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1. INTRODUCTION. 
 

 I have been instructed in this matter by North Rose Fulbright who act for Yarra Valley Water who are the 

owners of the property known as Hazelwynde (the subject site), which is located within the Beveridge 

North West PSP (the BNW PSP) which is subject to Planning Scheme Amendment C106 (Mitchell 

Planning Scheme) (C106). 

 I have been instructed to prepare an expert report considering town planning matters arising from the 

Amendment, and in particular to address the following matters: 

• The way in which the BNW PSP refers to the proposed quarry at 175 Northern Highway, Wallan. 

• The proposed density requirements contained in the exhibited BNW PSP; 

• The walkable catchment shown in the exhibited BNW PSP. 

• The way in which Amendment C106 makes provision for the future planning and development of 
the southern Local Town Centre. 
 

 I have also been provided with the following instructions: 

“We have briefed you with VPA’s response to submissions which, among other things, states that it 

proposes to amend the town centre, density and walkable catchment provisions. Once we receive the 

detail of those changes, we may instruct you to provide an addendum report responding to those 

proposed amendments. Please finalise your evidence for circulation on Monday to the extent you are 

able to do so at this time, absent those details”. 

 I have been provided with the following documents: 

• The exhibited Beveridge North West PSP (August 2019) and associated exhibition documents for 
Amendment C106 to the Mitchell Planning Scheme 

• Planning Scheme controls from the Mitchell Planning Scheme 

• Extractive industry policy documents 

• Submission to Amendment C016 to the Mitchell Planning Scheme 

• The permit application for an extractive industry at 175 Northern Highway, Wallan 

• The VPA response to submissions, dated 26th June 2020 

• The statement prepared by the VPA at the direction of the Panel in relation to in-situ hard rock 
resources and quarry application. 

• An expert report prepared by My Johnathon Fetterplace considering the factors that are likely to 
impact the development of the YVW land as a master planned community. 
 

 I have relied upon this material to prepare this statement of evidence. 
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2. EXPERT WITNESS STATEMENT. 
 
The name and address of the expert.   
 
Mark Woodland of 3 Prentice Street, Brunswick 3056.  
 
The expert qualification and experience. 
 
Mark Woodland holds a Bachelor of Planning and Design from the University of Melbourne. He is a member 
of the Victorian Planning and Environment Law Association and the Property Council of Australia.  
 
A Curriculum Vitae is included Appendix 1  
 
The expert’s area of expertise to make this report.  
 
Mark has a broad range of experience in planning and development matters with a sound understanding of 
statutory planning provisions and significant experience in strategic planning and policy development enabling 
him to comment on a wide range of planning and development issues.  
 
Other significant contributors to the report.  
 
Not applicable.  
 
Instructions that define the scope of the report 
 
Mark Woodland has been instructed by Norton Rose Fulbright in regard to this proceeding, by way of an 
initial letter of instructions dated 18 March 2020, revised letter of instructions dated 22 April 2020 and email 
dated 3rd July 2020.   
 
The identity of any person who carried out tests or experiments upon which the expert has relied on and 
the qualifications of that report.  
 
Not applicable.  
 
The facts and matters and all assumptions upon which the report proceeds.  
 
Mark Woodland relies upon the reports and documents referred to in section 1.0 of this report.  
 
Documents and other materials the expert has been instructed to consider or take into account in 
preparing his report, and the literature of other material used in making the report.  
 
Mark Woodland has reviewed and taken into account the reports and materials referred to in section 1.0 of 
this report.  

 
A summary of the opinion or opinions of the expert witness 
 
A summary of Mark Woodlands opinions are set out in section 3.0 of this report.  
 
Any opinions that are not fully researched for any reason 
 
Not applicable.  
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Questions falling out of the expert’s expertise and completeness of the report  
 
Mark Woodland has not been asked to make comment on any matters outside of his area of expertise. This 
report is a complete statement of evidence.  
 
Expert Declaration 
 
I have made all the inquiries that I believe are necessary and desirable to prepare and present expert 
evidence in this matter and no matters of significance which I regard as relevant have to my knowledge been 
withheld from Panel.  
 
 

 
Mark Woodland  
6th July 2020 
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3. SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE. 
 

 My opinions in relation to the planning matters that I have been asked to review are summarised as 

follows: 

 THE WAY IN WHICH THE BNW PSP REFERS TO THE PROPOSED QUARRY AT 175 
NORTHERN HIGHWAY, WALLAN: 

 I do not support reference being made to a proposed quarry at 175 Northern Highway within 

Amendment C106.  

 I have reached this view having had regard to the planning history of the precinct, as well as current 

State Planning Policy, relevant recent strategic planning studies and potential sequencing scenarios for 

both stone extraction and urban development on land within the BNW PSP boundary. 

 The reasons for my opinion are summarised as follows: 

The planning history of the precinct: 

The BNW PSP area has informed my view that the orderly planning of the BNW PSP area calls for 

precinct structure plans to be prepared which enable the land to be developed for outcomes intended 

by the UGB review and the Northern Growth Corridor plans  - namely for urban development and 

conservation purposes. 

The State government determined at the time of the UGB review in 2010 that it would forego the 

opportunity to preserve the extractive resources within that part of the EIIA that fell within the 

proposed UGB in favour of urban development and conservation outcomes. 

State planning policy relating to extractive industries: 

Setting land contained within WA1473 aside to protect the stone resources within the land is not 

consistent with State Policy in that Clause 14.03-1S states that the protection of such resources should 

only occur where it is ‘consistent with overall planning considerations’.  

In my view the overall planning consideration in relation to land in the BNW PSP are set out in the 

Northern Growth Corridor Plan, and the quarrying of land contained within WA1473 is not contemplated 

by that Plan.  

Relevant recent strategic plans and studies: 

Plan Melbourne identifies that urban development in growth areas should be sequenced so as to allow 

strategic sand and stone resources be extracted ahead of establishing urban areas. 

Whilst a policy definition of ‘Strategic Extractive Resource Areas’ is yet to be adopted by the State 

Government, guidance can be taken from the relevant recent strategic studies that relate to this topic.  

These include the following material: 

• ‘Extractive Resources in Victoria: Demand and Supply Study 2015-2050’ (PWC, 2016); 
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• ‘Strategic Extractive Resource Areas: Victoria’s Existing Planning System’ (Jacobs, October 2016); 

• Strategic Extractive Resource Areas Pilot Project. 

In my view the hard rock resources within WA 1473 are not ‘strategic resource’ as described in these 

reports in that they do not meet the ‘Strategic Resource Determination Criteria’ contained within the 

PWC report, the SRA criteria of the Jacobs Report or the SERA criteria in the draft Pilot report.    

I also note that the Minister for Planning determined that the BNW PSP should be exhibited without the 

quarry shown on the Future Urban Structure, and that the planning permit application for WA1473 has 

not been included on the priority project ‘hot list’ established under the Joint Ministerial Statement – 

Extractive Resources. 

For these reasons, I do not think that the sequencing of urban  development within the BNW PSP needs 

to preserve a buffer zone around land within WA 1473.  

Potential separation distance requirements: 

The EPA Separation Distance Guidelines  recommend a 500m separation distance between sensitive 

uses and quarries that incorporate blasting activities.  This can be varied, subject to demonstrating how 

any reduced separation distance satisfy the Guidelines, to the satisfaction of the EPA. 

The Conundrum Planning Report proposes that in future the 500m separation distance be measured 

from the boundary of the relevant phase of quarry extraction (as described in the Development Plan 

Phase plans contained within that document).   

In my opinion there is an inherent uncertainty about the implications of this approach on of the orderly 

development of urban land within the PSP area, for the following reasons:  

• It is not certain when stone extraction in the Phase 1-3 areas will be completed.  The draft WP 

document does not specify when Phase 3 is forecast to be completed, and it states that the rate 

of extraction will ultimately be dependent on market demand. In the event that extraction 

occurs at a slower rate that than suggested in the Conundrum Planning Report then a 500m 

separation distance may well still affect land within the PSP beyond 2043.   

• The planning mechanism for confirming that the separation distance would be measured from 

the relevant phase of quarry extraction (as shown within the draft WP) rather than the wider 

quarry extraction limit has not yet been determined.  

• The potential separation distance requirement between a future sensitive use and the quarry 

processing plant does not appear to have been resolved at this point. 

Sequencing scenarios for stone extraction and urban development: 

 I have considered what the scenarios might be in relation to the timeframes for the extraction of stone 

resource at 175 Northern Highway relative to the potential timing of residential development within the 

BNW PSP area. 

Having considered the material contained within my brief, my views in relation to the sequencing of 

urban development and any potential stone extraction within WA 1473 are as follows: 
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• The resource life of the potential quarry at 175 Northern Highway is at least 30 years, and under a 

range of scenarios could easily be in the order of 48-56 years.   

 

• Given that the volume of available commercial stone reserves in WA no 1473 is estimated to be 

circa 20 million tonnes, and the fact that the WA contemplates a range of extraction rates which will 

ultimately be based on market conditions, I am not convinced that extraction would cease on the 

site within 30 years.  Even if this were to be made a condition of the Work Authority or planning 

permit, I consider that there is still a reasonable prospect that such conditions might be amended in 

future. 

 

• Land within the Beveridge North-West PSP is likely to be full developed within a 30-40 year time 

horizon.  The orderly and logical development sequence for the land within the BNW PSP is from 

south to north, and to also spread out from the central spine of the BNW PSP to the sloping north-

western and western flank of the precinct.   

 

• Based on a development rate of circa 350 lots per annum across the wider PSP area, this pattern of 

north-south development will potentially result in urban development reaching the edges of a 

notional 500m buffer from the boundary of WA 1473 within circa 15 years.   

 My views in relation to the potential implications of any requirement to set land aside to protect a 500m 

buffer from the boundary of WA 1473 are as follows: 

• If urban development could not continue north along the north-south arterial spine within the 

notional quarry buffer area then development would need be staged towards the east and west 

flanks of the BNW PSP at that point in time.  This would make the completion of the north-south 

arterial road link to the adjoining BNW PSP land more challenging to deliver and it would result in 

a range of important facilities within the BNW PSP not being delivered until such time as stone 

extraction ceased.  This would include: 

 

▪ The northern town centre (early stages) 

▪ Government primary school 

▪ Community facilities 

▪ Indoor recreation centre 

▪ Sporting reserves 

 

• The ability to delivery these facilities on land within the 500m buffer could be deferred to 

anywhere between 30 and 50+ years from today, depending on the way in which the quarry 

resources are extracted.  I am not convinced that the proposed phasing of quarry operations 

greatly alleviates this deferral, given the proposed location of the processing facilities within the 

Phase 2 land and the inherent uncertainty over the timing of extraction of stone resources on the 

site. 

 

• If the quarry buffer were not a consideration then in my opinion these town centre and 

community facilities might otherwise be able to delivered in a staged manner over the coming 

15-25 years.   
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 The walkable catchment. 

 I consider that 400m distance from a neighbourhood scale town centre is a reasonable catchment within 

which to require the delivery of medium density housing.   

 In relation to the PPTN, it is the walking catchments from activity nodes along the corridor that are 

critical, not walking catchments along the entire length of the corridor itself.  The activity nodes are the 

locations which offer a mix of access and amenity (such as local employment, town centres and 

community services) that can support medium density housing.   

 In the case of the BNW PSP this would mean defining a 400m walkable catchment from the PT corridor 

where it runs alongside the northern and southern town centres.  The land in between these town 

centres might only offer access to perhaps one or two transit stops and the only amenity provided in 

these locations is the PT bus stop itself. 

 In my opinion a pragmatic approach to designating locations for medium density housing along higher 

order PT routes such as that proposed in the BNW PSP would be to define a 400m walking catchment 

from the edge of the relevant activity node along the route. 

 The proposed density requirements. 

 The Plan Melbourne policy of increasing residential densities to over 20 dwellings per hectare in future is 

intended to signal a desire to use more land more efficiently in Melbourne’s growth areas, so as to 

reduce urban sprawl and support the delivery of public transport and urban services and amenities. 

However, it should not be adopted as an absolute prescription for all land within all PSPs across 

Melbourne’s growth areas.    

 Within this wider policy context, residential densities within any given precinct need to be derived from 

the site context and conditions rather than being ‘back solved’ from a fixed and inflexible density figure. 

For instance, a location that is within walking distance of a train station, Major Town Centre, regional-

scale employment, health and community facilities can support substantially higher residential densities 

than a location that does not have walkable access to such facilities, and each PSP should reflect the 

relative opportunity and constraints of each location. 

 In the northern growth corridor, the locations that will have the greatest access to public transport, jobs 

and services are in proximity to Lockerbie (Cloverton), Donnybrook and Mickleham (Merrifield).  Other 

locations such as Beveridge South, Wallan and Beveridge will in the longer term have access to a Major 

Town Centre and train station (respectively).  These are locations that are relatively well positioned to 

be able to support higher residential densities (i.e. above 20 dwellings per hectare). 

 Of all of the remaining precincts within Melbourne’s growth areas, the BNW PSP is one where its 

location and terrain will make achieving a residential density of 20 d/ha particularly challenging. 

 The PSP area will not have direct access to train stations, large employment precincts or major activity 

centres, and substantial parts of the precinct are affected by sloping terrain, which will make delivery of 

medium density housing challenging. 
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 I consider that a density in the order of 20-25 dwellings per hectare within defined walking catchments 

from town centres and transit stops is a realistic and appropriate requirement to work for in the BNW 

PSP.   

 In areas that are outside of the walking catchment and otherwise unconstrained by slope I consider that 

a density in the order of 17-18 d/ha would be appropriate (and would still deliver medium density 

housing diversity), whilst the residential density in areas that are affected by slope or interface areas 

should be determined by reference to the design measures that are relevant to nature of each interface. 

 Southern Town Centre. 

 

 I understand that Yarra Valley Water and the VPA have a shared desire to provide flexibility over how 

the town centre elements shown in Plan 3 are realised, but that there is currently no agreement 

regarding the most appropriate mechanism to achieve this shared intent. 

 There are a number of different ways in which this issue might be addressed, and I note from the VPA 

submission summary dated 26th June that the VPA proposes to make alterations to the documents 

contained within Amendment C016 in response to the Yarra Valley Water submission in relation to the 

Southern Town Centre. 

 I have not yet seen any amendments proposed by the VPA, and my instructions are that I may be 

instructed to provide an addendum report responding to any proposed changes to Amendment C106 in 

relation to the Southern Town Centre proposed by the VPA.   
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4. THE SUBJECT SITE. 
 

 The 740Ha Hazelwynde (the subject site) is located on the part of the Beveridge North West PSP 

indicated within the red boundary shown in Figure 1 below. 

 The subject site is generally located to the west of the Hume Freeway, north of Camerons Lane, north-

east of the planned intersection between Patterson Road and Camerons Lane, east of Old Sydney Road 

and south of the Wallan Township. 

 

Figure 1 – The Subject Site 
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5. PLANNING HISTORY. 
 

 The key strategic planning events that are of relevance to the Amendment are as follows: 

• Inclusion of the PSP land within Melbourne’s Urban Growth Boundary via Amendment VC68 

(2010) 

• Preparation of the Northern Growth Corridor Plan (2012) 

• Amendment of the UGB to include land north of the BNW PSP – ‘the Logical inclusions’ review 

(2012) 

• Preparation of the BNW PSP itself 

 The following provides an overview of each of the above strategic planning events. 

 AMENDMENT VC68 AND THE URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY (2010). 

 The publication Melbourne 2030 a planning update – Melbourne @ 5 million’ (December 2008) 

identified the need to amend Melbourne’s urban growth boundary. This review identified a 25,385 ha 

investigation area in the broader northern metropolitan regional, and established a minimum land area 

requirement for inclusion in the northern metropolitan UGB of 10,500ha.  

 Following community consultation, the Victorian government released a further report on the proposed 

revised UGB, and associated land use and transport initiatives in June 2009.  This report was titled 

‘Delivering Melbourne’s Newest Sustainable Communities: Report for Public Consultation (‘DMNSC 

Report’) and it contained the ‘Melbourne’s North Land Use and Transport Initiatives’ map (refer Figure 

2), which identified proposed locations and alignments for the following: 

• A revised UGB 

• Land suitable for development 

• Significantly constrained land (including quarries, landscape values, flood prone land & 
biodiversity)  

 
 The DMNSC report summarised the opportunities and constraints facing each investigation area.  It was 

informed by a series of technical investigations relating to transport, land capability, biodiversity, 

landscape, drainage, trunk services and employment.   

