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1. Introduction  
1. My name is David Barnes. I am the Managing Director of Hansen Partnership Pty Ltd, Urban Planning, Urban 

Design and Landscape Architecture, located at Level 4, 136 Exhibition Street, Melbourne. 

2. I hold the following qualifications: 

▪ Bachelor of Town and Regional Planning (Hons), University of Melbourne, 1980. 

▪ Master of Business Administration, Royal Melbourne Institute of Technology, 1993.  

3. I have practiced as a town planner for around 40 years, working in the public and private sectors. I have also 
worked overseas in Vietnam on a variety of statutory planning, strategic planning, structure planning, 
institutional strengthening and tourism projects. 

4. I am both a statutory and strategic planner. My planning experience covers many aspects of the planning 
approvals process on a range of projects, including residential, commercial, industrial, retail, mixed use and 
rural developments. 

5. I have been engaged by Hall & Wilcox Lawyers on behalf of the Victorian Planning Authority (VPA), to review 
the strategic planning implications of the northern creek crossing proposed as part of the Sunbury South and 
Lancefield Road Infrastructure Contributions Plan (ICP).     

6. Documents I have referred to and relied upon in preparing my evidence are referenced throughout my report.  
They include: 

▪ All documentation associated with Planning Scheme Amendment C243. 

▪ Hume Planning Scheme. 

▪ Infrastructure Contributions Guidelines. 

▪ Ministerial Direction on the Preparation and Contents of ICPs. 

▪ Sunbury South and Lancefield Road PSPs and the Panel Report for Amendments 207 and 208 to the 
Hume Planning Scheme.  

▪ Plan Melbourne. 

▪ Sunbury / Diggers Rest Growth Corridor Plan. 

▪ Various transport and modelling reports prepared for the VPA during and since the preparation of PSPs 
and the ICP. 

▪ Submissions lodged to the amendment. 

▪ The evidence of Reece Humphries, on behalf of the VPA. 

▪ The outcome of the Traffic Engineering Conclave, dated 21st of October, 2020. 

7. I have had regard to Planning Panels Victoria’s Guide to Expert Evidence in preparing my evidence.  

8. A copy of my Curriculum Vitae is provided in Appendix 1.   
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2. Summary of opinions 
9. A summary of my opinions follows: 

▪ Amendment C243 proposes to incorporate an Infrastructure Contributions Plan into the Hume Planning 
Scheme, that will apply to land affected by both the Sunbury South and the Lancefield Road Precinct 
Structure Plans. The ICP will replace an ‘interim’ ICP that is presently contained within the scheme. 

▪ Among other things, the ICP includes two bridge crossings of Jacksons Creek.  The northern crossing in 
particular is subject to contention. 

▪ 12 submissions were received to the amendment.  Two questioned whether the northern bridge is 
necessary. Seven detailed concerns about the funding and apportionment of costs, but otherwise 
supported the need for the bridge. 

▪ DELWP and the Department of Transport support the proposed alignment of the northern crossing.  

▪ The City of Hume supports the ICP as exhibited, including the northern crossing.  

▪ Sunbury is projected to experience quite extreme urban expansion over coming decades.  The population 
is projected to quadruple to 138,000 by 2046, with nearly 48,000 people planned to be located in new 
urban growth areas along Lancefield Road. 

▪ Strong strategic justification exists for the northern crossing, which is embedded in planning policies and 
reference documents contained in the Hume Planning Scheme.  

▪ The northern crossing is part of the proposed Sunbury Ring Road, for which strong strategic justification 
also exists. 

▪ The need for the crossing is consistent with more general State and metropolitan planning policies 
contained in Plan Melbourne and the Hume Planning Scheme, in which connectively, accessibility, and 
land use and transport integration are key themes.   

▪ The crossing is identified in the approved Lancefield Road PSP. 

▪ The Sunbury area has a significant constraint in the form of the Jacksons Creek Valley.  The high cost of 
the northern crossing is directly related to the cost of overcoming the physical barrier inherent in the 
expansion of urban development beyond the valley, and the need to connect communities on either side 
of the creek valley.   

▪ Given the scale of urban development envisaged in Sunbury, from a strategic planning perspective the 
northern crossing is essential to the future planning and development of Sunbury’s future urban growth 
areas and to the township itself.   

▪ To proceed with the scale of development proposed without a northern crossing and without completing 
the Sunbury Ring Road, would be a sub-optimal outcome in terms of the long term strategic planning of 
Sunbury. 

▪ There appear to be no environmental or cultural heritage reasons to suggest the crossing cannot proceed, 
provided it is appropriately located and designed. 

