 meters This will be addressed as Part of VPA and Councils Part B submission. Unresolved 

10.33 Support the changes made for shared path requirements Noted. No action required

10.34 Believe there needs to be flexibility regarding the interface streets and achieving an active interface. This has a significant impact on the lots yield 

viability of parcel 13. 

Disagree. See response to submission number 10.4. Unresolved 

10.35 Cost estimates for landscaping, traffic and community facilities have been provided by Metropolitan based consultants and do not reflect local 

contractor rates.

Disagree. The DCP must reflect rates that Council is likely to receive when tendering for infrastructure projects. Discounted rates that local contractors 

sometimes have access to are not likely to be accessible by Council. We support the revised rates prepared by Plancost, Spiire and Trafficworks.

Unresolved 

10.36 RB-02 and OS-02 is not apportioned equitably across parcels 13 and 17 and appears governed by the street network. Spiire where not provided with 

survey levels so there is no way to confirm the basin is provided on the lowest area of the land. 

This will be addressed as part of VPA an Councils Part B submission. Unresolved 

10.37 The landscaping rates are not reflective of local construction rates See Response to Submission number  10.35. Unresolved 

10.38 Traffic rates are not reflective of local construction rates See Response to Submission number  10.35. Unresolved 

10.39 Community facility rates are not reflective of local construction rates See Response to Submission number  10.35. Unresolved 

10.40 In a previous traffic report RD-02 was equitably placed on both parcel 13 and 17, however now it is purely on parcel 13 See Response to Submission number 9.8 Unresolved 

10.41 Parcel 13 is burdened entirely with RD-02 which affects the commercial viability of this parcel which is critical for the success of the growth corridor. See Response to Submission number 9.8 Unresolved 

10.42 The PSP demonstrates a large disparity in the contribution made be each land parcel to the connector street network. Some parcels are required to 

contribute a lot, others little and other nothing at all. This is inequitable.

See Response to Submission number 9.8 Unresolved 

10.43 All road reserve widths over 16 meters should form part of the DCP allowing difference from access to connector road to be apportioned across the 

precinct. The more NDA a parcel comprises the more that parcel contributes to the network from which the benefit. 

See Response to Submission number 9.8 Unresolved 

10.44 Attachment C in the Trafficworks report is an outdated version of the IDM This will be addressed as part of VPA an Councils Part B submission. Unresolved 

10.45 It appears that the Trafficworks review has costed dual carriageways into RD-01 and RD-03 This will be addressed as part of VPA an Councils Part B submission. Unresolved 

10.46 It appears estimates in the Trafficworks costs for RD-01 and RD-02 include works also costed into the intersections This will be addressed as part of VPA an Councils Part B submission. Unresolved 

Submission 11 - SUPA IGA
11.1 The PSP should include a cap at 1600 sqm on shop uses, be explicit than no full line supermarket is to be included and that such retailing be 

appropriately located only at the North Shepparton Centre in line with the retail hierarchy.

Disagree. The 1600sqm figure was based on a previous retail assessment report Economic Retail Assessment Report (CPG, 2012), however as the guidance for 

the proposed convenience centre in the north east precinct is now based off the Commercial Activity Centres Strategy ( Essential Economics, 2015) the figure 

in the schedule to the Urban Growth Zone is proposed to be 2000sqm. This means that if the combined retail floor space exceeds this amount, a planning 

permit is required. We are proposing that further discussion be included in the PSP outlining the retail context of the area and how the proposed local 

convenience centre relates to this. This wording was provided in the revised documentation on the 16th July 2018 and is also provided at row 54 of the PSP 

change matrix.

Unconfirmed resolution

11.2 The use of the term anchor tenant should be altered to say neighbourhood supermarket. Agree. The revised documents provided on 16 July 2018 include a revised concept plan at Figure 1 that refers to the proposed retail as 'limited line 

supermarket' however a further revised submission has requested this be re-named to 'local convenience supermarket'. We believe 'local convenience 

supermarket' is the most appropriate label.

Unresolved 

11.3 The schedule to the UGZ should state that a full line supermarket is not required in the North East Precinct. Disagree. We are proposing that further discussion be included in the PSP outlining the retail context of the area and how the proposed local convenience 

centre relates to this. This wording was provided in the revised documentation on the 16th July 2018 and is also provided at row 54 of the PSP change 

matrix.

Unconfirmed resolution

Submission 11a - SUPA IGA
11.4 I remain concerned that the as currently drafted the Schedule to the Urban Growth Centre allows for a single supermarket to consume all of the 

2000m2 floor space without any mechanism to ensure a mix of shops is developed.