 The ‘Melbourne’s North Land Use and Transport Initiatives’ map identified the majority of land within 

the BNW PSP area as suitable for urban development, and it identified the northern part of the land as 

being constrained by ‘Landscape Values’.  
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Figure 2 – ‘Melbourne’s North Land Use and Transport Initiatives’ map 
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 The zoning of land within the BNW PSP area that was introduced by Amendment VC65 is shown in 

Figure 3. 

  

Figure 3 –  Amendment VC68 zoning map 

 Key points from the DMNSC analysis of land use, land capability (including the EIIAs) and landscape 

values is included in Appendix 2 of this Statement. 

 Key points from the Background Technical Report that describe how existing quarries and the geological 

resources contained within the EIIAs are included within Appendix 3 of this Statement.  
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 GROWTH CORRIDOR PLANS (2012). 

 Growth Corridor Plans (‘GCPs’) were prepared for land included within the UGB via Amendment VC68 

over the period 2010-12. These Plans were prepared by the (then) Growth Areas Authority in 

collaboration with other State government agencies and local councils.   

 The process of preparing the plans included two stages of public consultation – affected parties were 

invited to make submissions prior to a draft of the GCPs being prepared and again once the draft GCPs 

were prepared.  The GCPs were adopted and released by the State Government in June 2012. 

 The purpose of the GCPs is to inform Precinct Structure Plans and also to (inter-alia) indicate areas of 

high environmental or landscape values, natural features or open space to be preserved.  

 The directions of the Northern Growth Corridor Plan that are relevant to the BNW PSP are set out in 

section 7.0 of this evidence statement. 

 LOGICAL INCLUSIONS. 

 The Minister for Planning announced a process known as the Growth Areas Logical Inclusions Review in 

May 2011.  The aim of the process was to determine possible UGB inclusions stemming from a review of 

submissions made during the 2009/2010 UGB changes process through the Delivering Melbourne’s 

Newest Sustainable Communities (DMNSC), and the associated Melbourne @ 5 Million process.  

 This review process resulted in circa 2,768ha of land (encompassing the Wallan Township) being 

included within the Metropolitan Urban Growth Boundary in June 2012. The GCPs were updated to 

reflect the inclusion of this land within the UGB. 

 THE BEVERIDGE NORTH-WEST PRECINCT STRUCTURE PLAN. 

 The (then) Metropolitan Planning Authority commenced preparation of the Beveridge North-west 

Precinct Structure Plan in mid-2013.   

 A series of technical studies were prepared to inform the plan, and drafting of the plan was undertaken 

over the period 2013 to 2019.  A draft PSP was finally exhibited for public comment in August 2019, via 

Amendment C106 to the Mitchell Planning Scheme.   
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6. RELEVANT BACKGROUND MATERIAL. 
 

 In preparing my opinion I have had particular regard to the following documents: 

• State and local policies contained within the Mitchell Planning Scheme; 

• Plan Melbourne (2017-2050); 

• The Northern Growth Corridor Plan; 

• Recent extractive resource strategies and studies (as referenced in this Statement); 

• The exhibited Beveridge North West PSP (August, 2019) and background studies;  

• Amendment C106 documentation and submissions; 

• Statutorily Endorsed Work Plan and planning permit for a proposed quarry at 175 Northern 
Highway, Wallan 

 
 The key aspects of these documents are set out in the following sections of this evidence statement. 
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 PLANNING POLICY FRAMEWORK. 

 There are numerous planning policies that are of general relevance to the future residential 

development of the Subject Site, and the following policies are of particular relevance to the matters 

under consideration: 

Clause 11.01 – Settlement 

State policy seeks to limit urban sprawl by directing future growth into identified settlements. It 

supports urban growth and the creation of new growth fronts in Melbourne’s north. 

Clause 11.02 – Managing Growth 

State policy calls for municipalities to accommodate projected growth over at least a 15 year period 

by providing clear directions on locations where growth should occur.  It calls for orderly development 

of urban areas to occur via the preparation of plans such as PSPs. 

Clause 11.02.3S - Sequencing of Development 

State policy seeks to manage the sequence of development in areas of growth so that services are 

available from early in the life of new communities. It requires new development to make a financial 

contribution to community and road infrastructure. It requires that water supply, sewerage and 

drainage works receive high priority in early planning for areas of growth. 

Clause 11.03.3S - Growth Areas 

State policy seeks to provide a diversity of housing type and distribution. It requires new development 

to protect and manage natural resources and areas of heritage, cultural and environmental 

significance. 

Clause 12.01-1S - Protection of Biodiversity 

State policy requires that decision making takes into account the impacts of land use and 

development on Victoria’s biodiversity, including consideration of fragmentation of habitat. 

It also seeks to avoid impacts of land use and development on important areas of biodiversity. 

Clause 12.05-2S - Landscapes 

State policy seeks to protect and enhance significant landscapes and open spaces that contribute to 

character, identity and sustainable environments. 

Clause 13.02-1S - Bushfire Planning  

The policy applies to land within designated bushfire prone areas and has an objective of 

strengthening the resilience of settlements and communities to bushfire through risk-based planning 

that prioritises the protection of human life. 
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Clause 13.03-1S - Floodplain Management  

State policy seeks to avoid intensifying the impact of flooding through inappropriately located use and 

development. 

Clause 14.0-3-1S – Earth & Energy Resources  

Clause 14.0-3-1S sets out relevant State Planning Policies in relation to resource exploration and 

extraction.  It provides for the long-term protection of natural resources in Victoria, and the 

protection of the opportunity for exploration and extraction of such resources where this is consistent 

with overall planning considerations and environmental practice. 

The following relevant Strategies are also contained within Clause 14.04-1S: 

• Develop and maintain buffers around mining and quarrying activities. 

• Ensure planning permit applications clearly define buffer areas appropriate to the nature of the 

proposed extractive uses, which are to be owned or controlled by the proponent of an extractive 

industry. 

• Determine buffer areas between extractive activities and sensitive land uses on the following 

considerations: 

o Appropriate limits on effects can be met at the sensitive locations using practical and 

available technology. 

o Whether a change of land use in the vicinity of the extractive industry is proposed. 

o Use of land within the buffer areas is not limited by adverse effects created by the 

extractive activities. 

o Performance standards identified under the relevant legislation. 

o Types of activities within land zoned for public use. 

Clause 14.03-1S requires that Planning and Responsible Authorities consider as relevant the Mineral 

Resources (Sustainable Development) Act 1990  and the Melbourne Supply Area - Extractive Industry 

Interest Areas Review (Geological Survey of Victoria Technical Record, 2003/2). 

Clause 14.03-1R also contained a strategy to support the availability of construction materials locally 

and consider measures to facilitate and manage their extraction. 

Clause 15.01-3S - Subdivision Design 

State policy requires that subdivisions are designed to (inter-alia): 

• Provide a range of lot sizes to suit a variety of dwelling and household types to meet the 

needs and aspirations of different groups of people; 

• Protect and enhance native habitat. 

 

Clause 15.01-5S - Neighbourhood Character 

State policy requires that development respond to its context and reinforces a sense of place and the 

valued features and characteristics of the local environment. 
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Clause 16 – Housing 

State policy requires that planning should provide for housing diversity and the creation of housing 

markets that meet community needs.  It seeks to increase the supply of housing in existing urban 

areas by facilitating increased housing yields in appropriate locations, including under-utilised urban 

land. 

It also seeks to increase residential densities to help consolidate urban areas, and to ensure higher 

density housing development on sites that are well located in relation to jobs, services and public 

transport. 

Clause 19.02-6S - Open Space 

State policy seeks to ensure that urban open space provides for nature conservation, recreation and 

play, formal and informal sport, social interaction, opportunities to connect with nature and peace 

and solitude. 

Clause 19.03-1S - Development Infrastructure  

State policy supports the preparation of development contributions plans and infrastructure 

contributions plans, under the Planning and Environment Act 1987, to manage contributions towards 

infrastructure. 

 THE LOCAL PLANNING POLICY FRAMEWORK (LPPF). 

 The following strategies from the Local Planning Policy Framework are of particular relevance to the 

matters under consideration: 

Clause 21.02 - ‘Settlement’  

Clause 22.02 the following strategies which are of relevance to the Amendment: 

• Ensure infrastructure provision does not lag behind population and housing growth 

• Reinforce the distinction between the emerging metropolitan area and the existing country 

towns by physical separation, character, landform and landscape. 

• Integrate landscape and environmental features into the regional open space systems of the 

Shire and the urban area 

Clause 21.11 – ‘Local Areas’ 

Clause 21.11 contains a series of strategies relating to the future growth of Wallan. It includes a 

growth plan for the wider Wallan region which identifies residential areas and a waterway corridor on 

the land the adjoins the northern border of the BNW PSP.  This plan also identifies proposed parkland 

and a ‘proposed quarry’ on land to the south of the Wallan study area boundary. 
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 PLAN MELBOURNE 2020-2050. 

 Plan Melbourne 2017-2050 was released by the Minister for Planning in March 2017.  This Strategy 

contains the following relevant policies: 

• Maintain a permanent urban growth boundary around Melbourne to create a more consolidated 
sustainable city. 

• Require development in growth areas to be sequenced and staged to better link infrastructure 
delivery to land release. 

• Provide a range of housing types in growth areas. 
 

 The following policies are of particular relevance to issues raised in submissions to the BNW PSP: 

Housing Density: 
 
Policy 2.2.5 from Plan Melbourne requires development in growth areas to be sequenced and staged 
to better link infrastructure delivery to land release.  The following extract from Plan Melbourne 
discusses the basis and intention of this policy further: 
 
“Melbourne’s growth areas have at least 25 years supply of greenfield residential land (undeveloped 
land on the fringe of the city). Of this, approximately 15 years land supply is ‘development ready’, 
being either zoned or having approved Precinct Structure Plans. Residential densities in recent years 
have increased from 15 dwellings per hectare to around 18 dwellings per hectare. If average densities 
continue to increase, this supply will last beyond 2050. 
… 
In the future, planning and development of growth areas should: 
 

• provide around 15 years supply of land approved for development 

• over time, seek an overall increase in residential densities to more than 20 dwellings per 
hectare 

• be sequenced to ensure new precincts are contiguous with previously approved precincts.” 
 
Extractive Industries:  
 
Policy 1.4.2 from Plan Melbourne seeks to Identify and protect extractive resources (such as stone 

and sand) important for Melbourne's future needs.  The following extract from Plan Melbourne 

discusses the basis and intention of this policy further: 

“Melbourne’s demand for extractive resources is expected to almost double by 2051.21 This demand 

will be driven largely by sustained growth in the residential sector—including Melbourne’s growth 

corridors—and strategic projects such as Fishermans Bend, the Metro Tunnel and major road 

upgrades. 

Extractive industry resources in green wedges and peri-urban areas need to be protected and carefully 

planned to provide for Melbourne's needs without impacting on local amenity. Effective strategic 

planning for these resources will increase industry certainty and improve community confidence. 

There are a small number of extractive industry interest areas within Melbourne’s urban growth 

boundary—such as Boral at Ravenhall. The sequencing of urban development in growth areas should 

allow strategic resources such as stone and sand to be extracted ahead of establishing urban areas, 
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with provision for these areas to proceed outside defined buffer zones that can be subsequently in-

filled by other urban land uses. 

If not managed, urban encroachment, rural residential expansion and other incompatible 

development will constrain the operations of existing quarries and curtail future supplies of extractive 

resources—endangering Melbourne’s medium- to long-term growth prospects. To secure a long-term 

supply of extractive resource materials at competitive prices, current extractive industries must be 

protected and future extractive resource areas must be identified.” 

 Action 18 of the Plan Melbourne Implementation Plan states the following: 

“Protect the extractive industry and future extractive-resource assets from incompatible land uses by 

adopting planning options consistent with the findings of the Extractive Resources in Victoria, Demand 

and Supply Study, 2015–2050.” 
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 GROWTH CORRIDOR PLANS (2012). 

 Growth Corridor Plans (‘GCPs’) were prepared for land included within the UGB via Amendment VC68 

over the period 2010-12. These Plans were prepared by the (then) Growth Areas Authority in 

collaboration with other State government agencies and local councils.   

 The process of preparing the plans included two stages of public consultation – affected parties were 

invited to make submissions prior to a draft of the GCPs being prepared and again once the draft GCPs 

were prepared.  The GCPs were adopted and released by the State Government in June 2012. 

 The purpose of the GCPs is to inform Precinct Structure Plans and also to (inter-alia) indicate areas of 

high environmental or landscape values, natural features or open space to be preserved.  

 The GCPs contain a set of detailed guiding principles, as well as a spatial plan and supporting 

descriptions of the desired outcomes for each growth area.  The Northern GCP is extracted in Figure 4 

below. 

 

Figure 4 – Northern Growth Corridor Plan (GAA, 2012, updated to include the Logical Inclusions land). 

 The Northern GCP essentially identifies the majority of land within the BNW PSP for residential 

purposes.  The Northern GCP also provides for the following outcomes within the BNW PSP area: 

• The northern and western flanks of the BNW PSP area are identified as being set aside as non-

urban due to their high landscape values.  
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• The GCP notes that the boundary of the RCZ along the western flank can be reviewed via the 

BNW PSP process 

• The potential for a regional scale active open space facility is identified within the BNW PSP 

boundary, within the area set aside for landscape values 

• The future intersection of Camerons Lane with the Hume Highway is identified as requiring 

further investigation. 

 Further details in relation to the land use, open space and  landscape framework contained within the 

GCP is contained in Appendix 4 of this Statement. 

 Chapter 3 of the GCP (‘The Growth Corridor Principles in Detail’) explain how extractive industry 

resources have been addressed in the plan, as follows:   

“3.7.4 Maintaining local quarrying potential 

The Growth Corridors contain significant mineral resources and a number of operating quarries. 

To avoid the need to transport construction materials substantial distances it is important to enable 

the continued operation of these quarries and for appropriate buffers to be maintained from the 

working surfaces of all quarries.”1 

 The GCP describes that the above principle has been applied to the Northern Growth Corridor as 

follows: 

“The North Corridor Plan ensures that approved and operational quarries are protected from 

encroachment by sensitive land uses. It also locates industrial or commercial development activities 

adjacent to existing quarry sites within/adjacent to the UGB.  On that basis, these precincts would be 

rezoned to Urban Growth Zone, but any buildings proposed within 200m of the title boundary of such 

quarries will be subject to a risk assessment to be undertaken at PSP stage, to ensure that the impact 

of rock blasting is acceptable.”2 

  

 
1 Growth Corridor Plans (2012), page 34 
2 Ibid, page 74 
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 RECENT EXTRACTIVE RESOURCE STRATEGIES AND STUDIES. 

 The Victorian Government released ‘Helping Victoria Grow: Extractive Resources Strategy’ in June 2018.  

This Strategy was accompanied by a Joint Ministerial Statement on Extractive Resources, as well as the 

following technical studies: 

• ‘Extractive Resources in Victoria: Demand and Supply Study 2015-2050’ (PWC, 2016) 

• ‘Strategic Extractive Resource Areas: Victoria’s Existing Planning System’ (October 2016) 

 One of the Actions from the ‘Helping Victoria Grow’ Strategy was to undertake pilot project on Strategic 

Extractive Resource Areas (SERAs).  The draft Pilot Study Report was released for public comment in 

June 2020. 

 Key aspects of each of these documents are summarized on the following pages. 
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 ‘Helping Victoria Grow: Extractive Resources Strategy’.  
 

 The ‘Helping Victoria Grow: Extractive Resources Strategy’ (‘the ER Strategy’) has been prepared in 

response to a growing concern that Victoria might not have sufficient access to extractive resources to 

support the State’s growth over coming decades. 

 The ER Strategy notes that Victoria’s high demand for extractive resources and emerging supply 

shortfalls are creating an urgent need for the Government to take immediate action to secure the high-

quality resources needed to meet Victoria’s current and future infrastructure and affordable housing 

requirements3. The objectives of the ER Strategy include the following: 

• Take immediate short-term action to ensure a sufficient supply of extractive resources is 

available to meet Victoria’s immediate infrastructure construction requirements 

• Provide secure and long-term access to extractive resources of strategic importance to the State 

• Maintain and improve Victoria’s competitiveness & provide greater certainty  

• Implement improvements to streamline regulatory approval processes in the short-term4 

 The ER Strategy identifies Mitchell Shire Council as being one of the Top 20 local government  areas for 

ensuring the cost-effective supply of extractive resources in Victoria5. 