▪ The Traffic Engineering Conclave Statement that recommended the northern crossing be removed from 
the ICP, requires further interrogation from a broader strategic planning perspective. 

▪ The northern link is appropriate to be funded by a supplementary levy as part of the proposed ICP.  

▪ The bridge will be very expensive and an imperative exists to reduce the cost as much as possible, 
provided the design remains ‘fit for purpose’, given environmental, cultural heritage, visual impact and 
engineering issues.  
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▪ Scope exists to vary the apportionment between PSP areas proposed in the ICP, to reflect current 
population projections for each PSP area. 

▪ Housing affordability is a critical issue that needs to be balanced against wider planning policy 
considerations.  The cost of the northern bridge alone, could add between $2,000 to $4,500 dollars to the 
median housing price within the growth areas, which is less than 1%.    
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3. Key plans and images 

3.1. Regional Context 

  

Figure 1 – Regional Context Map (Hume Planning Scheme, Clause 21.01-1) 
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3.2. Melbourne 2050 Plan 

 
Figure 2 - Melbourne 2050 Spatial Framework taken from Plan Melbourne 
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3.3. Sunbury / Diggers Rest Growth Corridor Plan 

 
Figure 3 - Sunbury / Diggers Rest Growth Corridor Plan (2012) 
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3.4. Hume Strategic Framework Plan 

  
Figure 4 - Hume Strategic Framework Plan (Planning Scheme, Clause 21.01-3) 
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3.5. Strategic Transport Plan 

Figure 5 - Hume Strategic Transport Plan (Clause 21.07-1)  
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3.6. Sunbury HIGAP Strategy 

  

Figure 6 - Future Sunbury Spatial Structure Plan (Sunbury HIGAP Spatial Strategy, 2012 - reference document in the planning 
scheme) 
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3.7. Sunbury Growth Area PSPs – Projected Population 
  

 
Figure 7 - Sunbury Growth Areas and PSPs, taken from Supplementary Modelling Report (2020) 

 

Population Projections 2046   
Scenario 1A - Area Population % Total Population 
Sunbury Township (ST)                   45,915  33% 
Sunbury South PSP (SS)                   32,100  23% 
Lancefield Road PSP (LR)                   22,000  16% 
Sunbury West PSP (SW)                   11,585  8% 
Sunbury North PSP (SN)                   26,315  19% 
                  137,915  100% 

  

45,915 11,585 

32,100 

22,000 

26,315 
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3.8. Lancefield Road PSP 

 
Figure 8 - Lancefield Road PSP 
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3.9. Sunbury South PSP 

  

Figure 9 - Sunbury South PSP 
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3.10. Aerial photograph of Sunbury 

 
Figure 10 - Aerial showing location of the Lancefield Road and Sunbury South PSPs 
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3.11. Northern crossing shown in ICP 

 

Figure 11  - Lancefield Road – Monetary Component of Supplementary Transport Projects (Infrastructure Plan April 2020, as exhibited) 
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3.12. Proposed levies 
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3.13. Existing zoning 

 

Figure 12 - Map showing location of bridge and existing zoning 
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3.14. Existing overlays  

 
Figure 13 - Map showing location of bridge and existing overlays 
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4. Amendments C207, C208, C230, C242 & C243 

4.1. Changes to the planning scheme 
10. As set out in the Explanatory Report: 

▪ Amendment C243 proposes to make changes to the Hume Planning Scheme to incorporate an 
Infrastructure Contributions Plan that applies to land affected by the Sunbury South and Lancefield Road 
Precinct Structure Plans. This ICP will replace the ‘interim’ Sunbury South and Lancefield Road ICP that 
was gazetted under Amendment C230. 

▪ More specifically the amendment proposes the following changes to the planning scheme: 
– Amends Schedule 1 (ICO1) to Clause 45.11 Infrastructure Contributions Overlay. 
– Amends the Schedule to Clause 72.04 to delete the existing incorporated document titled Sunbury 

South and Lancefield Road Infrastructure Contributions Plan, November 2019, to include a new 
incorporated document titled Sunbury South and Lancefield Road Infrastructure Contributions Plan, 
April 2020.   

– Applies a new Public Acquisition Overlay (PAO2) in favour of Hume City Council, consistent with the 
extension and widening of Buckland Way, between Jacksons Hill precinct to the north and Watsons 
Road to the south, as shown in the Sunbury South PSP.  

– Deletes the existing PAO2 in favour of Hume City Council, which is an obsolete alignment of the 
extension and widening of Buckland Way.  