Requirement 13 in the revised PSP that was circulated on 16 July 2018 states, The key design elements of the local convenience centre must have regard to the 

relevant concept plan illustrated in Figure 1 and Appendix C. Figure 1 articulates that a component of the convenience retail will include a ‘limited line 

supermarket’ with a separate portion of retail which is intended to be for speciality shops. As per Requirement 13 a proposal for retail on this site must have 

regard to Figure 1. Guideline 11 in the revised PSP states, The delivery of any local convenience centre should provide for a mix of tenancies.  This Guideline is 

supported by the discussion in Appendix C which states, The design of the local convenience centre should encourage a pattern of smaller scale individual 

tenancies and land ownership patterns to attract investment and encourage greater diversity and opportunities for local business investment.  Therefore there 

is considerable guidance in the PSP to encourage a mix of tenancies and inclusion of speciality retail, not just a single limited-line supermarket. 

Councils Part A submission will provide further information on the retail context of the area.

Unresolved 

11.5 The Schedule was changed from 1600m2 to 2000m2 to fit in with the Commercial Activity Centre Strategy. Can you please explain how this fits with 

the Greater Shepparton Commercial Activity Centres Strategy?

The Commercial Activity Centres Strategy  (November, 2015) is a reference document in the Greater Shepparton Planning Scheme. Therefore it must be 

considered in the decision making process, it is also the most recent background report that provides economic and retail guidance for the PSP area. Action 

6.2 of this strategy states, Support the creation of new local activity centres at the Shepparton North-East and South-East growth areas to meet the basic 

needs of new residents. Allow for approximately 0.8ha of land in the Commercial 1 Zone at each location in order to accommodate centres with a total floor 

space in the order of 2000m2 to 3000m2. Recognise the role of other existing centres in meeting additional demand generated by population growth in these 

locations. Therefore we are proposing that the figure in the schedule to the UGZ by amended to 2000m2. 

Unresolved 
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11.6 Has the Greater Shepparton Planning Scheme Amendments C192 and C193 been considered in the context of: Amendment C118 allowing a full line 

supermarket without third part notice and review rights (i.e. has an economic case been made for this?)

We are proposing that further discussion be included in the PSP outlining the retail context of the area and how the proposed local convenience centre relates 

to this. This wording was provided in the revised documentation on the 16th July 2018 and is also provided at row 54 of the PSP change matrix. The 

convenience centre will not include uses such as a full-line supermarket that would be more appropriately located in the Shepparton North 

activity centre. This discussion is clear in stipulating a full line supermarket will not be supported. We are proposing this wording be reflected in the final 

PSP. 

The purpose of a PSP process is establishing a document that sets the framework for how the community will develop to negate the need to third party notice 

and review rights. Therefore the Victorian Planning Authority does not support allowing third party appeal rights for a shop use. 

Both the Economic Retail Assessment Report (June, 2012) and the more recent Commercial Activity Centres Strategy (November, 2015) both state that a 

convenience retail centre is required for the North East PSP which is the basis for its inclusion in the PSP. 

As part of the revised documents we included amended wording of the UGZ Schedule to require an applicant to provide an assessment of any likely impact on 

existing or proposed activity centres and a response to other criteria at Appendix A of the Commercial Activity Centres Strategy  (November, 2015) if seeking 

greater than 2000m2 in retail floor space.

Unresolved 

11.7 Has the Greater Shepparton Planning Scheme Amendments C192 and C193 been considered in the context of: the Schedule to the Urban Growth 

Centre allows for a single supermarket to consumer all of the 2000m2 floor space.

See response to submission number 11.4. Unresolved 

11.8 Has the Greater Shepparton Planning Scheme Amendments C192 and C193 been considered in the context of: there is nothing preventing the 

establishment of the new convenience centre before the development of new residential dwellings.

Disagree. We do not agree with putting a control on the development of the convenience centre in the UGZ schedule, this will be controlled by the market and 

when the land owner chooses to act on developing the land. 

Unresolved 

11.9 Are there any plans for limiting further incursions into the parkland to take the centre to 3,000m2 given the potential large amount of retail in 

Shepparton North? An application can be lodged with Council to exceed 2000 sqm in combined retail floor space within the proposed convenience retail centre. Council will 

consider such a proposal as part of the assessment of any future development proposal. Its proposed that a new section be added in the UGZ Schedule 

requiring an applicant to provide an assessment of any likely impact on existing or proposed activity centres and a response to other criteria at Appendix A of 

the Commercial Activity Centres Strategy ( Essential Economics, 2015) if seeking greater than 2000 sqm in retail floor space. 