 The ER Strategy explains the history and basis of Extractive Industry Interest Areas (EIIAs). It notes that 

some EIIAs around Melbourne have been built over or are at risk of encroachment from urban 

development, and it notes the following in relation to the Growth Corridor Plans: 

“These are high level integrated land use and transport plans for the development of Melbourne’s 

Growth Corridors over the next 30 to 40 years.… The Growth Corridor Plans recognise the role of 

existing extractive operations, but are silent regarding EIIAs or proposed new quarries. This has led to 

some uncertainty regarding whether extractive industry or urban development should take 

precedence in some locations when a Precinct Structure Plan is undertaken.”6 

 The ER Strategy notes that the EIIAs are: 

“too extensive, not consistent with other Government strategic planning documents and do not 

provide a binding mechanism to secure extractive resources of strategic importance.”7 

 The ER Strategy commits to refreshing the EIIAs to identify Strategic Extractive Resource Areas (SERAs). 

It does not identify proposed location or extent of SERAs (as these need to be subject to detailed 

technical assessments following the pilot project). 

 
3 ‘Helping Victoria Grow: Extractive Resources Strategy’ (2018), page 5 
4 Ibid, page 7 
5 Ibid, page 20 
6 Ibid, page 24 
7 Ibid, page 27 
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 Preparing the SERAs (including completion of the SERA Pilot Project) is identified as one of the top 3 

actions under the Strategy.  It notes that the Government will progressively roll out SERAs following 

completion of the pilot project8. 

 A Joint Ministerial Statement – Extractive Resources (‘Joint Statement’) has also been prepared and it 

implements priority actions in the Victorian Government’s Extractive Resources Strategy, Helping 

Victoria Grow. Further details on this document are contained in Appendix 5 of this Statement. 

 

 ‘Extractive Resources in Victoria: Demand and Supply Study 2015-2050’. 
 

 The purpose of the ‘Extractive Resources in Victoria: Demand and Supply Study 2015-2050’ (‘PWC 

report’) was to: 

• Identify and quantify current and forecast demand and supply profiles for Victorian extractive 

resources over the periods 2015-2025 and 2026-2050. 

• Assess the economic value of the State’s extractive resources, in terms of implications for cost 

and/or availability of infrastructure and other construction activity if certain extractive resources 

are not available close to where they are needed for construction activity. 

• Determine which extractive resources (including location) are likely to be of strategic value to the 

State. 

• Conduct a spatial analysis through the production of detailed maps of extractive resource 

locations, including linkages to areas of current and future demand, transport corridors and 

market linkages, potential synergies and impediments. 

 Mitchell Shire Council was rated as one of the top-five strategic resource locations for the State in the 

PWC Report for the following reasons: 

“Mitchell’s primary contribution to the State’s 2015 to 2050 extractive resource supply is in clay and 

clay shale, of which it supplies a relatively large share of total State supply. The LGA also possesses 

sizeable hard rock reserves along with some sand and gravel, which make Mitchell a key resource 

location for Victoria.”9 

 Chapter 4.1 of the report summarises the State-wide demand and reserves for different rock types (as 

summarised in Table 8, extracted at figure 5). 

 
8 Ibid, page 29 
9 Extractive Resources in Victoria: Demand and Supply Study 2015-2050, page vi 
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Figure 5 – Table 8 (Demand and reserve life by rock type (PWC Report) 

 The PWC report assesses the demand locations that might potential resource constraints, as well as the 

supply locations and their proximity to the demand locations.  It establishes four ‘Strategic Resource 

Determination (SRD)’ Criteria, as follows: 

• Criteria 1 Threatened resource types  

• Criteria 2 Resource depletion. 

• Criteria 3  Significant production  

• Criteria 4 Resources important to Melbourne.  
 

 The PWC report’s definition for these Criteria and the analysis of hard-rock resources against them are 

sumamrised in Appendix 6 of this Statement. 

 The ‘consolidated view’ of the report’s assessment of each local government area against the SRD 

Criteria is set out in Table 9 of the report, extracted below at figure 6. 

 The clay and clay shale resources within the Shire of Mitchell satisfied all four of the SRD criteria.   

 The hard rock resources within the Shire of Mitchell satisfied Criteria 2 (Significant production’) and 

Criteria 4 (‘’Support Greater Melbourne’) but not Criteria 1 (‘Threatened Resource Type’) or Criteria 2 

(‘Resource Depletion’). 
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Figure 6 – Table 9 Consolidated view of Strategic Resource Determination by LGA (PWC Report) 
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 ‘Strategic Extractive Resource Areas: Victoria’s Existing Planning System’ 
(Jacobs, October 2016). 

 

 The purpose of the report titled ‘Strategic Extractive Resource Areas: Victoria’s Existing Planning System’ 

(‘the Jacobs Report’) is to establish a conceptual definition of ‘Strategic Extractive Resource Areas’ (SRAs) 

and considers options for incorporating these areas into Victoria’s planning system. 

 The Jacobs Report defines an SRA as “A defined area with a significant stone resource. It has 

manageable environmental and planning constraints and is accessible to markets.”10 

 Table 5.2 within the Jacobs report further defines key terms within the above definition.  It notes the 

following In relation to the term ‘manageable environmental and planning constraints: 

“SRAs are not located on areas that are within: 

• areas zoned for urban, rural residential or rural conservation; 

• areas covered by a precinct structure plan; and 

• areas identified by planning schemes as available for future urban growth.”11 
 

 The Jacobs Report notes identifies that there are two clear scenarios for the application of a SRA, and 

that each need to be implemented by different land use planning tools.  These scenarios are as follows: 

 Production Clusters (Scenario 1), defined as ‘important stone extraction areas which are currently 

producing stone. These areas would be identified by a number of contiguous or proximate operating and 

proposed work authorities’12.  The Jacobs Report recommended that SRAs that were in ‘production 

clusters’ be placed within a Special Use Zone and that an Environmental Significance Overlay be applied 

to the buffer area around the relevant Work Authority boundary. 

 Long Term Resource Areas (Scenario 2) defined as important stone resources which need to be 

protected to ensure their availability for future development.  The Jacobs Report recommended that for 

‘Long Term Resource Area’ SRA, a State Resource Overlay be applied to the identified SRA area.13 

 The Jacobs report noted the following in relation to quarries which might be considered important but 

that were not located within either of the above types of SRAs: 

“Some quarries which may be of strategic importance may not warrant protection by a SRA. For 

example, such quarries may have limited resources (depletion within a few years) or be within 

established growth areas.  It is important that such quarries be considered in strategic planning 

decisions where possible. For example, it may be possible to have some input into the sequencing of 

development within growth areas to ensure that quarries can continue to operate (with land use 

conflicts being minimised) until resources are depleted.”14  

 
10 ‘Strategic Extractive Resource Areas: Victoria’s Existing Planning System’ (2016), page 21 
11 Ibid, page 22 
12 Ibid, page 29 
13 Ibid, page 30 
14Ibid, page 25  
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 Strategic Extractive Resource Areas Pilot Project. 
 

 The draft report on the Strategic Extractive Resource Areas Pilot Project (‘Pilot Report’)was released by 

the State Government for public comment in June. 

 The pilot project seeks to define the SERAs in the municipalities of Wyndham and South Gippsland, and 

to recommend revised planning provisions to protect the defined SERAs.  

 The project builds on the previous analysis contained within the PWC and Jacobs report, and the 

directions of the ‘Helping Victoria Grow’ Extractive Resources Strategy.  

 The pilot project defines a SERA as having the following characteristics: 

• Is located generally within existing EIIAs in a strategic resource local government area. 

• Includes actual and/or potential extractive resources across the area, wholly or in part, and may 

support current or new extractive industry operations or their buffers. 

• Has manageable environmental and planning constraints and are accessible to markets. 

• Is implemented in the planning scheme by the State Resource Overlay and Special Use Zone.15 

 The Pilot Report defines a ‘strategic extractive resource’ as follows: 

“Extractive resources that actually and/or potentially occur in defined locations at various scales based 

on their likelihood or potential to supply growth areas, taking into account accessibility to markets, 

while minimising impacts on environment and other land use constraints. These are informed by any 

of the following, including but not limited to: 

Local government areas (LGA) in Victoria ranked 1 to 20 based on meeting at least two of the 

following criteria: 

• Proximity for resource to growth areas, production of resource, scarcity of resource, and 

supply of resource (PwC, 2016). 

• Extractive Industry Interest Areas (EIIA): Sub local government areas identified in reports 

published by the Geological Survey of Victoria (see Glossary definition). 

• Strategic Extractive Resource Areas (SERAs) (see Glossary definition). 

• Special Use Zones - Extractives. 

• Strategic quarries - Individual quarries, with known extractive resources that actually or 

potentially produce, large quantities of materials that are in high demand.”16 

 The Pilot Report states the following in relation to the proposed planning provisions for SERAs: 

“The following approach is recommended to protect the various aspects of SERA sites: 

• For operating quarries (where there is an existing Work Authority): Apply Special Use Zone. 

 
15 Draft Strategic Extractive Resource Areas Pilot Project Report (2020), page v 
16 Ibid, page iv 
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• For the buffer areas around existing quarry operations and greenfield areas of potential 

extractive resources (within the SERA): Apply the State Resource Overlay.”17 

 The Pilot Report is accompanied by a draft set of changes to Clause 14.03-1S (Resource exploration and 

extraction), 44.07 (State Resources Overlay) 52.09 (Extractive industry and extractive industry interest 

areas) and 66.05 (Notice of permit applications).  

 The proposed application of these planning provisions over land within the City of Wyndham is 

illustrated from Figure 27 of the Pilot report, extracted at figure 7, below. 

 

Figure 7 – Proposed SERA planning controls recommendations (Pilot Report) 

 The correlation between the proposed SERA/SRO boundary and the relevant land use zoning in 

Wyndham is discussed further in Appendix 7 to this Statement.   

.  

 
17 Ibid, page 88 
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 THE BEVERIDGE NORTH WEST PRECINCT STRUCTURE PLAN (AUGUST 2019). 

 The Future Urban Structure shown in the exhibited BNW PSP that forms part of the Amendment (figure 

8) generally accords with the urban structure identified in the Northern GCP, with the following 

exceptions: 

• A series of east-west connector streets are proposed in lieu of the notional east west arterial at 

the mid-section of the BNW PSP area. 

• The size and shape of the areas set aside for landscape values in the northern and western 

flanks of the BNW PSP have been altered. The revised boundaries of these landscape areas 

have been determined via a slope, landform and character analysis prepared as a background 

study to the BNW PSP. 

 

Figure 8 – BNW PSP Future Urban Structure. 

 The BN PSP identifies the following key features for the Subject Site: 

• A southern local town centre, co-located with a school, community facilities, open space and 
mixed use area 

• A northern local town centre, co-located with a school, community facilities and open space  

• Open space (landscape values), an indoor recreation centre and active sporting facilities 

• Retarding basins and waterways 
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 The BNW PSP contains a series of Requirements and Guidelines, some of which  are of relevance to my 

evidence statement.  These are referenced in Chapter 7 where they are relevant. 

 The BNW PSP identifies a ‘proposed quarry WA 1473 on the Precinct Features Plan. 

 The Background Report that accompanied the BNW PSP notes the following in respect to the prospect of 

a quarry being established within the BNW PSP boundary: 

“A quarry has been proposed in the Beveridge North West precinct on the western side of Spring Hill 

Cone. 

A works authority number has been allocated to the quarry proposal (WA 1473); however, the 

planning permit application for the quarry was refused by Mitchell Shire Council and, accordingly, a 

Works Authority approval has not been provided. 

The Department of Jobs, Precincts and Regions (DJPR) has considered the underlying resource 

identified by works authority number WA1473 (see Wallan/Beveridge Extractive Resource Analysis, 

Coffey Services, 2017). 

DJPR recognises the value of the resource and recommends that the resource should be extracted. 

DJPR recognises the competing demands of urban development and resource extraction and defers to 

Plan Melbourne’s Policy 1.4.2 regarding extracting resources before urban development. 

The Minister for Planning has determined that the BNW PSP will be exhibited without the quarry 

shown on the Future Urban Structure and this has been communicated to land owners and affected 

parties.”18 

 A report titled ‘Wallan/Beveridge Extractive Resources Analysis’ (Coffey Services Pty Ltd, 2017) was 

prepared to inform the preparation of advice from the Resources Branch of the Department of Jobs, 

Precincts an Regions to the Victorian Planning Authority concerning extractive resources in the vicinity of 

the BNW PSP. 

 This Report notes that there are no significant stone resources (operating or planned) north of 

Craigieburn in the northern development corridor other than WA1473, and that the land represents a 

strategic long term resource that is well placed to serve the northern development corridor into the 

future.    

 

 

  

 
18 Beveridge North West PSP Background Report August 2019, page 29. 
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 PARTICULAR PROVISIONS 

 Clause 52.09 (extractive Industry and Extractive Industry Interest Areas) sets out particular provisions 

relating to EIIAs.  The clause applies to an application to use of development land within an EIIA or 

within 500 metres of an existing or proposed extractive industry operation.   

 The purpose of the clause is to (inter-alia) ensure that stone resources, which may be required by the 

community for future use, are protected from inappropriate use and development.  It requires that 

notice be given in accordance with section 52(1)(c) of the Act to the Secretary of the Department 

administering the Mineral Resources (Sustainable Development) Act 1990 for an application to use or 

subdivide land or construct a building for accommodation, child care centre, education centre or 

hospital within an EIIA or on land that is within 500m of land on which a work authority has been applied 

for or granted under the Mineral Resources (Sustainable Development) Act 1990 

 PLANNING PRACTICE NOTE 89 - THE EXTRACTIVE INDUSTRY APPROVALS 
PROCESS 

 The extractive industry approvals process is summarised in Planning Practice Note 89 (dated February 

2020).  It notes that before land can be developed for extractive industry, in most cases: 

• A work plan must be statutorily endorsed under the MRSD Act 

• A planning permit must be issued under the Planning and Environment Act 1987 (PE Act) 

• The final work plan must be approved, and a work authority granted, under the MRSD Act. 

 The inter-relationship between the Statutory Endorsement of a Work Plan, Planning Permit and Work 

Authority is set out in Figure 1 of Planning Practice Note 89 (PPN89), which I have included in Appendix 

8 of this Evidence Statement. 

 PROPOSED QUARRY AT 175 NORTHERN HIGHWAY, WALLAN 

 A Statutorily Endorsed Work Plan was approved for a proposed quarry at 175 Northern Highway, Wallan 

in November 2015. 

 A planning permit application was lodged with Mitchell Shire Council for the use and development of 

175 Northern Highway, Wallan in October 2019.  This application was accompanied by a range of 

supporting technical material, as well as a draft application for revisions to the  Statutorily Endorsed 

Work Plan.   
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7. My Opinion  
 

 I have been asked to provide my opinion in relation to the following matters: 

• The way in which the BNW PSP refers to the proposed quarry at 175 Northern Highway, Wallan. 

• The proposed density requirements contained in the exhibited BNW PSP; 

• The walkable catchment shown in the exhibited BNW PSP. 
 

 My opinion in relation to each of these matters is as follows. 

 THE WAY IN WHICH THE BNW PSP REFERS TO THE PROPOSED QUARRY AT 175 
NORTHERN HIGHWAY, WALLAN. 

 
 Plan 2 of the BNW PSP identifies the 175 Northern Highway property as a ‘proposed quarry WA 1473’. 

Neither the BNW PSP nor any of the other provisions contained within Amendment C106 make further 

reference to the proposed quarry. 

 Submissions have been made in support of and in opposition to the establishment of a quarry at 175 

Northern Highway.   

 Submissions in opposition to the quarry have requested that reference to the proposed quarry be 

deleted from Plan 2 of the BNW PSP. 

 Submissions in support of the quarry have requested that the Future Urban Structure contained within 

the BNW PSP be amended to identify the land as a future quarry, and to identify land within 500m of the 

Work Authority boundary as only being suitable for residential and open space purposes once the earth 

resources under WA1473 have been extracted.  

 Certain supporting submissions have also requested that planning provisions to be put in place within 

the BNW PSP and Mitchell Planning Scheme to impose restrictions on the use and development of land 

within the proposed quarry  buffers over the life span of the extraction activities. 

 I do not support reference being made to a proposed quarry at 175 Northern Highway Plan in 2 of the 

BNW PSP, or within Amendment C106 generally.  