11. The Sunbury South and Lancefield Road PSPs were incorporated into the Hume Planning Scheme in January 
2019 as part of Amendments C207 and C208 respectively.  When I refer in my evidence to the 2017 Panel 
Report, I am referring to the Panel Report of December 2017, which reviewed Amendments C207 and C208. 

12. Amendment C242 was approved on 5th of December 2020.  It made some minor modifications of the 
Sunbury South and the Lancefield Road PSP, to ensure consistency with the interim ICP included into the 
planning scheme by Amendment C230. 

13. The interim ICP was introduced into the planning scheme to enable collecting agencies to lawfully collect 
infrastructure contributions from landowners prior to the approval of a final plan, and to allow planning permits 
to be issued while the final ICP was being prepared.  
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5. Submissions 
14. A total of 12 submissions were received following the exhibition of Amendment C243, between April and 

June 2019. Of those submissions, two (Hi-Quality and Moremac Property Group) questioned whether the 
northern bridge was necessary. The submission by Hi-Quality suggested that residents of the Lancefield Road 
PSP have sufficient alternatives for accessing Sunbury South.  It also questioned the design and the 
consequent high cost of the bridges:  

If the bridge crossings are to remain in the ICP, the designs of the two bridge crossings of 
Jacksons Creek should be reviewed on the basis that the bridge designs are not basic and 
essential, but rather are ‘gold plated’ and will result in unnecessary additional costs.1 

15. The submission from Moremac Property Group used a quote from the GTA Strategic Transport Modelling 
report to suggest that ‘the need for these bridges has not been demonstrated.’ 

16. Seven submissions detailed concerns about the funding and apportionment of costs of the northern creek 
crossing.  Of those submissions three nevertheless expressed support for the northern bridge crossings itself 
(Resi Ventures, Asia Pacific Property P/L, Villawood Properties). To quote a submission prepared by Mesh 
Planning on behalf of Villawood Properties: 

The need for the bridges is not questioned, as their delivery will complete the ‘Sunbury Ring 
Road’ however it is inappropriate that none of the costs associated with delivery of the bridges 
have been attributed to the broader Sunbury area.2 

17. Both DELWP and the Department of Transport express support for the proposed alignment of the crossings.  

18. The submission from Melbourne Water is the only submission that refers to environmental considerations, 
suggesting that as a means to protect against erosion, ‘future waterway crossings must be designed as single 
span, or multi span structures with piers and abutments setback sufficiently (minimum 5 metres).’ The 
submission also noted the high ecological significance of Jacksons Creek, suggesting that the ‘bridge and 
crossing design must allow for and include measures to reduce the long term impact to habitat values along 
waterways during their use.’ 

19. The submission from the City of Hume commented that ‘Council supports the ICP as exhibited, including the 
proposed design, costing and priority of all infrastructure items.’ On the subject of the bridges, the Council 
submission states: 

The two bridges over Jacksons Creek are by far the most substantial infrastructure projects in 
terms of cost and complexity, particularly the northern bridge (LR-BR-01). The Panel for the 
Sunbury South and Lancefield Road PSPs confirmed the inclusion of these infrastructure 
projects and the apportionment to future adjoining PSPs. Council does not object to their 
inclusion and supports their costing and apportionment as exhibited.3

 

 

1 Submission to Amendment C243 from Hi-Quality. 2020 
2 Submission to Amendment C243 from Villawood Properties. 2020 
3 Submission to Amendment C243 from the City of Hume. 2020 
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6. Strategic justification for the northern crossing 
20. In my opinion there is strong strategic justification for the northern crossing of Jacksons Creek.  The crossing 

is embedded in relevant strategic planning policies and reference documents contained in the Hume Planning 
Scheme Planning: 

▪ Lancefield Road Precinct Structure Plan (2019) 

▪ Sunbury / Diggers Rest Growth Corridor Plan (2012) 

▪ Sunbury HIGAP Spatial Strategy (2012)   

21. The crossing is also consistent with more general State and metropolitan planning policies contained in Plan 
Melbourne and the following sections of the Hume Planning scheme: 

▪ Clause 11.01 (Settlement) 

▪ Clause 18.01 (Integrated Transport) 

▪ Clause 18.02 (Movement Networks) 

▪ Clause 21.07 (Transport Connectivity & Infrastructure) 

22. Overarching policies that occur repeatedly through those clauses and documents include: 

▪ The need for orderly, proactive planning to ensure transport networks are efficient and accessible. 

▪ The importance of connecting communities and what this means for businesses, lifestyles, employment 
and general health and wellbeing. 

▪ The importance of keeping congestion to a minimum. 

▪ The need to minimise the impact upon the visual amenity and the cultural and ecological values of the 
area. 