Unresolved 

Submission 11b - Wisewould Mahony
18.1 Concerned about the amount of retail floor space that has increased from 1600sqm to 2000sqm to involve rezoning of parkland. Disagree. The amount of retail floor space is guided by the recommendations in the Commercial Activity Centres Strategy  (Essential Economics, 2016). Unresolved 

18.2 The amount of retail floor space as the potential to unreasonably affect the IGA site. Disagree. The amount of retail floor space is guided by the recommendations in the Commercial Activity Centres Strategy  (Essential Economics, 2016). Unresolved 

18.3 The amount of retail floor space is consistent with the outcomes and retail hierarchy contained in the Commercial Activity Centres Strategy (Essential 

Economics, 2015).

Disagree. The amount of retail floor space is guided by the recommendations in the Commercial Activity Centres Strategy  (Essential Economics, 2016). Unresolved 

18.4 The amount of retail floor space is not required to service the "basic retail needs of the local and nearby residents, visitors to the community centre 

and schools, and passing traffic on Verney Road"

Disagree. The amount of retail floor space is guided by the recommendations in the Commercial Activity Centres Strategy  (Essential Economics, 2015). Unresolved 

18.5 The amount of retail floor space has not been supported by any independent economic or retail modelling. There does not appear to be any 

independent modelling (this is publicly available) that assesses the impact of 2000sqm of retail floor space on existing retail/commercial centres 

within Shepparton North, the Shepparton CBD or the greater Shepparton area.

Disagree. The amount of retail floor space is guided by the recommendations in the Commercial Activity Centres Strategy  (Essential Economics, 2015). Unresolved 

18.7 The notation "Limited Line Supermarket" should be replaced with local convenience supermarket (as Figure 1 of the PSP) Agree. We believe 'local convenience supermarket' is the most appropriate label and support this change. Unresolved 

18.8 We submit that 600sqm is more than sufficient leasable floor area for a local convenience supermarket to provide the basic retail needs of the local 

and nearby resident. If the leasable floor area exceeds 600sqm, a planning permit must be required and there must be third party notice and review 

rights. A retail/economic assessment must support any application for a neighbourhood supermarket/shop with a leasable floor area exceeding 600 

sqm. 

Disagree. The amount of retail floor space is guided by the recommendations in the Commercial Activity Centres Strategy  (Essential Economics, 2015). Unresolved 

18.9 Seeking a clear restriction within the PSP on the ability to develop a full-line supermarket in the Local Convenience Centre. Agree. We are proposing that further discussion be included in the PSP outlining the retail context of the area and how the proposed local convenience centre 

relates to this. This wording was provided in the revised documentation on the 16th July 2018 and is also provided at row 54 of the PSP change matrix.

Unresolved 

18.10 The PSP must be absolutely clear that the IGA site is the Sub-Regional Activity Centre that will serve the broader retail and shopping needs of 

Shepparton North including this new community in accordance with the proposed Structure Plan for North Shepparton and the Commercial Activity 

Centre Strategy 

Agree. We are proposing that further discussion be included in the PSP outlining the retail context of the area and how the proposed local convenience 

centre relates to this. This wording was provided in the revised documentation on the 16th July 2018 and is also provided at row 54 of the PSP 

change matrix and is as follows.

Unresolved 

18.11 The PSP should acknowledge that new full-line supermarkets must be developed at the IGA site. Disagree. It's not the role of the PSP to define what level of supermarket should be located at an alternative site. However, we are proposing that further 

discussion be included in the PSP outlining the retail context of the area and how the proposed local convenience centre relates to this. This wording 

was provided in the revised documentation on the 16th July 2018 and is also provided at row 54 of the PSP change matrix. 

Unresolved 

18.12 The PSP must ensure that the Local Convenience Centre does not develop into a higher order Activity Centre. 

Agree. An application can be lodged with Council to exceed 2000 sqm in combined retail floor space within the proposed convenience retail centre. Council 

will consider such a proposal as part of the assessment of any future development proposal. It's proposed that a new section be added in the UGZ Schedule 

requiring an applicant to provide an assessment of any likely impact on existing or proposed activity centres and a response to other criteria at Appendix A of 

the Commercial Activity Centres Strategy ( Essential Economics, 2015) if seeking greater than 2000 sqm in retail floor space.  

Unresolved 

18.13 Add a restriction in the PSP that the land (including the parkland) surrounding the proposed Local Convenience Centre cannot be resolved to enable 

the expansion of the Local Convenience Centre or facilitate commercial or business uses.