 I have reached this view having had regard to the planning history of the precinct, as well as current 

State Planning Policy, relevant recent strategic planning studies and potential sequencing scenarios for 

both for stone extraction and urban development on land within the BNW PSP boundary. 

 The reasons for my opinion are set out as follows, under the following headings: 

• The planning history of the precinct; 

• State planning policy relating to extractive industries; 

• Relevant recent strategic plans and studies; 

• Sequencing scenarios for stone extraction and urban development. 
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 The planning history of the precinct. 
 The Victorian Government amended Melbourne’s urban growth boundary (UGB) in 201019.  At that time 

land within the revised UGB was generally included in either the Urban Growth Zone or a non-urban 

zone (such as the Farming Zone or Rural Conservation Zone). Existing quarries within the UGB were 

retained within a Special Use Zone, and the buffers around those quarries was included within a Farming 

zone. 

 The 2010 UGB review took careful account of the EIIAs that applied to land within the revised UGB, and 

it gave thorough consideration to the implications of allowing the Melbourne EIIAs that fell within the 

UGB to be made available for urban development.   

 The outcome of the 2010 UGB review was that the State Government decided to protect those quarries 

that were approved or operational at the time of the review, and to allow the remaining land within the 

EIIAs within the UGB to be zoned for urban development, conservation or other purposes.   

 In essence the decision was made to forego the extractive resources that fell within that part of the EIIAs 

located within the review area, in favour of enabling the expansion of metropolitan Melbourne.   

 The following matters have informed the opinions expressed above: 

• The UGB review gave comprehensive consideration to a wide range of matters in determining the 

ultimate location of the UGB and also whether or not to include land within the revised UGB in 

the UGZ or not.   This is clearly set out in the DMNSC report , together with the accompanying 

Background Technical Report no 1  (the ‘Land Capability’ report). 

 

• The EIIAs within the UGB investigation area at that time were identified as having a medium level 

of constraint to development, and the Land Capability report noted that urban development 

should not necessarily be precluded on land solely on the basis of it being located within an 

EIIA20. 

 

• The Land Capability Report (at Addendum 1) considered factors such as resource quality, future 

supply and demand,  and the economic impact of removing or reducing the amount of resource 

available within the UGB investigation area.  It noted the following: 

 

o The EIIA covered more than half of the Mitchell investigation area 

o New basalt is available in much of Melbourne’s north and west, and that it is relatively 

easily extracted in these regions.   

o Reducing the availability of extractive resources within the Investigation Areas (along 

with increased delivery and social cost from sourcing material from the closest 

alternative supply) needed to be weighted against the substantial public investment and 

positive economic benefits associated with urban development within the Investigation 

Areas.  

 
19 Amendment VC68 
20 Background Technical Report No 1, page 34 



 
  

 

 

39 
 

 
Amendment C106 (Mitchell PS) 
EXPERT WITNESS STATEMENT –  
MARK WOODLAND 06/07/2020 

 Based on the findings of the land Capability report, the DMNSC Report concluded that the 

majority of the EIIA areas within the Northern Investigation Area should be included within the 

UGB and zoned for urban development proposes.  The report recognised the need to protect 

existing extractive industry tenements and it made provision for these tenements and their 

associated buffers to be set aside within the UGB and zoned for non-urban purposes.   

 The conclusions of the DMNSC Report were implemented via Amendment VC68  (August 2010) 

which included existing quarries in the UGB within Special Use Zones, and the associated buffer 

areas within Farming Zones. 

 Tenement No. WA1473 was not specifically identified in the Land Capability Report, because no 

application for a Work Approval had been made in relation to this land at that time.   

 The Northern Growth Corridor Plan reaffirmed the need to protect approved and operational 

quarries from encroachment by sensitive uses, and it located industrial or commercial 

development activities adjacent to these sites.  It did not make provision for the protection of 

Tenement No. WA1473 on the basis that whilst a WA number had been issued for the land at 

that time, no Work Authority or town planning approvals were in place in relation to the site at 

that time. 

 This planning history has informed my view that the orderly planning of the BNW PSP area calls for 

precinct structure plans to be prepared which enable the land to be developed generally in accordance 

with the outcomes intended by the UGB review and the Northern Growth Corridor plans  - namely for 

the land to be set aside for urban development and conservation purposes. 

 State Planning Policy relating to extractive industries. 
 State planning policy requires planning schemes to protect the opportunity for exploration and 

extraction of natural resources where this is consistent with overall planning considerations and 

acceptable environmental practice21.  It also requires that Planning Authorities consider (amongst other 

matters) the Melbourne Supply Area - Extractive Industry Interest Areas Review (GSV, 2003/4). 

 The 2010 decision to forego the extractive resources that exist within the EIIAs located within the UGB 

was made having regard to the relevant State polices at that time, and in my view it is a decision that 

remains consistent with the intent of the present-day State Planning Policies in relation to extractive 

industry policies.    

 The extractive industry policies contained in Clause 14.03 of the PPF  only seek to protect the 

opportunity for exploration and extraction of natural resources to the extent that it is consistent with 

‘overall planning considerations’.   

 As discussed in section 7.1.2, the overall planning considerations for the northern growth corridor that 

arose from the DMNSC Review and are expressed in the Northern Growth Corridor Plan are for the BNW 

PSP area to be developed for urban development and conservation purposes.   

 
21 PPF, clause 14.03-1S 
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 The quarrying of land contained within WA1473 is not contemplated by this Plan, and it is therefore not 

consistent with the overall planning considerations for this location. 

 Plan Melbourne was released by the State Government in March 2017, and it contains a policy to 

identify and protect extractive resources which are important for Melbourne's future needs.   

 Plan Melbourne notes that extractive industry resources in green wedges and peri-urban areas need to 

be protected and carefully planned to provide for Melbourne's needs, and it also notes that the 

sequencing of urban development in growth areas should allow ‘strategic resources’ to be extracted 

ahead of establishing urban areas, with provision for these areas to proceed outside defined buffer 

zones that can be subsequently in-filled by other urban land uses.  

 Whilst this policy appears to have reopened consideration of whether any the urban development of 

land should be staged to allow land within the UGB to be quarried or not, this is only in relation to 

locations which have demonstrated that they are of sufficient strategic value as to warrant such an 

approach. 

 Action 18 of the Plan Melbourne Implementation Plan states that extractive industry and future 

extractive-resource assets will be protected from incompatible land uses by ‘adopting planning options 

consistent with the findings of the ‘Extractive Resources in Victoria, Demand and Supply Study, 2015–

2050.’ 

 The ‘planning options’ referred to in Action 18 are yet to be fully developed at this point in time, and are 

being developed as part of various recent strategic plans and studies that are discussed below.  

 Relevant recent strategic plans and studies. 
 The ‘planning options’ referred to in Action 18 of Plan Melbourne the process of being developed under 

the auspice of the ‘Helping Victoria Grow: Extractive Resources Strategy’ (the Extractive Resources 

Strategy’) in June 2018.  The various strategic studies that align to this policy and relate to the 

implementation of Action 18 are as follows: 

• ‘Extractive Resources in Victoria: Demand and Supply Study 2015-2050’ (PWC, 2016) 

• ‘Strategic Extractive Resource Areas: Victoria’s Existing Planning System’ (Jacobs, October 2016) 

• Strategic Extractive Resource Areas Pilot Project 

 The Joint Ministerial Statement – Extractive Resources (‘Joint Statement’) implements priority actions in 

the Extractive Resources Strategy, Helping Victoria Grow. It established a ‘hot list’ of priority extractive 

industry projects that will be given priority planning assessments.  The planning permit application for 

WA1473 has not been included on this ‘hot list’. 

 Before proceeding to consider how these strategic studies inform the question of what constitutes a 

‘strategic resource’ as referred to in Plan Melbourne, it is worthwhile to reflect on how the Extractive 

Resources in Victoria Strategy (the ‘ER Strategy’) characterises the strategic planning work that has 

preceeded it. 

 The ER Strategy includes a comment that the Growth Corridor Plans are silent regarding EIIAs or 

proposed new quarries, and that this has led to some uncertainty regarding whether extractive industry 

or urban development should take precedence in some locations when a PSP is undertaken. 
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 I consider this to be an inaccurate characterisation of the status of EIIAs within Melbourne’s growth 

areas.  As I have noted earlier in this statement, the State Government actively considered whether or 

not to protect EIIAs within the UGB, and it made a clear and well-documented decision to only protect 

existing quarry resources within the UGB. The evidence for this is set out in the discussion and analysis 

contained within the DMNSC Report and Technical Report No. 1.  

 Notwithstanding this point, the extractive industry policy contained within Plan Melbourne suggests that  

there is now intended to be an assessment of the potential strategic value of extractive resources in land 

identified in the EIIAs within the UGB. 

 The ER Strategy notes that the current EIIAs are too extensive, inconsistent with other government 

strategic planning documents and do not provide a binding mechanism to secure extractive resources of 

strategic importance.   

 The ER Strategy is intended to provide a broad framework for determining the location and extent of 

‘strategic resources’, and establishing planning mechanisms to enable them to be extracted.   

 The mechanism for achieving this is described as a ‘Strategic Extractive Resource Area’ (SERA).  The 

Extractive Resources Strategy does not identify the proposed location or extent of SERAs and it is relying 

on the SERA pilot project in Wyndham and South Gippsland to give clearer definition of a SERA, after 

which  time SERAs are intended to be identified in other regions. 

 It is reliant on the strategic studies that sit alongside it to provide clarity and direction on the question of 

how this is intended to be achieved.   

 The SERA Pilot Project was released for public comment in June 2020, and this document in turn draws 

upon the technical material contained in the PWC Study and the proposed planning approach set out in 

the Jacobs report. 

 The SERA Pilot Project has only just been released as a draft for public comment, and in the absence of 

there being any specific assessment of the extractive resources in the northern region against any policy 

guidelines that might arise from the SERA Pilot, I consider that it is necessary to rely upon the 

information and guidance contained within the PWC report (which is referred to in Plan Melbourne), the 

Jacobs report and the draft directions emerging from the Pilot Project itself. 

 I have reviewed each of these reports and make the following comments in relation to each of these 

strategic studies. 

‘Extractive Resources in Victoria: Demand and Supply Study 2015-2050’ (PWC, 2016): 

 Plan Melbourne requires that the PWC study be referenced as an evidence base for making planning 

decisions relating to the need or otherwise to protect future extractive-resource assets will be protected 

from incompatible land uses.    

 The PWC report has been prepared by the government as an evidence base on which to make strategic 

planning decisions - Action 18 of Plan Melbourne requires planners to ‘adopt planning options consistent 

with’ the findings of this Study.  
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 I do not hold qualifications to critique the extractive resource supply and demand analysis contained 

within the PWC report. However, I have considered the findings of this report in forming a view as to 

whether or not the hard rock resources contained within the Shire of Mitchell could be said to be a 

‘strategic resource’ warranting protection via the BNW PSP or not, as Action 18 of Plan Melbourne 

references this study for such purposes. 

 The PWC Study establishes 4 Criteria for assessing whether or not a given local government area 

contains a ‘Strategic Resource’ and it evaluates different locations and different resource types against 

these Criteria. 

 Strategic resource locations are defined in the PWC report as being those areas that are identified across 

two or more strategic resource criteria and contribute a relatively significant proportion of the State’s 

supply for a resource or multiple resources. 

 Mitchell Shire Council is ranked 3rd highest amongst the assessed LGAs’ against these criteria although 

this high-rating is largely influenced by the Statewide scarcity of clay and clay shale resources, and the 

availability of that resource within Mitchell. 

 Clay and clay-shale are identified as a threatened resource (ie a resource that is in relatively short supply 

in the State relative to demand), and Mitchell Shire is identified as a location where supply of this type of 

resource is unable to meet demand due to exhaustion of licensed reserves22. 

 The hard rock resources in Mitchell are rated very differently to the clay/clay shale resources within that 

municipality, as summarised below: 

- Criteria 1 (‘threatened rock types’) - The PWC Report does not identify hard rock resources as a 

threatened rock type in Victoria23.   The PWC Study identifies that Victoria has ‘sufficient hard rock 

reserves within existing and planned future licensed WAs to support ongoing future demand beyond 

2050’24 and that at 2025 Victoria will have 73 years remaining supply of new basalt resources25.   

 

- Criteria 2 (‘resource depletion’)  - The PWC Report identifies six locations where a production 

shortfall of hard rock is expected over the period 2015-2050.  The Shire of Mitchell is not identified 

as one of these six key ‘resource depletion’ location26.   

 

- Criteria 3 (‘significant production’) - The PWC Report  identifies locations where a significant 

shortfall in the production of hard rock is forecasts.  The Shire of Mitchell is not identified in this 

analysis as being a location that is forecast to experience a shortfall in hard rock production27. 

 

- Criteria 4 (locations critical to supporting Greater Melbourne) - The PWC Report identifies fifteen 

locations that are key to the future supply of hard rock to Greater Melbourne. The report identifies 

that South Gippsland and the Inner South east region are forecast to supply over half of 

 
22ibid, Table 8 
23ibid, pp50-54 
24 PWC Study, page 50 
25ibid, table 8 
26Ibid, Table 10 
27 Ibid, Table 14 
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Melbourne’s hard rock needs over the period to 2050.  The hard rock supply in Mitchell is forecast 

to provide 5% of Melbourne’s total supply over this time horizon28.   

 Based on PWC’s analysis of hard rock resources, it would seem that Mitchell Shire is ranked as a 

Strategic Resource location primarily because of the scarcity of clay and clay shale resources and the risk 

of them being depleted in this location.   

 In my view the hard rock resources within the Mitchell Shire do not satisfy in their own right the four 

Criteria to be characterised as a ‘strategic resource’ based on the analysis contained within the PWC 

report.   

 In summary, hard rock is not identified by the PWC report as a threatened rock type (Criteria 1), and 

Mitchell Shire is not identified as a location where there is a risk of hard rock resource depletion, or 

production shortfalls (Criteria 2 and 3).  Whilst the Shire is identified by PWC as one of fifteen LGAs that 

are forecast to provide Greater Melbourne with hard rock, it is expected to contribute a relatively 

modest 5% of the total hard rock requirements over the period to 2050 (Criteria 4).   

‘Strategic Extractive Resource Areas: Victoria’s Existing Planning System’ (Jacobs, October 2016): 

 The purpose of the ‘Strategic Extractive Resource Areas: Victoria’s Existing Planning System’ Report (‘the 

Jacobs report) is to establish a conceptual definition of a ‘Strategic Extractive Resource Area’ (SRAs) and 

to propose options for how these might best be incorporated into Victoria’s planning system. 

 The Jacobs Report proposes that SRAs are either production clusters (contiguous or proximate clusters 

of (existing and proposed) work authorities) or long-term resource areas (important stone resources 

which need to be protected to ensure their availability for future extraction)29. 

 It states that SRAs are not located in areas that are zoned for urban or rural conservation purposes, or 

areas identified by planning schemes as available for future urban growth30. 

 It also notes that some quarries may be of strategic importance but may not warrant protection by a 

SRA. It notes that such quarries be considered in strategic planning decisions, for example by sequencing 

development within growth areas  to ensure that quarries can continue to operate until resources are 

depleted.  This discussion relates to the protection of existing quarries, rather than quarry resources 

however. 

 The land shown as a ‘potential quarry’ within the BNW PSP does not form part of a production cluster, it 

is not an existing quarry and it does not satisfy the PWC Study criteria for a ‘strategic resource’.  The land 

has been identified for urban growth and conservation purposes in State Government strategic plans 

since the 2010 UGB review and zoned for these purposes since 2012. 

 For the above reasons I do not consider that the land falls within the definition of a Strategic Extractive 

Resource Area as defined under the Jacobs Report. 

 
28 Ibid, Table 19 
29 Jacobs, pp28-29 
30 Jacobs Report, page 22 
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Strategic Extractive Resource Areas Pilot Project: 

 The Strategic Extractive Resource Areas Pilot Project (‘SERA Pilot’) builds on the analysis contained in the 

PWC report and the planning principles contained in the Jacobs report.  It examines in some detail the 

context, supply and demand considerations for the pilot locations within the Wyndham and South 

Gippsland LGAs, and it defines SERAs for each location. 

 The SERA Pilot references the ‘Strategic Resource Determination’ Criteria from the PWC report, but it 

limits the use of these Criteria to determining the ranking of LGAs, rather than to the assessment of 

potential SERAs within the given LGAs.   