6.1. Transport network policies 
23. Connectivity is one of the key imperatives of State and metropolitan planning policy. Not only does it relate to 

people accessing jobs and services, and the delivery of goods, it also relates to social connections and to the 
importance of connectivity in forming and maintained connections within and between people and 
communities.  

Clause 11.01-1S: (Settlement) Objective 

To promote the sustainable growth and development of Victoria and deliver choice and 
opportunity for all Victorians through a network of settlements. 
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Clause 11.01-1S: (Settlement) Strategy 

Develop a network of activity centres linked by transport; consisting of Metropolitan Activity 
Centres supported by a network of vibrant major and neighbourhood activity centres of varying 
size, role and function.4 

Clause 18.01-1S: (Land Use & Transport Planning) Strategies 

Develop integrated and accessible transport networks to connect people to jobs and services 
and goods to market.5  

24. Two key elements are expressed in Clause 18.01-1S. One is the need for equitable access, ensuring that all 
sections of growth areas should have equitable access to services and transport. The second is the 
importance of minimising adverse impacts on the existing transport network: 

Plan urban development to make jobs and services more accessible by:  

Ensuring equitable access is provided to developments in accordance with forecast demand, 
taking advantage of all available modes of transport and to minimise adverse impacts on 
existing transport networks and the amenity of surrounding areas.6 

25. Clause 18.02-3S refers to the importance of establishing a road network that is safe, is integrated, provides 
choice and is balanced .  Whilst this policy refers to making the most of existing infrastructure, it does not 
suggest that this should be at the cost of the realising the other elements expressed in policy:   

Clause 18.02-3S: (Road System) Objective 

To manage the road system to achieve integration, choice and balance by developing an 
efficient and safe network and making the most of existing infrastructure.7 

26. In terms of Local Policy, Clause 21.07 of the Hume Planning Scheme specifically mentions creek crossings in 
Sunbury: 

There are a number of creeks, train lines and freeways that present significant barriers to 
transport connectivity, notably in Sunbury and the southern and eastern areas of the Hume 
Corridor.8 

Overcoming these barriers is expensive but necessary to connect communities, increase 
accessibility to jobs, and provide genuine travel choice.9 

27. The last sentence is especially pertinent to the northern creek crossing, noting that while the cost will be 
high, the link will serve a necessary role in providing better integration, choice and balance in connecting 
people throughout the wider Sunbury community.  

  

 

 

4 City of Hume Planning Scheme. Clause 11.01-1S 
5 Ibid. Clause 18.01-1S 
6 Ibid. Clause 18.01-1S 
7 Ibid. Clause 18.02-3 
8 Ibid. Clause 21.07 
9 Ibid, Clause 21.07. 
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28. Providing multiple crossings over Jacksons Creek in Sunbury is listed as one of the strategies associated with 
Objective 1 of Clause 21.07: 

Clause 21.07 (Transport Connectivity & Infrastructure) Objective 1  

Strategy 1.7 - Facilitate the delivery of crossings of the Jacksons Creek and train line in 
Sunbury. 

29. Clause 21.07 cautions about the failure of delivering transport connectivity: 

Failure to deliver this transport connectivity and mode choice will lead to increased congestion, 
long and unreliable journeys, and increased pollution. This will impact the health and well-being 
of the community, the environment and businesses.  

Keeping congestion on roads to a minimum is particularly important for the Hume Corridor, 
given the large number of freight and manufacturing businesses reliant on good transport 
connectivity. Any increase in travel time will impact upon their competitiveness and 
productivity.10 

6.2. Sunbury / Diggers Rest Growth Corridor Plan 
30. The Sunbury / Diggers Rest Growth Corridor Plan, which is part of the Growth Corridor Plans, Managing 

Melbourne Growth Report, set out a framework to guide the planning of new communities within Sunbury. 
The document is now eight years old and should be understood in that context.  

31. The Plan put forward a number of key issues, the first being: 

The need to improve local transport links, including creek crossings and improved capacity on 
the main approach roads to the town.11  

32. The proposed northern creek crossing is included on the Growth Corridor Plan, as shown in Figure 3, with a 
note that the crossings will be considered in more detail once PSPs are commenced and demand can be 
better understood.12  

33. The need for a northern creek crossing to assist in the integration of significant new urban development to the 
north-east of Sunbury along Lancefield Road, is also identified in the Sunbury HIGAP Spatial Strategy from the 
same year, noting that that report also notes that further investigations are required to determine the 
appropriate location and optimal alignment of the link (See Figure 6). 