Agree. An application can be lodged with Council to exceed 2000 sqm in combined retail floor space within the proposed convenience retail centre. Council 

will consider such a proposal as part of the assessment of any future development proposal. It's proposed that a new section be added in the UGZ Schedule 

requiring an applicant to provide an assessment of any likely impact on existing or proposed activity centres and a response to other criteria at Appendix A of 

the Commercial Activity Centres Strategy (Essential Economics, 2015) if seeking greater than 2000 sqm in retail floor space. 

Unresolved 

Submission 12 - Country Fire Authority (CFA)
12.1 No concerns with the Amendment. Noted. No action required

12.2 the CFA is of the opinion that a site management plan condition contained in subdivision permits and the recent changes to state planning provisions 

will be able to address local bushfire risk. Noted.

No action required

Submission 13 - Department of Education and Training (Agency)
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13.1 DET is concerned that the proposed site expansion as shown in the PSP would involve the acquisition of three separate land parcels, resulting in 

additional complexity and administrative cost.
Disagree. The land shown for the potential expansion of the government school on Plan 2 in the exhibited PSP and Plan 2 in the revised PSP is the most logical 

way for the school to expand. If the school expands in the manner shown on the Plan, the school site will total approximately 3.5 hectares which is the size 

that the Department of Education and Training recommends for a government primary school site. It is understood that the school is at capacity and a future 

expansion could assist in alleviating this issue. It is considered appropriate forward plan to identify this land for potential expansion to ensure it is reserved for 

education purposes.  

Unresolved 

13.2 Consideration should be given to an alternative future urban structure plan that co-locates that proposed community facility with the existing 

government primary school to enable opportunities for shared use and integrated community facilities, particularly schools and early childhood 

facilities. 

Disagree. There is a significant gap in childcare, kindergarten and maternal and child health services to the west of the PSP area. There are currently no 

kindergartens or childcare centres located between Graham street and Ford Road to the west of the precinct. The closest kindergartens are located 

significantly south of the PSP area and are Dolena Young Preschool, Kiddie Care and Balaclava Roads Child Care. According to the Shepparton North-East 

Growth Corridor Social Infrastructure Assessment Review (Greater Shepparton City Council, 2012) Dolena Young and Balaclava Roads are unlikely to have the 

infrastructure capacity to cater for additional children but Kiddie Care has capacity to accommodate additional four-year olds. The proposed location of the 

community facility adjacent to Verney Road will assist in filling this current gap in services by providing an accessible facility for those existing residents to the 

west of the precinct. The Shepparton North Activity Centre Community Services and Facilities Needs Assessment (Capire, 2016) assessed the demand for 

community facilities in Shepparton North and discussed the proposed community facility in the PSP area. This assessment concluded that given the majority of 

the population growth will occur within the growth area, the proposed Shepparton North East Growth Area community hub is the best location to provide 

early years' services for the broader area. It is recommended Council partner with the Victorian Planning Authority (VPA) to develop a facility within this site to 

include:

- long day care

- kindergarten (with a recommended licensed capacity of 66 children)

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

The VPA Precinct Structure Planning Guidelines  state that community facilities (e.g. schools, community centres, active open space) should generally be co-

located with each other, and located either close to a neighbourhood activity centre or with good visual and physical links to a neighbourhood activity centre. 

While the proposed location of the community facility is not co-located with the existing government primary school, it is co-located with the proposed local 

convenience centre and the district park and in close proximity to the existing non-government school. This is consistence with the guidance provided in the 

Precinct Structure Planning Guidelines  and implements Requirement 22 of the revised PSP document. 

Unresolved 

13.3 The following text should be incorporated in the PSP - The layout of the precinct's future urban structure should encourage the co-location of 

government schools and community facilities. Where schools and community facilities are co-located, the design and layout of these facilities should 

encourage the integration of schools, early childhood and other community facilities and services. 

Disagree. The future urban structure has been prepared to show the proposed location of  infrastructure, if we supported co-locating the community facility 

with the existing government school we would show this on the future urban structure. As identified in out response to 13.2 we do not support showing the 

co-location with the non-government primary school therefore do not believe additional guidance is required via a new Requirement in the PSP.

Unresolved 

13.4 The following additional requirement should be included under 3.4.4 Community Facilities - At least two roads abutting proposed government 

schools sites must have sufficient widths to provide student drop-off zones and on-street indented parking in addition to other street functions Disagree. The cross sections designs for the roads that will abut the government school site have been designed with sufficient width for drop-off and pick up 

capacity and on street parking on both sides of the road. There will also be an opportunity for Council to use parking signs to define drop-off areas during 

school time once these roads have been developed. Therefore there is no need to include an additional Requirement under section 3.4.4.