 The SERA Pilot report defines a ‘Strategic Extractive Resource’ as being one which has the following 

characteristics: 

• It is in an LGA ranked 1-20 in the PWC Study (based on meeting at least two of PWC’s SRD 

criteria) 

• It is in an EIIA 

• It is in a SERA (see definition below),  

• It is in a Special Use zone extractive)  

• It is a strategic quarry (see definition below) 

 A ‘Strategic Extractive Resource Area’ is defined in the draft Pilot Report as being located within an EIIA, 

including actual or potential extractive resources, having manageable environmental and planning 

constraints and being accessible to markets. 

 A ‘Strategic Quarry’ is defined a being ‘individual quarries with known extractive resources that actually 

or potentially produce large quantities of materials that are in high demand.’ 

 The land within WA 1473 falls within the first two of the five characteristics of a ‘Strategic Extractive 

Resource’ described above (ie Mitchell is ranked #3 in Table 8 of the PWC Study, and the land is located 

within an EIIA).   

 The land within WA 1473 partially satisfies the draft definition of a SERA in that the Statutorily Endorsed 

WP identifies that the land within WA 1473 includes known hard rock resources, and the land has good 

access to markets.   

 I cannot comment on whether the land has manageable environmental constraints as this is outside my 

area of expertise, although I note that part of the land is zoned for Rural Conservation purposes as a 

means of protecting the landscape significance of the Spring Hill cone.  The potential impact of the 

quarry on the location’s landscape values (as well as other environmental considerations) will require 

careful assessment. 

 In my opinion the question of whether or not land contained within WA1473 has manageable planning 

constraints is a key consideration in any determination of whether or not the land can be said to be a 

SERA.   
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 The Jacobs Report stated that SRAs are not intended to be located in areas that are zoned for urban or 

rural conservation purposes, or areas identified by planning schemes as available for future urban 

growth.  These seem to me to be reasonable parameters for determining whether ‘planning constraints’ 

on the land are manageable or not.   

 As I have previously noted, this land has been designated for urban development and conservation 

purposes in the Northern Growth Plan, and the land is also zoned for these purposes under the Mitchell 

Planning Scheme.   

 However, the draft Pilot does not adopt the same definition of SRAs as that set out in the Jacobs Report 

and instead it defines the term ‘manageable constraints’ as encompassing ‘suitable buffer areas; 

planning policy compliant; heritage, water, and biodiversity.’31 

 The term ‘planning policy compliant’ is (unhelpfully) open to much wider interpretation than the terms 

used in the Jacobs report, which explicitly seek to exclude areas that are zoned for urban or rural 

conservation purposes, or areas identified by planning schemes as available for future urban growth.   

 It is nonetheless noteworthy that the Wyndham Pilot has not defined any land that was designated for 

residential development under the Growth Corridor Plans as being affected by a SERA buffer, other than 

a very small portion of land on the outer edge of a buffer to an existing approved quarry (refer figure 

12).  The designation of that small portion of land as requiring protection is consistent with the policies 

contained within the Corridor Plan to protect the buffer of approved and operating quarries. 

 In my view the relevant (spatial) planning policy that applies to the BNW PSP area is the Northern 

Growth Corridor Plan, and the use of part of the BNW PSP for a quarry and associated buffers is not 

compliant with the land use outcomes envisaged for this land under this planning policy. 

 The draft Pilot also includes the term ‘strategic quarry’ within its definition of a Strategic Extractive 

Resource. However, I understand this term to refer to quarries which are operating or at least have 

planning permits and Work Authorities which legally entitle them to operate.  This is the way in which 

this term was used in the Jacobs report.  No such approval exists in relation to land contained within 

WA1473 at the present time. 

 For the above reasons it is my opinion that land contained within WA1473 meets most but not all of the 

criteria set out in the draft Pilot report for a SERA.  Whilst the land is located within an EIIA and it 

includes actual or potential extractive resources, the use of the land for a quarry is not approved by a 

Planning Permit and Work Authority  and in my view it is not ‘planning policy compliant’. 

 As set out earlier in this statement, it is also my view that setting land contained within WA1473 aside to 

protect the stone resources within the land is not consistent with State Policy in that Clause 14.03-1S 

states that the protection of such resources should only occur where it is ‘consistent with overall 

planning considerations’.  In my view the overall planning consideration in relation to land in the BNW 

PSP is the Northern Growth Corridor Plan, and the quarrying of land contained within WA1473 is not 

contemplated by that Framework.  

 
31 Pilot Project, page 10 
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 Sequencing scenarios for stone extraction and urban development. 
 Plan Melbourne contemplates the sequencing of urban development in growth areas to be undertaken 

in a manner which allows strategic resources to be extracted ahead of urban development proceeding.   

 As I have already expressed, it is my view that the hard rock resources in Mitchell Shire are not ‘strategic 

resources’ in that they do not meet the Strategic Resource Determination Criteria contained within the 

PWC report, the SRA criteria of the Jacobs Report or the SERA criteria in the draft Pilot report.   For these 

reasons, I do not think that the sequencing of urban  development within the BNW PSP needs to 

preserve a buffer zone around land within WA 1473.  

 I have nonetheless considered what the scenarios might be in relation to the timeframes for the 

extraction of stone resource at 175 Northern Highway relative to the potential timing of residential 

development within the BNW PSP area. 

 There are a potentially wide range of scenarios that could emerge, depending on the size of the stone 

resource that is approved for extraction, the rate and location of its extraction, and the rate and location 

of residential development within the BNW PSP. 

 I consider that a sequencing scenario which contemplates the potential for lower rates of stone 

extraction and a potential high rate of urban development should be adopted for the purposes of 

understanding the time horizons within which the potential quarry operations and nearby urban 

development might be expected to coexist.  

 Whilst other scenarios certainly exist (and the above type of scenario may or may not be the one that 

ultimately unfolds), it is one which enables the Planning Authority to reasonably understand the time 

period in which any land within the potential quarry buffer might need to be quarantined, and to also 

understand the impact of this constraint on the orderly development of land within the BNW PSP. 

 The following sections of my evidence consider the potential separation distance requirements between 

a quarry and sensitive use, as well as the potential takeup and sequencing scenarios for stone extraction  

and urban development. 

Potential separation distance requirements: 

 I have been provided with the following information relating to the proposed sequencing and 

timeframes associated with the potential extraction of stone from land contained within WA1473: 

• Statutorily Endorsed Work Plan for WA1473 

• Draft Work Plan Application to amend the statutorily endorsed Work Plan for WA1473 

• Town Planning report for a stone extraction permit at 175 Northern Highway, Wallan dated October 

2019 (‘ Conundrum Planning report’) 

 I have reviewed these documents in order to understand what the potential separation distance 

requirements might need to be between the quarry and sensitive uses in the PSP over time. 
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 The EPA Separation Distance Guidelines32 recommend a 500m separation distance for quarries that 

incorporate blasting activities.  In the case of quarries, this distance would ordinarily be measured from 

the quarry extraction limit identified in the Work Authority, to the relevant sensitive use. 

 The EPA Separation Distance guidelines allow for variations to the recommended 500m separation 

distance, and they note that in most cases the party seeking the variation will be the proponent of the 

proposed land use change (‘the agent of change’).  

 State Planning Policy also notes that buffer areas between extractive activities and sensitive land uses  

are to be determined having consideration about whether (inter-alia) appropriate limits on effects can 

be met at the sensitive locations using practical and available technology33. 

 The Conundrum Planning report (at figures 15-19) and the draft WP identify the spatial extend of the 4 

phases of stone extraction identified in the draft WP and a 500m buffer distance from each phase.  

These plans indicated how a 500m buffer associated with the extraction limit of each phase would alter 

over time.   

 The buffers for Phases 1-3 are shown as impacting on urban areas within the BNW PSP, as well as future 

urban areas within the Wallan South PSP, whereas the buffer for Phase 4 is identified as only impacting 

on the future urban areas of the latter PSP.  

 The proposed Work Plan also includes a large fixed rock processing plant to be located within the Stage 

Two area which will cater for the conveyancing crushing, crushing, screening, stockpiling and 

conveyancing of rock across the entire quarry.  The relevant EPA Separation Distance Guidelines 

describes such facilities as forming part quarry operations.   

 It will therefore be necessary to determine whether a buffer of less than 500m is appropriate or not 

from this processing facility. The relevant EPA guidelines note that ‘where a variation from the 

recommended separation distance is sought, approval should not be given by the planning authority or 

other responsible authority until the relevant land use separation issues have been resolved to the 

satisfaction of EPA’34. 

 In my opinion there is an inherent uncertainty about the implications of this approach on of the orderly 

development of urban land within the PSP area, for the following reasons:  

• It is not certain when stone extraction in the Phase 1-3 areas will be completed.  The draft WP 

document does not specify when Phase 3 is forecast to be completed, and it states that the rate of 

extraction will ultimately be dependent on market demand35.  

 

 
32 EPA Publication 1518: Recommended Separation Distances for Industrial Residual Air Emissions – Guideline 4 (‘EPA 
Separation Distance Guidelines’) 
33 PPF, Clause 14.03-1S 
34 Separation Distance Guidelines, page 13 
35Whilst the Conundrum Planning Report makes reference to Phase 3 being completed in 2043, this is not a document that 
has been prepared for statutory endorsement.   
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• The planning mechanisms for confirming that the separation distance would be measured from the 

relevant phase of quarry extraction (as shown within the draft WP) rather than the wider quarry 

extraction limit has not yet been confirmed.36 

• The potential separation distance requirement between a future sensitive use and the quarry 

processing plant does not appear to have been resolved at this point. 

Takeup and sequencing of stone extraction: 

 The Statutorily Endorsed Work Plan for WA1473 (‘endorsed WP’) identifies that the area contains 

approximately 12 million tonnes of high quality basalt and a further 8 million tonnes of basalt suited to 

the commercial market37.  

 Section 5.3 of the endorsed WP contains an estimate of the expected resource life and output of the 

area, and it notes that the actual production of stone will be dictated by market demands. 

 The planning permit application for stone extraction at 175 Northern Highway was accompanied by a 

draft Work Plan Application which proposed a number of modifications to the endorsed WP (‘Draft WP’).  

The Conundrum Planning Report describes a number of amendments that are proposed to an earlier 

permit application for the site, including reduction in the depth of extractive industries (from RL278 to 

RL2933) and reductions in the extent of the WA boundary.   

 The draft WP revises the description of the estimates of basalt suited to the commercial market from 8 

million tonnes to 5 million tonnes, (with the total size of the resource to be extracted reduced to 17 

million tonnes)38.   

 Section 5.3 of the draft WP contains a revised estimate of the expected resource life and output of the 

area, and it also notes that the actual production of stone will be dictated by market demands.  The 

revised estimates note that the resource life will be ‘contained to 30 years from the commencement of 

the Work Authority’  and it revises phasing of extraction to allow for a ‘phase 3 and 4’ over the period 

‘Years 18-30’. 

 The draft WP would result in 3 million tonnes of commercial grade stone resource not being extracted.  

The potential exists for future approvals to be sought to revise the WA boundary or the extraction depth 

to enable this material to be extracted.  It is not uncommon for quarry operators to seek approval to 

vary their approvals for such purposes. 

 Tables 1 and 2 summarise the resource life scenarios contained in the approved WP and draft WP.   

 
36 I would expect that if a planning permit was granted that the ‘phased extraction boundaries plan’ that accompanied the 
permit application would be endorsed under that permit.  However, this requires confirmation,  and I would also expect 
that a condition relating to the setting of buffers from the phased extraction boundary would also need to be included 
within any such permit.  If the permit did not deal with the proposed phased extraction and associated buffers then it 
would be possible for the WP document to be amended by the relevant Department Head without any need for approval 
by the Responsible Authority (refer section 7.2.2 of the DEDJTR Guideline for the Preparation of Work Plans and Work Plan 
Variations, Dec. 2018).  
37 Statutorily Endorsed Work Plan for WA1473, section 4.3 
38 Revised Work Plan for WA1473, section 4.3 
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 Both the approved and revised WA specify that the actual production will be dictated by market 

demands and so it is difficult to say with any certainty what the real share of the market demand for 

stone this particular quarry might be able to meet in the future, especially in 20+ years time.   

 For this reason, I consider that it is prudent to take into account what the resource life would be if the 

production rates over the latter phase were closer to those in the upper range of Phase 1/lower range of 

Phase 2 (ie 400,00 tones pa).  I have included this as a ‘sensitivity test’ in the final column of each of the 

tables below. 

 

Table 1 - Proposed resource life and output from WA1473 (endorsed WP) 

 

Table 2 - Proposed resource life and output from WA1473 (draft WP) 

 Based on the material contained with the approved WP, the draft WP the Conundrum Planning report 

and the tables set our above, my views in relation to the potential resource life of a potential quarry at 

175 Northern Highway are as follows: 

High Low Low (sensitivity test)

Reserve Quantity (tonnes) Highquality basalt 12,000,000           12,000,000           1,200,000                              

Commerical quality basalt 8,000,000             8,000,000             8,000,000                              

Total 20,000,000           20,000,000           20,000,000                            

years 1 to 10 annual consumption (tonnes) 400,000                   170,000                   170,000                                    

consumption (tonnes) 4,000,000                1,700,000                1,700,000                                 

residual (tonnes) 16,000,000              18,300,000              18,300,000                               

years 11 to 20 annual consumption (tonnes) 700,000                   400,000                   400,000                                    

consumption (tonnes) 7,000,000                4,000,000                4,000,000                                 

residual (tonnes) 9,000,000                14,300,000              14,300,000                               

Years 21+ annual consumption (tonnes) 700,000                   700,000                   400,000                                    

years remaining until depletion 13                            20                             36                                              

total est. quarry lifespan 33                            40                             56                                              

Year Annual Production Rate (tonnes)

High Low Low (sensitivity test)

Reserve Quantity (tonnes) Base Reserve 12,000,000              12,000,000              12,000,000                               

5,000,000                5,000,000                5,000,000                                 

17,000,000              17,000,000              17,000,000                               

years 1 to 10 annual consumption (tonnes) 400,000                   170,000                   170,000                                    

consumption (tonnes) 4,000,000                1,700,000                1,700,000                                 

residual (tonnes) 13,000,000              15,300,000              15,300,000                               

years 11 to 17 annual consumption (tonnes) 700,000                   400,000                   400,000                                    

consumption (tonnes) 4,900,000                2,800,000                2,800,000                                 

residual (tonnes) 8,100,000                12,500,000              12,500,000                               

Years 18+ annual consumption (tonnes) 700,000                   700,000                   400,000                                    

years remaining until depletion 12                            18                             31                                              

total est. quarry lifespan 29                            35                             48                                              
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• The 30 year ‘resource life’ referred to in the draft WP and Conundrum Planning Report assumes that 

the resource will be extracted at the upper range of the quoted annual production rates over each of 

the next three decades.   

• The draft WP notes that the actual rate of stone production will be dictated by market demands so it 

is also possible that the actual production could be higher or lower than this upper range. 

• Under the production ranges referred to in the draft WP the depletion of the 17 million tonnes of 

stone might take between 29 and 35 years.   

• If the rate of production in Phases 3 and 4 (which are described as being ‘up to’ 700,00 tonnes per 

annum) were closer to the lower range in Phase 2 (ie 400,000 tonnes pa) then the  depletion of the 17 

million tonnes of stone might take in the order of 48 years. 

• If approvals were sought to access to remaining 3 million tonnes of commercial grade stone resource 

(as was proposed in the original permit application), then the depletion of the 20 million tonnes of 

stone resource within the site might take circa 40 years, and potentially in the order of 56 years if the 

rate of production after the first 20 years was closer to the estimated production rate of 400,00 

tonnes pa forecast over years 1-17. 

• The sequencing of extraction set out in the Conundrum Planning Report would appear to result in the 

southern section of 500m buffer from the extraction edge falling within the WA boundary by the 

commencement of Phase 4 extraction.  However it is not clear from the draft WP how large the 

resources in the Phase 3 and 4 areas are, or how long the operation is likely continue to quarry the 

resources in the Phase 3 area before moving into  the Phase 4 area (they are both identified as being 

in ‘Years 18 to 30’).  The quarrying activity in Phase 4 will also impact future urban land in the Wallan 

South PSP in Phases 1, 3 and 4 of the extraction horizons. 

• The resource life of the potential quarry at 175 Northern Highway is at a minimum at least 30 years, 

and under a range of scenarios could easily be in the order of 48-56 years. 