Unresolved 

Submission 13a - Department of Education and Training (Agency)
13.5 Reiterates the request for a new requirement in the PSP that states At least two roads abutting proposed government school sites must have 

sufficient widths to provide student drop-off zones and on-street indented parking in addition to other street functions. 

Disagree. There is a note on the Connector Street Level 1 cross section that states where roads abut school drop-off zones and thoroughfares, grassed nature 

strip should be replaced with placement. Canopy tree planting must be incorporated into any additional pavement.  There will also be an opportunity for 

Council to use parking signs to define drop-off areas during school time once these roads have been developed. 

Unresolved 

13.6 Do not agree with Requirement 21 in the revised documents that expands on the exhibited requirement in relation to land shown as a school site to 

be used for an alternative purpose. Agree. The wording of this Requirement has been changed from "school" to "non-government school".

Change to amendment 

documentation

Submission 14 - DELWP
14.1 No concerns with the Amendment. Noted. No action required

14.2 The decommissioning of irrigation channels that are located on Crown land will need to resolved with DELWP land administrator before any 

development commences.  Agree. It's proposed to amend the exhibited Requirement 60 in the PSP to "Development stages adjoining decommissioned Goulburn-Murray Water (GMW) 

channel must respond to, or incorporate the land as part of the subdivision process to the satisfaction of GMW and the responsible authority. Where this land 

is located on public or Crown land, the future of this land must be resolved with GMW, the current land manager and the Department of Environment, Land, 

Water and Planning (DELWP) prior to development taking place".  This change is outlined in row 81 of the PSP change matrix. 

Change to amendment 

documentation

Submission 15 - Community Member
15.1 Objects to the Amendment. Noted. No action required

15.2 The estate on Matilda Drive is on septic tanks, the number of houses in this estate will cause damaging run off as drainage in these types of housing 

states is never sufficient. The housing estate across Verney Road floods constantly. 

Partially agree. The PSP includes its own drainage infrastructure which is designed with specific catchments to ensure there is sufficient drainage capacity for 

the precinct. As part of the peer review process a North East Growth Corridor Drainage Strategy Peer Review (Spiire, 2018) was completed and reviewed the 

basin positioning and shifted the basins further south to provide a minimum setback from the existing septic systems to meet EPA standards. This is outlined 

in section 2.2 of the report prepared by Spiire.

Unresolved 

15.3 Concerns on the size of the blocks in order to facilitate 1500 homes, most of the blocks would be approximately 400 - 450 sqm. This is not Melbourne 

and will cause a variety of problems such as social conflict and crime. Disagree. The exhibited and the revised PSP state that the subdivision of the precinct must deliver an overall minimum average density of 10 dwellings per net 

developable hectare. This will equate to blocks of approximately 700 – 800 sqm. The PSP encourages some medium density housing, particularly on land in 

close proximity to the community facility and open space, however the majority of blocks will be larger than 400 - 450 sqm. 

Unresolved 

15.4 Concerns with the amount of traffic an estate of this size and density will create. Disagree. As part of the peer review process Shepparton North-East Growth Corridor Development addendum to Traffic Impact Assessment Report 

(Trafficworks, July 2018) was prepared. This report concluded that the road network has sufficient capacity to accommodate the traffic generated by the 

proposed development. 

Unresolved 

Submission 15a - Community Member
15.5 Changes made only increase concerns around drainage issues and impact of flooding Noted. Unresolved 

15.6 When we get flooding due to dense housing blocks you are proposing how are we supposed to get house insurance Disagree. Blocks will equate to approximately 700 - 800 sqm which is similar density to what has occurred in areas adjacent to the precinct. Unresolved 

15.7 Are we going to be forced to pay for sewerage works on our property Disagree. This process can not force you to pay for sewerage works. Unresolved 

15.8 The removal of one park is a real concern as green spaces are such an integral part of the community Disagree. The 400 metre walkable catchment to open space will still be achieved. It was considered the exhibited provision of open space was excessive for 

the precinct and unfair that the future developers had to provide an over embellished amount. 

Unresolved 

Submission 16 - Transport for Victoria (TfV), VicRoads (North Eastern Region) and Public Transport Victoria (PTV)
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16.1 In Schedule 1 to the Urban Growth Zone, Clause 3.0 Traffic Impact Assessment mentions "primary and secondary arterial road". It is unclear the 

applicability and/or use of these terms. If the intent is that RDZ1 refers to primary arterial road and RDZ2 to secondary arterial road these terms 

should be changes to RDZ1 (Category 1 ) and RDZ2 (Category 2).