Takeup and sequencing of urban development in the BNW PSP area: 

 I have been provided with the following information relating to the potential sequencing and 

timeframes associated with urban development in the BNW PSP: 

• Planning report for a stone extraction permit at 175 Northern Highway, Wallan dated October 
2019 (‘Conundrum Planning report’) 

• Memorandum of advice on project timing and staging from Yarra Valley Water dated June 2020 
(‘YVW Memo’) 

• An expert report prepared by My Johnathon Fetterplace considering the factors that are likely to 
impact the development of the YVW land as a master planned community. 
 

 I have also reviewed population forecasts for Mitchell Shire Council contained within Victoria in Future 

(2019) and those prepared by ID forecasts39 (‘Mitchell Forecasts’).  

 I have considered both the potential takeup of urban land within the BNW PSP as well as the potential 

different approaches to sequencing development within the BNW PSP.  Each is discussed below. 

  

 
39 https://forecast.id.com.au/mitchell/home 

https://forecast.id.com.au/mitchell/home
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Urban land takeup scenarios: 

 Victoria in Future (2019) identifies that the total number of dwellings in the municipality will increase by 

25,200 dwellings over period 2016-2036.  The majority (19,700) of these dwellings will be located in the 

‘Kilmore-Wallan’ statistical area (‘VIF Small Area’) over this period.  This statistical area encompasses the 

townships of Kilmore and Wallan and all areas within the UGB in the Shire of Mitchell. 

 The ID forecasts prepared on behalf of Council suggest that the total number of dwellings in the 

municipality will increase by 21,400 dwellings over the period 2016-2036.  These forecasts were last 

updated in 2018 and they therefore pre-date VIF 2019. 

 The ID Forecasts identify that a total of 20,576 dwellings will be required in the equivalent region to the 

‘Kilmore-Wallan’ VIF Small Area over the period 2016-2036.  This is a broadly similar forecast to that 

contained within VIF2019 (20,567 dwellings vs 19,700 dwellings). 

 The ID forecasts identify that a total of 13,700 dwellings will be required in the Beveridge local area over 

the period  2016 to 204140.  The residential development assumptions behind this forecast are as 

follows: 

 

 The Conundrum Planning report for the quarry proposal at 175 Northern Highway contains assumptions 

regarding the likely staging of development in the Beveridge North-west PSP and the Wallan South and 

East PSP:41 

 The assumptions that these scenarios are based on are set out in page 32 of the Conundrum Planning 

Report.  The assumed urban land requirements arising from the above tables are set out in figures 15-18 

of that report.  

 I have included these assumptions and plans in Appendix 9 of this Statement. 

 The tables from the Conundrum Planning Report (calculate land requirements based on a net residential 

density figure (ie total dwellings times net density equals residential land requirement).  However, the 

associated urban land requirement plans contained within that report appear to represent this net 

residential land area requirement as a ‘gross’ land area.  For example, in the Phase 3 plans, the 107ha of 

 
40 A total of 12,956 dwellings are forecast to be required over the period 2020-2041 
41 The assumptions that these scenarios are based on are set out in page 32 of the Conundrum Planning Report. 
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land referred to in the above table includes areas set aside for waterways, arterial roads, active open 

space, etc., all of which form part of the ‘gross’ residential areas in the BNW PSP land budget (refer 

Appendix 9).   

 In my view, the use of a gross residential density would paint a more accurate picture of the overall land 

required to enable the roll-out of urban development as envisaged in the BNW PSP.  This would take 

into account the land areas also need to be set aside to support urban development and protect existing 

natural features.   

 The net developable area in the BNW PSP equates to 64% of the gross developable area, and so the 

quantum of land required to enable the delivery of all of the features identified in the Future Urban 

Structure in the BNW PSP will vary considerably based on whether a gross or net density figure is 

applied. 

 The memorandum of advice on project timing and staging from Yarra Valley Water identifies two 

potential scenarios  - a Base Case where the YVW project trades at 280 dwellings per annum, and a 

‘stretch case’ where the project trades at 400 dwellings per annum. 

 I have prepared the following three scenarios to explore the potential rate of land take-up within the 

BNW PSP: 

Scenario 1 – Assuming an average of 277 lot sales from 2022 (based on the ID Forecast) 

Scenario 2 – Assuming an average of 369 lot sales from 2024 (based on the YVW base case of 280 lots 

per annum and a further 25% of lot sales across other land holdings within the BNW PSP area42) 

Scenario 3 – Assuming an average of 533 lot sales from 2024 (based on the YVW stretch case of 400 

lots per annum and a further 25% of lot sales across other land holdings within the BNW PSP area43) 

 The latter two scenarios are based on this BNW PSP area delivering a higher number of lots than was 

assumed in the ID Forecast, and these scenarios could potentially arise based on the ‘pull factor’ of a 

large masterplanned development attracting a greater share of lot sales from across the wider growth 

corridor,  higher overall growth than has been assumed in the ID Forecast, or a combination of both 

factors.  

 I am not qualified to offer an opinion in relation the likely market take-up of lots in the Northern 

Corridor, and I have adopted the figures contained within the ID Forecast and YVW memorandum solely 

for the purpose of exploring what each scenario might mean in terms of the potential timing of 

residential development within the BNW PSP area relative to the potential timing of stone extraction at 

175 Northern Highway. 

 

 
42 Whilst Yarra Valley Water is the largest land owner in the PSP area, there are numerous other development 

parcels where urban development is expected to occur early in the lifespan of the PSP.   

43 ibid 
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 I have assumed the following in these scenarios: 

• A gross residential density of 12.6 dwellings per ha will be achieved across the overall BNW PSP, 

based on a net density of 20 dwellings per ha and a ratio of net to gross density of 63% (as per 

the BNW PSP land budget).   

• A constant rate of lot consumption has been assumed across each scenario, acknowledging that 

actual lot sales are likely to go up and down over the coming decades.  

• Scenario 1 assumes lots are created from 2022, whereas scenarios 2 and 3 assume lots are 

created from 2024 onwards (per the YVW memorandum of advice) 

 The tables at Appendix 10 of this Statement set out in simplified terms the total gross land consumption 

withing the BNW PSP over the coming decades. 

 The outcomes of the scenarios contained in Appendix 10 is as follows:  

Scenario 1 – All land within the BNW PSP is developed within a circa 50-year time horizon 

Scenario 2 – All land within the BNW PSP is developed within a circa 40-year time horizon 

Scenario 3 - All land within the BNW PSP is developed within 30 years 

 I consider Scenario 1 to be unrealistic because a precinct of this scale with a single large developer and a 

series of smaller developers would in my view be highly likely to generate demand for more annual lot 

sales that 277 lots per annum.  If this were not to be the case then the precinct may not generate 

sufficient development activity to support the early investment in civil and project infrastructure to 

warrant trading (although I defer to the expertise of others on this point). 

 In my view Scenario 2 appears to be a realistic planning basis on which to  make development and 

infrastructure coordination decisions.   The scenario of there being one larger masterplanned developer 

and a series of small-medium sized development sites is a common one in Melbourne’s growth areas, 

and it would only require the larger developer to sell circa 16 lots per month and the developer of (say) 

2-3 smaller sites to sell circa 5-8 lots per month to result in a total sales volume of circa 370 lots per 

annum  (Whilst I consider this to be a realistic scenario based on my observations of other development 

front across Melbourne’s growth areas, I defer to the expertise of others on the more exact questions of 

market demand and likely longer term trading patterns across the northern growth corridor). 

 I also consider that Scenario 3 to be one that could realistically arise in the event that Melbourne were 

to attract the level of population growth in the coming 3 decades that it has attracted over the past two 

decades.  Whilst it is not possible to forecast with any accuracy what Melbourne’s population growth 

rates might be in the coming 30 years (the substantial underestimation of the population forecasts over 

the past 30 years is testament to this fact) it is important to take into account a potential high growth 

scenario into account when making long term planning decisions. 

 In summary, I consider that it is reasonable to assume that all of the land within the Beveridge North-

West PSP will be developed within a 30-40 year time horizon. 
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Urban land staging scenarios: 

 The Conundrum Planning Report and Yarra Valley Water memorandum set out different development 

sequence scenario for land within the BNW PSP44.    

 The Conundrum Planning Report assumes that development will spread in an east-west linear manner 

along Camerons Lane, before moving north along the fashion along the north-south arterial road spine. 

The logic behind this particular staging approach is not explained in the Conundrum Planning Report. 

 The Yarra Valley Water memorandum assumes that development within its land holdings will head from 

south to north on the flatter land between the two arterial roads, with an internal connector road linking 

each ‘neighbourhood’ stage together45.  This staging arrangement will create housing around the town 

centre (which I understand to be related to a desire to deliver the town centre early in the life of the 

project), and to stage outwards towards the sloping land to the west and north-west of the site.  

 Whilst I have not had the opportunity to consider the expert evidence of Mr Fetterplace in any detail, I 

understand that it is his view that development of the subject site is likely to start from Camerons Lane 

on land east of the proposed western north-south arterial road and head north from that point.   

 I understand the main difference between the staging set out in Mr Fetterplace’s statement and that 

adopted by YVW is that Mr Fetterplace has assumed that residential land to the west of the town centre 

would be developed first, whereas the YVW staging assumes that some of the land within the town 

centre would be developed in the early stages of developing the town centre. 

 I am not qualified to comment on the marketing or infrastructure aspects of any of the above staging 

approaches, but I consider that the approach proposed by Yarra Valley Water has a strong town 

planning and ‘orderly development’ logic to it for the following reasons: 

• It supports development on the relatively flatter parts of the site first (sloping land is more 
complex and expensive to build housing on, and is more likely to have stronger appeal when the 
project is at a more mature stage). 
 

• It supports the early creation of place and identity – by focusing development stages on locations 
which offer local amenity such as a waterbody, active open space, schools and town centre 
facilities. 
 

• It supports the orderly delivery of the north-south arterial spine, which is a critical part of the 
regional road and public transport network. 
 

• It supports the development of land on the eastern side of the precinct, whereby landowners on 
either side of the north-south arterial road will contribute funds toward the delivery of this road 
land, and future residents can gain benefit from its early delivery. 

 In summary, I consider that the staging approach outlined in the Yarra Valley Water memorandum has a 

compelling development and town planning logic to it.   

 
44 Refer figures 15-18 of the Conundrum Planning Report  
45 Refer figures 2 and 3 from the Yarra Valley Water memorandum  
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 Summary of opinion on sequencing scenarios for stone extraction and 
urban development: 

 

 As noted earlier in my evidence, I consider that a sequencing scenario based on the potential for low 

rates of stone extraction and a potential for medium to high rate of urban development should be 

adopted for the purposes of understanding the potential time horizons within which a potential quarry 

operations and nearby urban development might be expected to coexist.  

 For the reasons set out in this statement, my view in relation to the sequencing of urban development 

and any potential stone extraction within WA 1473 are as follows: 

• The resource life of the potential quarry at 175 Northern Highway is at a minimum at least 30 years, 

and under a range of scenarios could easily be in the order of 48-56 years.   

 

• The Conundrum Planning Report identifies that 30 years is a ‘conventionally short’ lifespan for a 

quarry operation46.  Given that the volume of available commercial stone reserves in WA no 1473 is 

estimated to be circa 20 million tonnes, and the fact that the WA contemplates a range of extraction 

rates which will ultimately be based on market conditions, I am not convinced that extraction would 

cease on the site within 30 years.  Even if this were to be made a condition of the Work Authority or 

planning permit, I consider that there is still a reasonable prospect that such conditions might be 

amended in future. 

 

• The phasing of the proposed quarry operation has sought to reduce the impact of the 500m quarry 

buffer on urban land to its south and west by Phase 3 of the Quarry operations.  However, Phase 3 

is not scheduled to commence until 2043 and there is inherent uncertainty as to whether the rate of 

quarrying activity on the site will enable this buffer constraint to be removed from the adjoining 

land at that time.   

 

• In addition, the proposed Work Plan includes a large rock processing plant to be located within 

Stage two over the life of the quarry to  cater for the conveyancing crushing, crushing, screening, 

stockpiling and conveyancing of rock.  The relevant EPA Separation Distance Guidelines identify that 

where such activities are associated with hard rock blasting that a 500m buffer be maintained 

around such activities47.  If this plant is to be retained in the location proposed in the draft WP over 

the life of the quarry operation then the 500m quarry buffer would also need to be maintained from 

these facilities across the life of the quarry operations. 

 

• Land within the Beveridge North-West PSP is likely to be full developed within a 30-40 year time 

horizon.  The orderly and logical development sequence for the land within the BNW PSP is from 

south to north, and to also spread out from the central spine of the BNW PSP to the sloping north-

western and western flank of the precinct.   

 
46 Conundrum Planning Report, page 11 
47 EPA Publication 1518: Recommended Separation Distances for Industrial Residual Air Emissions – Guideline 4 (the 

Separation Distance Guideline) 
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• Based on a development rate of circa 350 lots per annum across the wider PSP area, this pattern of 

north-south development will potentially result in urban development reaching the edges of a 

notional 500m buffer from the boundary of WA 1473 within circa 15 years.   

 My views in relation to the potential implications of any requirement to set land aside to protect a 500m 

buffer from the boundary of WA 1473 are as follows: 

• If urban development could not continue north along the north-south arterial spine within the 

notional quarry buffer area then development would need be staged towards the east and west 

flanks of the BNW PSP at that point in time.  This would make the completion of the north-south 

arterial road link to the adjoining BNW PSP land more challenging to deliver and it would result in 

a range of important facilities within the BNW PSP not being delivered until such time as stone 

extraction ceased.  This would include: 

 

▪ The northern town centre (early stages) 

▪ Government primary school 

▪ Community facilities 

▪ Indoor recreation centre 

▪ Sporting reserves 

 

• The ability to delivery these facilities on land within the 500m buffer could be deferred to 

anywhere between 30 and 50+ years from today, depending on the way in which the quarry 

resources are extracted.  I am not convinced that the proposed phasing of quarry operations 

greatly alleviates this deferral, given the proposed location of the processing facilities within the 

Phase 2 land and the inherent uncertainty over the timing of extraction of stone resources on the 

site. 

 

• If the quarry buffer were not a consideration then in my opinion these town centre and 

community facilities might otherwise be able to delivered in a staged manner over the coming 

15-25 years.   
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 The Walkable Catchment boundaries prescribed by Plan 3 of the BNW PSP 

 
 The exhibited BNW PSP Plan 3 shows a walkable catchment around the western Local Town Centre, and 

a much larger walkable catchment that encircles the northern, southern and eastern Local Town Centres 

(LTCs) which incorporates a substantial area of land in between each centre.  

 The walking distance from key nodes (such as the local town centre) within this catchment varies from 

location to location, ranging from <200m to up to circa 800m. 

  I note from the VPA submission summary dated 26th June that the VPA proposes to alter the extent of 

walkable catchments shown on Plan 3  to reflect a 400m/5 minute walkable catchment from planned 

activity centres and the future Principal Public Transport Network.   

 I have not been provided with a copy of any plans which shown these proposed changes to the exhibited 

walkable catchments. My instructions are to set out my opinion in relation to the walkable catchments 

as shown in the exhibited PSP, and that I may subsequently be instructed to provide an addendum 

report responding to any amendments to the walkable catchment proposed by the VPA.  

 The approach taken to defining walkable catchments in growth area PSP’s has varied somewhat 

although defining a walkable catchment as 400 metres from a local town centre has been a relatively 

common approach, as evidenced by the summary of PSP walking catchments shown in Table 3. 

 
PSP 
 

 
Anchor 

 
Walkable Catchment 

 

Shenstone Park (2020) Local TC Circa 400m 25 d/ha 

Pakenham East (2020) Local TC 200-600m 22 d/ha 

Cardinia Creek South 
(March 2018) 

Local TC 400m 18d/ha 

 Community hub 200m 18d/ha 

Donnybrook (Oct 2017) Train station 500m 25 d/ha 

  500-800m 18 d/ha 

 Local TC 400m 18 d/ha 

Mt Atkinson (Sept 2017) Town Centre 400m 20d/ha 

 Community hub 400m (approx.) 20d/ah 

Sunbury (Dec 2019) Town Centre 400m (approx.) 17d/ha 

 Community hub 400m (approx.) 17d/ha 

 
Table 3: Walkable Catchment Anchor comparison 

 My opinions in relation to the definition of walkable catchments for town centres and public transport 

corridors is as follows: 
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Walkable catchment from town centres: 

 I consider that 400m distance from a neighbourhood scale town centre is a reasonable catchment within 

which to require the delivery of medium density housing.  I also consider that a density target in the 

range of 20-25 dwellings/ha in these catchments will deliver a good diversity of medium density housing 

in these locations.  

 In the case of the BNW PSP, all four LTCs will offer a mix of retail, community, education and recreation 

facilities that would support the delivery of medium density housing outcomes.   

 The eastern LTC will be relatively much smaller however and will not (for example) support a full line 

supermarket and associated specialty shops and services, which diminishes the ability for residents in 

this location to ‘live locally’. This centre therefore presents a relatively more modest opportunity to 

support medium density housing in my opinion. 

Walkable catchment from PT routes: 

 The BNW PSP includes a public transit corridor that has the potential to deliver frequent high capacity 

transit services in the long-term.   

 The levels of public transport services envisaged for this corridor will only be possible if residential and 

other land use densities within the walking catchments of activity nodes along the corridor are 

sufficiently high to sustain the level of trip generation needed to support high frequency services.  

 Equally, demand for medium density housing in the Corridor will be influenced by the level of amenity 

and accessibility that is available in the location. So there is a symbiotic relationship between the 

proposed transport network and the proposed urban density that surrounds it - if government wishes to 

realise a high frequency PT service that is a viable alternative to private car use, then it needs to plan for 

an urban density that will support this. 

 In my opinion, it is the walking catchments from activity nodes along the corridor that are critical, not 

walking catchments along the entire length of the corridor itself.  The activity nodes are the locations 

which offer a mix of access and amenity (such as local employment, town centres and community 

services) that can support medium density housing.   

 In the case of the BNW PSP this would mean defining a 400m walkable catchment from the PT corridor 

where is runs alongside the northern and southern town centres.   

 The land in between these town centres might only offer access to perhaps one or two transit stops and 

the only amenity provided in these locations is the PT bus stop itself. 

 So a pragmatic approach to designating locations for medium density housing along higher order PT 

routes such as that proposed in the BNW PSP would be to define a 400m walking catchment from the 

edge of the relevant activity node along the route. 
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 The residential densities sought by Table 4 (Housing Density Guide) and 
Requirement R3 and Guideline G15 of the PSP. 

 
 The exhibited G15 currently states that: “Subdivision of land outside the walkable catchment shown on 

Plan 3 should achieve the overall average minimum densities as show in Table 4.” 

 The exhibited Table 4 (Housing Density Guide) is as follows: 

 

Figure 11: BNW Housing Density Guide (exhibited). 

 The exhibited R3 currently states that: ‘’Subdivision of residential land within the walkable catchment 

and mixed use areas shown on Plan 3 must achieve an overall average minimum density of 30 dwellings 

per net developable hectare. Applications for subdivision that can demonstrate how target densities can 

be achieved over time shall be considered’’. 

 Plan Melbourne states that in the future, planning and development of growth areas should seek an 

overall increase in residential densities to more than 20 dwellings per hectare.  
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 Residential densities have incrementally risen in Melbourne’s growth areas since the introduction of 

Plan Melbourne in 2017, although the approach taken to defining residential densities within and 

outside of walkable catchments in PSP’s has varied considerably across Melbourne’s Growth Area over 

the past three years, as evidenced by the summary shown in Table 4. 

    
Residential Housing Densities/NDha – Comparison Study of PSPs 
  

Location 
within PSP 

Mt Atkinson 
(2017) 

D’brook 
(2017) 

Cardinia 
Creek 
South  
(2018) 

Sunbury 
South 
(2019) 

Shenstone 
Park (2020) 

Pakenham 
West 
(2020) 

BNW 
Exhibited 

Major 
Anchors 

Specialised 
Town Centre 

MAC 
Train 
Stations 

- - - - - 

Residential 
within 
Walkable 
Catchment 

20 25 
(stations) 
18 LTCs) 

18 17 25 22 30 

Residential 
outside 
walkable 
catchment 

16.5 15 16  17 17 17 

Interface A - - 14   - 14 9.5 

Interface B - - -  - 9.5 15.5 

Interface C - - -  - 2.95 9 

Res within 
Town 
Centre 

25 - 20  17 20 25 

Mixed Use 25 - 25  - - 30 

TOTAL 19.4 16.5 16.7 15 18.9 16.4 20 

 

Table 4: Residential Density Comparison Table 

 The Plan Melbourne policy increasing residential densities to over 20 dwellings per hectare in future is 

intended to signal a desire to use more land more efficiently in Melbourne’s growth areas, so as to 

reduce urban sprawl and support the delivery of public transport and urban services and amenities. 

However, it should not be adopted as an absolute prescription for all land within all PSPs across 

Melbourne’s growth areas.    

 Within this wider policy context, residential densities within any given precinct need to be derived from 

the site context and conditions rather than being ‘back solved’ from a fixed or rigid density figure.  For 

instance, a location that is within walking distance of a train station, Major Town Centre, regional-scale 

employment, health and community facilities can support substantially higher residential densities than 

a location that does not have walkable access to such facilities. 

 In the northern growth corridor, the locations that will have the greatest access to public transport, jobs 

and services are in proximity to Lockerbie (Cloverton), Donnybrook and Mickleham (Merrifield).  Other 

locations such as Beveridge South, Wallan and Beveridge will in the longer term have access to a Major 

Town Centre and train station (respectively).  These are locations that are relatively well positioned to 

be able to support higher residential densities (ie above 20 dwellings per hectare). 
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 Of all of the remaining precincts within Melbourne’s growth areas, the BNW PSP is one where its 

location and terrain will make achieving a residential density of 20 d/ha particularly challenging. 

 Land within the BNW PSP will not have direct access to train stations, large employment precincts or 

major activity centres.   This is a location that needs to strive for local self-containment at the 

neighbourhood scale, and also be connected to such facilities elsewhere by good quality public 

transport. It is not in my view a location that will offer a level of amenity and convenience that will 

readily support substantial areas of medium density housing. 

 In addition, substantial parts of the BNW PSP are affected by sloping terrain, which will make delivery of 

public transport services. 

 Given the above context, it is my view that achieving an overall residential dwelling density of 20 or 

more dwellings per hectare across the wider BNW PSP will be a challenge.    

 That said, I consider that it will be possible to deliver a wide mix of medium density housing in locations 

within the PSP area that are supported by local amenity and services, and that have direct access to 

public transport.  I consider that a density in the order of 20-25 dwellings per hectare within defined 

walking catchments from town centres and transit stops is achievable in the location of the BNW PSP.  

Residential density in these locations will support the delivery of PT services and it is in line with the 

densities required in the walking catchments of other recent PSPs across Melbourne’s growth areas. 

 In areas that are outside of the walking catchment and otherwise unconstrained by slope, a density in 

the order of 17-18 d/ha would be appropriate (and would still deliver housing diversity), whilst the 

residential density in areas that are affected by slope or interface areas should be determined by 

reference to the design measures that are relevant to nature of each interface. 

 In my opinion the overall residential density for the wider PSP should then be derived as a by-product of 

the aggregate response to the above opportunities and constraints, rather than back-solved against a 20 

d/ha ‘target’. 

 I note from the VPA submission summary dated 26th June that the VPA proposes to alter the residential 

densities referred to in the PSP to provide greater flexibility through the planning application process.   

 I have not been provided with a copy of the proposed changes to these density provisions.  My 

instructions are to set out my opinion in relation to the residential densities as shown in the exhibited 

PSP, and that I may subsequently be instructed to provide an addendum report responding to any 

amendments to these densities proposed by the VPA.   

 My general view is that the density provisions contained within the BNW PSP should be based on the 

principles set out above, however I can confirm my views on this topic once I have had an opportunity to 

review any revised residential density proposals for the BNW PSP.   
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 Southern Town Centre 

 I understand that Yarra Valley Water have submitted the following in relation to the Southern Town 

Centre: 

• The representation of the Southern local town centre on Plan 3 should be amended so that 

there is greater  flexibility in relation to the placement and configuration of schools, open 

space, town centre and mixed-use activities.   

• The placement and configuration of these elements of the town centre should be resolved 

through a separate masterplannig process, utilising a Development Plan or similar mechanism. 

 

 The exhibited PSP provides the following framework for managing the design and development of the 

southern  town centre: 

• The Future Urban Structure Plan  (Plan 3) shows the location of the Southern Local Town 
Centre, and its relationship to the road network, open space, waterbodies, schools, community 
facilities and a large mixed use area. 

• Section 3.2 includes a table (Table 7) which identifies the preferred town centre hierarchy 
(including retail and commercial floorspace), an ‘employment table’, Requirements and 
Guidelines.  

• Requirements R6 states that ‘Development of the Southern Town Centre (LTC1)shown hatched 
on Plan 3 must accord with the performance Requirements and Objectives of Table 9’. 

• Guidelines G24 states that the design of all Local Town Centres should respond to the Design 
Guidelines in Appendix 4.3. 
 

 I have been instructed that Yarra Valley Water has been in discussions with the VPA in relation to the 

planning controls that might apply to the land within the Southern Town Centre. precinct shown in Plan.   

 I understand that there a shared desire to provide flexibility over how the town centre elements shown 

in Plan 3 are realised, but that there is currently no agreement regarding the mechanisms available to 

achieve this shared intent. 

 The boundary of the Southern Town Centre is defined under Requirement R6 and Plan 3 as including a 

range of uses such as open space, waterbodies, schools, community facilities and a large mixed use area.   

 Under this arrangement there is less flexibility to ‘move the parts around’ than there is for other town 

centres within the PSP.  Guideline G6 allows  alternative concepts for these centres to be considered, 

whereas the broad layout for the Southern Town Centre is shown on the Future Urban Structure and so 

any future development must pass the test of being generally in accordance with the layout shown on 

Plan 3. 

 A further complication is that  the draft Urban Growth Zone Schedule applies specific zones to different 

parts of the land within the Southern Town Centre boundary (for example Commercial 1 over the ‘town 

centre’ part, Mixed Use over the mixed use part and Residential Growth zone over other areas).   

 There are a number of different ways in which this issue might be addressed – ranging from placing the 

land within the ‘shaded area’ shown on Plan 3 into an alternative zone to the UGZ (such as the Activity 
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Centre Zone, the Comprehensive Development Zone, etc.), applying different zone to that land under 

the UGZ Schedule, utilising other parts of the UGZ to enable the preparation of a development plan, etc. 

 The whole of the proposed Southern Town Centre falls within land that is owned by Yarra Valley Water 

and there are therefore not the same complications that would arise from altering town centre layouts 

that would arise of the town centre was located across multiple land holdings. 

 I note from the VPA submission summary dated 26th June that the VPA proposes to make alternations to 

the documents contained within Amendment C016 in response to the Yarra Valley Water submission in 

relation to the Southern Town Centre. 

 I have not yet seen any amendments proposed by the VPA, and my instructions are that I may be 

instructed to provide an addendum report responding to any proposed changes to Amendment C106 in 

relation to the Southern Town Centre proposed by the VPA.   

 

 

Mark Woodland  
6th July 2020  
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APPENDIX 1 - CV 
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APPENDIX 2 – 

DELIVERING MELBOURNE’S NEWEST SUSTAINABLE 

COMMUNITIES: SUMMARY OF KEY POINTS. 

The DMNSC report noted that the following approach had been taken in relation to dealing with 

landscape values within the investigation areas: 

“In considering the future location of new urban areas, landscape values were a critical consideration. 
This is because existing significant landscape features have the potential to define and enrich the 
communities that will potentially live in parts of these areas and give them a connection to the 
landscape and their immediate physical setting and the associated natural environment. 
Establishing new communities has the potential of building upon the regions’ existing landscape 
structure and enhancing the setting of new settlements within it. This can provide an improved sense 
of place and connection to the local area. 
….. 
For further information refer to Background Technical Report 4: Landscape Values.”48 

 
The report notes the following in relation to the landscape values of the North Investigation Area: 

“The Northern Investigation Area covers the northern reaches of the volcanic plains between 
Craigieburn and the foothills of the Great Dividing Range at Wallan. The area is bounded to the east 
by the hills abutting Wallan East and Upper Plenty that strike south following and intersecting with 
the Epping Kilmore Road. To the west the boundary is Mickleham Road and Old Sydney Road and the 
escarpment of the Deep Creek and undulating hills further north. These higher areas form a north-
south edge to the valley floor. 
 
Central in this landscape is the upper catchment of the Merri Creek which occupies a broad and flat 
central valley. This valley is bisected by the Hume Highway and the Melbourne-Sydney Railway Line. 
 
The several volcanic cones and hill tops (such as Quarry Hills, Mt Franklin, Rigg Hill, Springs Hill and 
Bald Hill) together with the distinct ridge lines to the west and east, provide an opportunity to create a 
sense of place for future residents. The waterways also offer the opportunity to enhance landscape 
and Aboriginal cultural heritage values if sensitively treated during later and more detailed planning 
stages.”49 

 
The DMNSC Report did not identify land within the BNW PSP area as having extractive industry 

resources of sufficient value to warrant protection.   

The DNMSC Report records that the following approach was taken in relation to dealing with extractive 

industry resources within the investigation areas as part of the wider UGB review: 

“Extractive industry plays a fundamental role in development. The resources provided by the industry 
underpin virtually all building and construction. Victoria is fortunate in having an abundance of stone, 
sand and soil resources. As the cost of extraction and transport translates into the cost of raw building 
materials, care needs to be taken to ensure that the industry can continue to operate efficiently. 

 
48DMNSC Report, page 23 
49 Ibid, page 60 
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The review has carefully examined current and proposed extractive industry areas, their buffer and 
access requirements. With some exceptions, the approach has been to ensure extractive industry can 
continue to operate into the long term. 
 
Where quarries are adjacent to the proposed Urban Growth Boundary, either the whole quarry area 
has been left outside the boundary, or where a buffer to the quarry area overlaps land within the 
Urban Growth Boundary, it has been shown as non-developable. The latter approach will allow some 
flexibility. It protects the buffers to quarry tenements until it can be demonstrated that this protection 
is no longer required. 
 
The effect of this approach can be seen, for example, at Plumpton, where the proposed Urban Growth 
Boundary is located along the Melton Highway but land within the buffer to the quarry located on the 
north side of the highway is shown as non-developable (with the exception of the Special Use Zone in 
that instance). 
 
There are instances, however, where entire extractive industry tenements are inside the proposed 
Urban Growth Boundary. In some cases this is due to the operator indicating that the quarry work will 
end within the 20 year planning horizon. In other cases, the extractive industry operation is too far 
from the edge of the proposed Urban Growth Boundary to be excluded. 
 
In all such cases, provision has been made to allow for 500 metre buffers around these 
operations. Land within these buffer areas has not been included in the calculation of 
the potential urban area. Some quarries may be converted to landfill so it is appropriate 
that the buffer remains until a clear future is determined. 
 
For further information refer to Background Technical Report 1: Land Capability.”50 

 
The DMNSC report noted the following in relation to extractive industries in the North Investigation 

Area: 

“Existing and proposed quarries: 
 
There are seven working quarries interspersed across the Investigation Area that pose a constraint to 
urban development in some locations. These activities require sufficient buffers to ensure they will not 
impact on future urban development. These buffers are generally all within the Investigation Area.  
 
The City of Whittlesea has large areas of land consumed by extractive industry tenements and buffers. 
The clustering of these operations is a significant constraint to development, and also creates difficulty 
in maintaining connectivity and integration between future areas of urban development.”51 

 
Background Technical Report No 1 (‘Land Capability Report’) set out the methodology that was used to 

assess extractive industry tenements and resources at the time of the UGB review.  Relevant extracts 

from the Land Capability Report are set out in Attachment 2 to my evidence statement. 

Tenement No. WA1473 was not specifically identified in the Land Capability Report, because no 

application for a Work Approval had been made at that time.  However, it identified the wider BNW PSP 

area was within the Extractive Industry Interest Area and that there was potential interest in quarrying 

 
50 DMNSC Report for Public Consultation Page 21 
51 Ibid, page 61 
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part of the land within the BNW PSP area (as noted in the UGB constraints map contained within the 

background report  - refer Appendix 2 of this evidence statement for an extract). 

The Addendum Report attached to Land Capability Report undertook an assessment of the overall 

economic impact of allowing EIIAs within the Investigation Areas to be developed for urban purposes, 

and it concluded the following: 

 “Overall, although there would be a loss to GSP and employment associated with reducing  removing 

(sic) extractive resources within the Investigation Areas, along with increased delivery and social cost 

from sourcing material from the closest alternative supply, PB notes that these costs need to be 

weighted against the substantial public investment and positive economic benefits associated with 

urban development within the Investigation Areas.  