Agree. It's proposed that schedule 1 to the Urban Growth Zone be updated to refer to RDZ1 and RDZ2 rather than "primary and secondary arterial road". Unconfirmed resolution

16.2 The Transport Impact Assessment Report would also need to include details of the traffic impact of the development of the precinct on both Ford 

Road and Grahamvale Road.

Agree. An addendum to the existing traffic impact assessment has been prepared, Shepparton North-East Growth Corridor Development Addendum to Traffic 

Impact Assessment Report (Trafficworks, July 2018). This report assessed the likely traffic generation from the precinct and how this is likely to enter and exit 

the precinct onto the surrounding existing road network. The report has considered the future potential function of both Ford and Grahamvale Roads and has 

also highlighted that access to the precinct via a roundabout at Ford and Grahamvale Road be further investigated. 

Unconfirmed resolution

16.3 It is noted that there is no PAO applied to land along Ford Road. It is noted both Table 6 and Plan 3 of the PSP includes reference to road widening of 

Ford Road.

Disagree. We don't believe there is sufficient information to justify showing a road widening of Ford Road.  The application of a PAO requires direct 

notification and an allowance of time for the affected part to provide a submission in response to the proposal, therefore we don't support applying a PAO at 

this stage in the process. 

Unresolved 

16.4 The creation of an additional access point direct onto Grahamvale Road and Ford Road is not supported. To improve the operation of the 

Grahamvale/Ford Road intersection the plan should reflect the future consideration of land acquisition at this location.

Agree. We support the creation of access to the precinct via the proposed roundabout at Ford and Grahamvale Road dependent on receiving information on 

the required land take, and the cost that will be attributed to the precinct via the DCP.

Unresolved 

16.5 Outcome 8 and 9 are supported as they are consistent with sound transport planning and directives. Noted. No action required

16.6 Road widening of Ford Road is supported, this needs to be clearly articulated on Plan 2. This plan should also consider applying the categorisation of 

"area subject to potential adverse amenity" to land along Grahamvale Road. The existing freight line between Shepparton and Tocumwal is projected 

to carry increased traffic volumes overtime, as well as the possibility of establishing a stabling facility being provided within this vicinity both of which 

may result in potential adverse amenity impacts.

Disagree. See response to submission 16.3 Unresolved 

16.7 In Requirement 14 of the PSP - consideration of both cycling and pedestrian access should be included. 

Agree. Its proposed that this Requirement amended, the amended wording was provided as part of the revised documentation circulated on 16 July 2018 and 

is as follows "Consideration for pedestrian and cyclist access to the site, including opportunities for pedestrian crossings in proximity to bus stop locations". 

Unconfirmed resolution

16.8 The map depicting the local parks and linear open space included the proposed network of bike and walking trails. Indicatively the plan should also 

depict the connectivity of the trail and pathway system with the broader area.

Agree. It is proposed that Plan 5 in the revised PSP be amended to refer to the existing and proposed bike trails as outlined in the Greater Shepparton Cycling 

Strategy 2013 - 2017. This Plan was circulated as part of the revised documentation on 16 July 2018.

Unconfirmed resolution

16.9 In relation to IN-03 creation of access from the precinct onto Grahamvale Road / the Shepparton Alternative Route is not supported by VicRoads.

Agree. See response to submission number 16.4 

Unresolved 

16.10 In relation to IN-04 creation of access from the precinct onto Ford Road is not fully supported by VicRoads (there is opportunity for this to be 

discussed/explored in conjunction with Council as part of the Ford - Wanganui Feasibility Study).

Agree. An addendum to the existing traffic impact assessment has been prepared, Shepparton North-East Growth Corridor Development Addendum to Traffic 

Impact Assessment Report  (Trafficworks, July 2018). This report concluded that Internal traffic diversions resulting from closure of Access B (IN-04) can be 

accommodated within the network and the proposed intersection treatment A(IN-01). The revised PSP and DCP circulated on 16 July 2018 no longer refer to 

an access point onto Ford Road. 

Unconfirmed resolution

16.11 In section 3.4 of the PSP in relation to Transport and Movement, it is suggested that reference is made to Department of Transport (DOT) Public 

Transport Guidelines for Land Use and Development, 2008 which were prepared to address design requirements and the transport planning process 

generally. This includes information required for collector roads, bus lanes, car parking and on-road bicycle lanes.

Agree. It is proposed that section 3.4 in the exhibited PSP be revised. This was reflected as Requirement 29 in the revised PSP and included the following 

wording "Provide bus stops in accordance with the Department of Transport Public Transport Guidelines for Land Use and Development to the satisfaction of 

Public Transport Victoria".

Unconfirmed resolution

16.12 In section 3.4.3 Street Network, in relation to Requirement 42 any subdivision adjoining Ford Road will need to have regard to the outcomes of the 

Ford - Wanganui Feasibility Study and the requirements of VicRoads. Any subdivision along Grahamvale Road will need to consider the requirement 

of both VicRoads and VicTrack giving the functional requirements of both the arterial road and the railway line.

Agree. It is proposed that a new Requirement be added in Section 3.4.3 of the  PSP that states "Any application for development fronting Grahamvale Road 

must meet the requirements of VicRoads and VicTrack. Any application for development fronting Ford Road must meet the requirements of VicRoads". 

Unconfirmed resolution

16.13 In Requirement 45 include the following text "road cross sections should be consistent with cross sections in the Public Transport Guidelines for Land 

Use and Development, unless otherwise agrees with PTV"

Disagree. The cross sections shown in Appendix B of the  PSP have already been prepared in accordance with the Public Transport Guidelines for Land Use and 

Development., therefore this additional text does not need to be added to Requirement 45. 

Unresolved 

16.14 PTV would like to further explore the possibility of public transport contributions via infrastructure contributions with the VPA and Council. Disagree. Local bus stop infrastructure is required to be delivered by developer works and will be a requirement for development proponents of the site at the 

subdivision stage as per Requirement 30 of the revised PSP. In Section 1.5, of the revised DCP specifies that local bus stop infrastructure must be delivered as 

developer works. Bus stops are the only form of public transport infrastructure proposed for the precinct, we are of the  view that these being delivered as 

part of normal developer works is appropriate. 

Unresolved 

Submission 16a - Transport for Victoria (TfV), VicRoads (North Eastern Region) and Public Transport Victoria (PTV)
16.16 Background Report: A number of specific changes to the Background Report where provided. Agree. Prior to the approval of the Amendment we will work with VicRoads and TfV to ensure accurate and descriptive information is shown in the 

Background Report. We don't agree to make all these changes at this time as some of the proposed changes are speculative in nature and are still being 

considered as part of Amendment C118.

Unresolved 

16.17 DCP and PSP: A number of specific changes to the DCP where provided in relation to updating the document to implement the items outlined below. Noted. Unresolved 

16.18 DCP and PSP: Remove the proposed IN-03 into Grahamvale Road and replace with access via the proposed roundabout at the corner of Ford and 

Grahamvale Road. Adjust the internal round layout, land use budget and all figures accordingly.

Agree. We support the creation of access to the precinct via the proposed roundabout at Ford and Grahamvale Road dependent on receiving information on 

the required land take, and the cost that will be attributed to the precinct via the DCP. The Amendment documents will be updated accordingly to reflect the 

final resolution.

Unresolved 

16.19 DCP: Make allowances for 14 metres of land acquisition on the south side of Ford Road, costs for this acquisition should be reflected in the DCP. 

Adjust the internal road layout, land use budget and all figures accordingly. 

Disagree. We don't believe there is sufficient information to justify showing a road widening of Ford Road. We don't believe the cost of this land acquisition 

should be borne by the precinct, the Shepparton North East Growth Corridor Traffic Impact Assessment Report (Trafficworks Pty Ltd, 2014) concludes that no 

upgrades to the surrounding road network are required to support this precinct. 

Unresolved 

16.20 PSP: Change to wording of Section 2.1 vision (page 9) Agree. We propose to adjust the wording as per submission. Unresolved 

16.21 PSP: Precinct Infrastructure Plan - update the table to reflect the proposed roundabout and specify VicRoads as the lead agency for the proposed IN-

03

Agree. We support the creation of access to the precinct via the proposed roundabout at Ford and Grahamvale Road dependent on receiving information on 

the required land take, and the cost that will be attributed to the precinct via the DCP. The Amendment documents will be updated accordingly to reflect the 

final resolution. We agree that VicRoads should be the lead agency for the proposed roundabout. 

Unresolved 

Submission 17 - Grahamvale Primary School
17.1 The Grahamvale Primary School Council (GPSC) are mindful of the impact of student enrolment growth triggered by the PSP on our existing site and 

acknowledge the proposal for potential expansion of the school site could potentially resolve both current and future accommodation issues. 