Specifically, it is expected that Melbourne’s UGB will be expanded to accommodate an additional 

134,000 dwellings at a minimum.  This expansion, along with corresponding infrastructure 

development requirements to cater for increased population, is expected to lead to substantial 

employment and growth generation for local industries and business within the Investigation Areas.”52 

The State Government subsequently extended the Urban Growth Boundary via Amendment VC68 to the 

Victoria Planning Provisions and (inter-alia) the Mitchell Planning Scheme. Amendment VC68 was 

gazetted in August 2010 and its changed the alignment of the Urban Growth Boundary and rezone land 

within the UGB to (predominately) the Urban Growth Zone. Areas that were identified as constrained in 

the DMNSC report were included in non-urban zones such as the Farming Zone or Rural Conservation 

Zone. 

  

 
52 Ibid, page 41 
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APPENDIX 3 –  

DELIVERING MELBOURNE’S NEWEST SUSTAINABLE 

COMMUNITIES: BACKGROUND TECHNICAL REPORT 1 – 

LAND CAPABILITY 

The DMNSC Background Technical Report summarises the methodology used to assess extractive industry 

tenements and resources at the time of the UGB review, as follows: 

“Extractive industry tenements and their buffers were highlighted as significant development 

constraints (red) as a rule. The buffers for extractive industry can vary between 200-500m but without 

comprehensive data on the buffer for each quarry a 500m buffer has been applied to all existing 

quarries being the upper threshold distance required as part of Clause 52.10 of the VPP….  

Extractive Industry Interest Areas were highlighted as having a medium (orange hatched) level of 

constraint to development as although it is important to consider the resource value of such areas 

development is not necessarily precluded under current State Planning Policy. These areas also signify 

where industrial enterprises should ideally be maintained, which supports economic development 

policies of the State Policy Planning Framework (Clause 17).”53 

The report notes that an analysis of geological resources in the Investigation Areas was undertaken, including 

consideration of the following factors: 

• Resource type 

• Proximity to similar industries 

• Uniqueness of the deposit 

• Closest potential supply of similar material – planned (in the EIIA) 

• Closest potential supply of similar material – active 

• Assumed quality 

• Ease of extraction 

• Life span 

This report identifies the location of a possible quarry near Spring Hill to the west of Mt. Fraser.  This location 

was rated as having a medium (orange hatched) level of constraint to development, as was the entirety of the 

Extractive Industry Interest Areas within the Northern Investigation Area.54 

Tenement No. WA1473 was not specifically identified in this report, because no WA no. had been issued for 

this location at the time of the assessment. 

 

 

 
53 DMNSC Technical report No. 1 page 12 
54 Ibid, pages 100 and 108. 
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The report notes the following: 

“Two sites have been identified as possible quarries near Beveridge according to Council. Information 

about the location of one of these was obtained from a company representative and has been mapped 

and highlighted as having a high level of constraint.   

The DPI Extractive Industry Interest Area covers more than half of the Mitchell investigation area. This 

designation has been considered as posing a medium (orange hatched) level of constraint given that 

development is not precluded from these areas, only discouraged. Further assessment of this and 

other Extractive Industry Interest Areas is being undertaken and will be included in the Extractive 

Industry Geological and Economic Assessment addendum to this report.”55 

The conclusions of this report include the following: 

“The most significant constraint in the Melbourne North (Hume-Mitchell-Whittlesea) investigation 

area is the cluster of extractive industries (mainly in Whittlesea) and the Extractive Industry Interest 

Area which is mostly contained within this investigation area… Mitchell is not constrained by a large 

presence of quarries, but has a sizeable Extractive Industry Interest Area as well as a number of 

environmental resources that are seemingly highly valued by Council and the community.”56 

An Addendum to Background Technical Report no 1 included a supplementary assessment of the following 

matters: 

• The profile of the Victorian extractive industry, including the identification of key trends and supply 

and demand attributes of the industry; 

• The quality of extractive resources and its uniqueness within the Investigation Areas, as well as supply 

of similar material either active or planned; 

• The existing economic profile of the Local Government Areas (LGA) falling within the Investigation 

Areas, and 

• The economic impact of removing/reducing a partial amount of resources to be extracted from the 

extractive industry Interest Areas as measured by the direct and indirect contribution of these quarry 

operations 

The Addendum Report noted the following: 

“Of the 8 tenements identified in [the Northern Investigation Area], 6 of have deposits listed as common. 

This means that the resources extracted are considered abundant whether locally or regionally sourced. 

New basalt is available in much of Melbourne’s north and west and is relatively easily extracted….”57 

The Addendum made the following conclusions in relation to the overall economic impact of removing 

extractive resources within the Investigation Areas: 

 “Overall, although there would be a loss to GSP and employment associated with reducing  removing 

extractive resources within the Investigation Areas, along with increased delivery and social cost from 

 
55 Ibid, page 104 
56 Ibid, page 107 
57 DMNSC Technical Report No. 1 – Addendum, page 28 
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sourcing material from the closest alternative supply, PB notes that these costs need to be weighted 

against the substantial public investment and positive economic benefits associated with urban 

development within the Investigation Areas.  

Specifically, it is expected that Melbourne’s UGB will be expanded to accommodate an additional 134,000 

dwellings at a minimum.  This expansion, along with corresponding infrastructure development 

requirements to cater for increased population, is expected to lead to substantial employment and growth 

generation for local industries and business within the Investigation Areas. In this context, a key 

beneficiary of this development is expected to be the extractive industry as they provide the necessary 

material used to build houses, schools, roads, commercial and industrial buildings.”58 

 

Land capability assessment (DMNSC Technical Report No. 1, 2009).  

 
58 Ibid, page 41 
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APPENDIX 4 – FURTHER DETAIL FROM NORTH GROWTH 

CORRIDOR PLAN. 

 

The land-use intent of each element of the North GCP is supported by thematic concept plans and 

descriptions.  These can be summarised  as follows: 

Creating Communities: 

“The identified urban districts are defined by the city shaping elements such as the OMR, the Hume 

Freeway, the Sydney- Melbourne rail line and also by the landscape and areas of special environmental 

significance within the Growth Corridor. 

The districts are of a sufficient size to each support a Major Town Centre (or the Principal Town Centre in 

the case of the Donnybrook district) and can each be expected to provide for a mix of types and densities 

of housing development, as well as a range of jobs.” 

 

Planned residential districts from the Northern Growth Corridor Plan (GAA, 2012). 

Landscape: 

“The North Growth Corridor is characterised the hills flanking its western, northern and eastern edges, 

the flat plateau towards the western edge of the Corridor and the more undulating landform towards 

the east. The eucalypt woodland, particularly towards the eastern edge of the corridor, and Merri and 
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Darebin Creeks are also significant elements in the landscape. Many of these features also provide a 

range of cultural heritage values. 

These features provide significant opportunities to create new active and passive recreation areas 

alongside waterways and both in the flat plateau towards the west and the more undulating red gum 

areas towards the east. 

The Growth Corridor Plan recognises this wide range of values. Combined, they make up an integrated 

open space network for Melbourne’s North, which provides an important natural setting for the entire 

North Corridor. It will make a major contribution to the future amenity and sense of place for future 

communities. Residents and visitors will be able to access the open space via a comprehensive trail 

network that will extend throughout the North Growth Corridor.” 

“The North Growth Corridor is characterised by a large valley floor space, flanked by the foothills of 

the Great Dividing Range, and incised by the Merri and Darebin creeks. The key landscape features 

that form part of the broader setting for urban development include:  

… 

Retention of an inter-urban break between the northern edge of the Growth Corridor and Wallan. The 

edge of urban development has been identified as just south of the saddle that commences at the 

intersection of Old Sydney Road and Beveridge Darraweit Road, and links south-east to Mt Fraser…” 

Open space: 

“In addition, an open space buffer is identified between the northern edge of the Growth Corridor and 

Wallan. The ridge line to the west of the Growth Corridor along with the prominent volcanic hills 

within the northern portion of the Growth Corridor will also be protected from urban development. 

A potential location for a regional active open space facility is identified within this buffer, along with 

potential facilities on the Merri Creek south of the Donnybrook Principal Town Centre, and at the 

Kalkallo retarding basin. These facilities are intended to meet a need for sports with a regional 

catchment. The delivery of these facilities will need to be further investigated before any final deci-

sions can be made.” 
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Open Space network from the Northern Growth Corridor Plan (GAA, 2012). 
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APPENDIX 5 – Joint Ministerial Statement – Extractive 

Resources 

The Joint Ministerial Statement – Extractive Resources (‘Joint Statement’) implements priority actions in 

the Victorian Government’s Extractive Resources Strategy, Helping Victoria Grow. It also gives effect to 

the recommendations of the Commissioner for Better Regulation, in her report Getting the Groundwork 

Right: Better regulation of mines and quarries.  It contains the following six priority actions: 

• Streamlining approval processes to expand production 

• Protect the continuity of supply from existing quarries 

• Apply the ‘agent of change’ principle to quarries 

• Provide better guidance to industry and local government identify and protect extractive 

resources of strategic importance 

• Reduce the environmental impact of quarrying and deliver landscapes for the community 

The Joint Statement established a ‘hot list’ of priority extractive industry projects that will be given 

priority planning assessments.  The criteria for determining whether a site is considered to be a strategic 

site for the Hot List are as follows: 

• The site contains significant accessible resources and is well located to markets 

• The application needs timely consideration and coordination of separate approval processes 

• Issues do not justify an Environmental Effects Statement (EES) process 

• Consideration of the application by the Minister under another Act would be facilitated by 

referral of the application to the Minister.59 

The Joint Statement notes that the Minister for Planning will call in permit applications where a decision 

by a responsible authority on a permit application for a quarry on the Hot List has been unreasonably 

delayed.60 

The Joint Statement states that the ‘agent of change’ principle will be applied to dealing with land use 

decisions affecting existing quarries.  It notes that quarry resources that are deemed  to be Strategic 

Extractive Resource Areas in greenfield locations will be better delineated within the planning system, 

and buffers will ultimately be put in place to prioritise extraction and prevent encroachment by urban 

development.61 

  

 
59 Joint Ministerial Statement;  Extractive Resources (2018), page 5 
60 ibid 
61 Ibid, pages 6 and 7 
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APPENDIX 6- ‘EXTRACTIVE RESOURCES IN VICTORIA: 

DEMAND AND SUPPLY STUDY 2015-2050’ (PWC) 

Criteria 1 Threatened resource types - identifies particular extractive resources that are in 

relatively short supply in the State relative to the level of projected demand. 

Identification of known locations of these resources has also been undertaken, 

where possible. This criterion has regard to the potential substitutability of 

resources in considering which particular extractive resources could be subject to 

strong price pressures in the future. 

Criteria 2 Resource depletion - Locations where supply is unable to meet demand due to 

exhaustion of reserves: identifies locations in Victoria where supply is unable to 

match demand due to significant exhaustion of existing licensed reserves across the 

analysis period. This criterion points to locations where licensing of new resources 

will be required to replace exhausted assets, with potential implications for policies 

governing land use. 

Criteria 3  Significant production - Locations that produce significant volumes of extractive 

resources: identifies those locations that deliver large volumes of extractive 

resources across the analysis period. This criterion points to the Victorian locations 

which could be considered for protection of existing resources to support the 

State’s development. 

Criteria 4 Resources important to Melbourne - Locations critical to supporting Greater 

Melbourne’s future: identifies those locations that are expected to deliver 

significant volumes of resource to Greater Melbourne across the analysis period. 

This criterion will identify those locations that could result in significant 

infrastructure cost increases in Melbourne should encroachment or sterilisation of 

extractive resources occur.  

Key findings from the report which are of relevance to the hard rock resources and the SRD criteria 

within the Shire of Mitchell are as follows: 

In relation to Criterion 1 (‘Threatened Rock Types’) the PWC Report notes the following: 

“Identified threatened rock types include hornfels and clay and clay shale. These rock types are 

expected to experience significant depletion across the analysis period such that few years of supply 

remain after 2050. 

Each of the other rock types considered in the analysis has sufficient reserves within existing and 

planned future licensed WAs (based on industry intentions at 2015) to support ongoing future demand 

beyond 2050. These findings are reflected in Table 8.”62 

 
62 Ibid, page 50 
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In relation to Criterion 2 (‘Resource Depletion’) the PWC Report notes the following regarding the 

availability of resources: 

“The following Victorian locations are identified on the basis that they are subject to significant 

exhaustion of current and planned future licensed reserves across the analysis period. The high 

exhaustion rate occurring in these locations indicates that they receive high levels of allocated demand 

from localities in relative proximity (both within the LGA and in other LGAs), which suggests that they 

could be well-suited geographically to delivering extractive resources to support Victoria’s 

development. 

Given this, resource locations identified under Criterion 2 are considered to represent good candidates 

for development of new WAs in the future.”63 

Table 10 of the PWC report identifies the key local government areas that are expected to experience 

significant exhaustion of current and future planned work authority reserves for hard rock resources 

across the period 2015 to 2050:   

 

In relation to Criterion 3 (‘Significant Production’) the PWC Report notes the following regarding supply 

locations that have significant current and forecast production levels: 

“Victorian locations producing significant volumes of hard rock across the analysis period are listed in 

Table 14, ordered by their respective levels of 2050 hard rock supply. Identified production shortfalls are 

also listed in the table. The production shortfall refers to the difference between the level of demand 

allocated to a location, which is based on its current and planned future licensed reserves and production 

levels, and the level of production from that location.”64 

Table 14 from the PWC report is extracted overleaf. 

 
6363 Ibid, page 55 
64 Ibid, page 66 
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In relation to Criterion 4 (‘Locations critical to supporting Greater Melbourne’s future’) the PWC Report 

notes the following regarding critical supply locations: 

“One of the themes of this analysis has been the trend towards increasing competition amongst 

alternative uses for land on Greater Melbourne’s fringe. For reasons including noise, dust, traffic, 

environmental and amenity impacts, extractive industries cannot always coexist with other land uses, 

such as residential development. PwC understands that encroachment by residential and other 

development types is increasingly threatening the supply of extractive resources in peri-urban 

locations in Victoria. 

This criterion has been applied to identify those locations that would result in infrastructure cost 

increases in Greater Melbourne should sterilisation of their extractive resources occur. Locations are 

ranked according to the proportion of total State production they deliver across the 2015 to 2050 

period, for each of the rock types considered.”65 

In relation to hard rock resources, the PWC report notes the following: 

 
“Key locations of hard rock supply are listed in Table 19, which indicates that South Gippsland and the 
Inner South East region together are expected to deliver over 50 per cent of Greater Melbourne’s hard 
rock material across 2015 to 2050.” 

 
Table 19 of the PWC report is extracted overleaf. 

 
65 Ibid, page 74 
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APPENDIX 7- THE DRAFT SERAS FROM THE PILOT 

STUDY, THE UGB AND ZONING. 

The vast majority of the SEOA and SRO land is either located outside of the Urban growth Boundary, within 

an existing Special Use Zone or on land zoned for non-urban purposes.  The buffers associated with existing 

quarries and/or Special Uze zone areas do not generally affect areas shown in the Growth Corridor Plan or a 

PSP for sensitive uses such as residential development.  The only exception to this is in relation to land in the 

north-west corner of work authority WA420 which was an approved and operating quarry at the time that 

the UGB was moved and the Black Forest Road North PSP was subsequently prepared and approved (figure 

13). 

 

Proposed SERA planning controls recommendations (Pilot Report) overlaid with the existing UGB and land use 

zoning. 
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Treatment of buffer from existing quarry WA 420 in the Black Forest Road South PSP 
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APPENDIX 8 - EXTRACTIVE INDUSTRIES APPROVALS 

PROCESS 
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APPENDIX 9 - EXTRACTS FROM THE CONUNDRUM 

PLANNING REPORT.   

 

 

Beveridge NW PSP residential land requirement forecast (Conundrum Planning Report) 

 

Wallan South & East PSP residential land requirement forecast (Conundrum Planning Report) 
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Figure 15 – extract from Conundrum Planning Report 
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APPENDIX 10 – ASSESSMENT OF POTENTIAL LAND 

CONSUMPTION SCENARIOS IN THE BNW PSP.   

 

BNW PSP land area and density assumptions  

 

BNW PSP residential land requirement forecast (based in ID Forecast) 

 

BNW PSP residential land requirement forecast (Based on YVW Base case) 
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BNW PSP residential land requirement forecast (Based on YVW high growth scenario) 

 

 

 

 