Noted. No action required

17.2 The GPSC notes the proposed potential school site expansion has the potential to facilitate a reorientation of Grahamvale Primary School that shifts 

our main entrance to the west side of the school site. Currently our main entrance is on a busy truck bypass and therefore GPSC recognise this 

change would facilitate important improvements in safety and efficiency of traffic and pedestrian movement, especially at pick-up and drop-off times, 

as well as better access to future residential development. 

Noted. No action required

17.3 GSPC acknowledge that DET is unable to commit to acquiring land to expand the school site. Our enrolment numbers are already increasing, even 

before this proposed development, therefore GSPC will continue to pursue the need for this site expansion. 

Noted. No action required
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17.4 Consideration should be given to an alternative future urban structure plan that co-located the proposed community facility adjacent to our school 

which will enable opportunities for shared use and integrated community facilities, particularly our school and early childhood facility. 

Disagree. There is a significant gap in childcare, kindergarten and maternal and child health services to the west of the PSP area. There are currently no 

kindergartens or childcare centres located between Graham street and Ford Road to the west of the precinct. The closest kindergartens are located 

significantly south of the PSP area and are Dolena Young Preschool, Kiddie Care and Balaclava Roads Child Care. According to the Shepparton North-East 

Growth Corridor Social Infrastructure Assessment Review (Greater Shepparton City Council, 2012) Dolena Young and Balaclava Roads are unlikely to have the 

infrastructure capacity to cater for additional children but Kiddie Care has capacity to accommodate additional four-year olds. The proposed location of the 

community facility adjacent to Verney Road will assist in filling this current gap in services by providing an accessible facility for those existing residents to the 

west of the precinct. The Shepparton North Activity Centre Community Services and Facilities Needs Assessment (Capire, 2016) assessed the demand for 

community facilities in Shepparton North and discussed the proposed community facility in the PSP area. This assessment concluded that given the majority of 

the population growth will occur within the growth area, the proposed Shepparton North East Growth Area community hub is the best location to provide 

early years' services for the broader area. It is recommended Council partner with the Victorian Planning Authority (VPA) to develop a facility within this site to 

include:

- long day care

- kindergarten (with a recommended licensed capacity of 66 children)

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

The VPA Precinct Structure Planning Guidelines state that community facilities (e.g. schools, community centres, active open space) should generally be co-

located with each other, and located either close to a neighbourhood activity centre or with good visual and physical links to a neighbourhood activity centre. 

While the proposed location of the community facility is not co-located with the existing government primary school, it is co-located with the proposed local 

convenience centre and the district park and in close proximity to the existing non-government school. This is consistence with the guidance provided in the 

Precinct Structure Planning Guidelines and implements Requirement 22 of the revised PSP document. 

Unresolved 

17.5 The following text should be incorporated in the PSP - "The layout of the precinct's future urban structure should encourage the co-location of 

government schools and community facilities. Where schools and community facilities are co-located, the design and layout of those facilities should 

encourage the integration of schools, early childhood and other community facilities and services".
Disagree. The future urban structure has been prepared to show the proposed location of infrastructure, if we supported co-locating the community facility 

with the existing government school we would show this on the future urban structure. As outlined in our response to 17.4, we don't support showing the 

proposed community facility co-located with the existing non-government school. 

Unresolved 

17.6 The following additional requirement should be included under 3.4.4 Community Facilities - "At least two roads abutting proposed government 

schools sites must have sufficient widths to provide student drop-off zones and on-street indented parking in addition to other street functions". Disagree. The cross sections designs for the roads that will abut the government school site have been designed with sufficient width for drop-off and pick up 

capacity and include designated on street carp parking on both sides of the road. There will also be an opportunity for Council to use parking signs to define 

drop-off areas during school time once these roads have been developed. Therefore there is no need to include an additional Requirement in the PSP.

Unresolved 

Submission 17a - Grahamvale Primary School
19.1 There are genuine safety concerns in relation to access and the location of the school on a major truck bypass and the size of the school and grounds 

being too crowded at lunchtime. 

Noted. No action required

19.2 We have political support for the expansion of the school site. Noted. No action required

19.3 While the proposed extension attempts to allow for growth in the future, we are growing at a fast rate right now, and consequently are struggling for 

space right now. 

Noted. No action required

19.4 It is possible that even more land could be acquired to service the number of enrolments predicted in the future. Disagree. The land show for potential expansion will result in the total land area for the school being 3.5 hectares. This is the amount of land the Department 

of Education and Training recommends for a government school site 

Unresolved 

Status:
No action required

Change to amendment documentation

Unresolved 

Unconfirmed resolution
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