    

 

 

 

10 City of Hume Planning Scheme. Clause 21.07 
11 Growth Corridor Plans, Managing Melbourne’s Growth. Page 98  
12 Ibid. Page 109 
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6.3. Lancefield Road Precinct Structure Plan 
34. Whereas the Growth Corridor Plan referred to the northern crossing as requiring more detailed consideration 

as part of the PSP process, the recently approved Lancefield Road (PSP), identifies the northern crossing as a 
confirmed element of the Plan.  

35. I note the discussion and comments outlined in the Panel report for Amendment C207 and C208, which 
referred to “some reservations” the Panel had in relation to the strategic justification for the northern bridge: 

The Panel has some lingering reservations about the strength of the strategic justification for the 
northern crossing, particularly given the heritage, environmental and landscape value 
sensitivities associated with the proposed alignment.13 

The strategic justification of the northern crossing should be confirmed and visual, 
environmental and heritage impact assessments conducted on a detailed bridge design closer 
to the time of its construction.14  

36. I note those reservations regarding the strategic justification for the bridge have not carried through into the 
approved Lancefield Road PSP, which is now incorporated into the Hume Planning Scheme.  The northern 
bridge is identified in the PSP and there is no suggestion or qualification contained within the PSP document, 
that the need or the strategic justification for the northern bridge requires review.  The outstanding issue to 
be resolved at this Panel Hearing, relates to funding of the bridge and whether, or the degree to which 
funding is sought from development in Sunbury South and the Lancefield Road PSP areas, as part of the 
proposed ICP.  The precise location and the design of the bridge is relevant to those considerations.  

6.4. 20-Minute Neighbourhood 
37. The 20-Minute Neighbourhood concept is a key policy of Plan Melbourne.  It is equally applicable to 

Melbourne’s well-serviced inner and middle ring suburbs as it is to outer urban areas and urban growth areas.  
In reality it is more important in outer urban areas, which often lack key infrastructure and accessibility to 
services and facilities that are taken for granted in established parts of the city.  Greater planning effort is 
required to plan neighbourhoods and to connect neighbourhoods in growth areas. 

38. The question about the need for the northern creek connection is not just about connecting growth along 
Lancefield Road to the Sunbury Town Centre.  It is about connecting the neighbourhoods that will be 
established along Lancefield Road, with neighbourhoods, communities and people that already exist and are 
planned in other parts of Sunbury, especially to the west of the creek valley. 

39. The northern creek crossing is a key element of the proposed Sunbury Ring Road.  The Sunbury Ring Road 
involves the extension of Elizabeth Drive across Jacksons Creek, to Lancefield Road and the future Sunbury 
North PSP areas.  It will link a number of neighbourhood and communities in the northern and western parts 
of the existing urban area of Sunbury (See Figures 4 and 6). 

 

 

13 Ibid. Page 37 
14 Panel Report. Hume Planning Scheme Amendments C207 and C208 - December 2017. Page 37 
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7. The need for the northern crossing 

7.1. Barriers to an integrated township 
40. Compared to many other growth areas around Melbourne, the Sunbury area includes a significant 

topographical constraint in the form of the Jacksons Creek Valley, which is a deeply incised valley that runs 
generally north south through the Sunbury township.  The existence of a railway line, also running north south, 
is another barrier. 

41. Traditionally all urban development in Sunbury was located to the west of the creek.  A minimal number of 
roads crossed the creek (and railway line).  

42. The Goonawarra residential estate was the first major residential development to jump the creek, in the later 
part of the 20th Century, and to expand onto the flat eastern escarpment to the east of the creek valley.  It 
relied (and continues to rely) on a single road and bridge connection over Jacksons Creek at Sunbury Road, 
for access to the rest of Sunbury. 

43. More recent planning policies have identified very significant urban growth areas on the plains to the north-
east of Sunbury, beyond Goonawarra, to the extent that the Lancefield Road and Sunbury North PSP areas 
will eventually have a population of some 48,000 people.  This is in excess of the existing and the long term 
planning population for the ‘existing’ township of Sunbury. 

44. I am not surprised at the high cost of the contributions identified in the proposed ICP.  These costs largely 
relate to costs involved in responding to the constraints inherent in expanding Sunbury beyond the creek 
valley.   

45. I am concerned at the high costs and the potential impacts on housing affordability.  However, I am equally 
concerned that the high costs are not used to avoid constructing, what I see from a strategic planning 
perspective, to be essential infrastructure required to respond to Sunbury’s natural features, in a way that 
appropriately integrates exiting and future urban areas.  

7.2. A town not a suburb 
46. A key feature of Sunbury is that it is a town and not a suburb of Melbourne.  Unlike most other urban growth 

areas around Melbourne, which are outward continuations of the urban fringe in the form of linear corridors, 
Sunbury is and is planned to remain physically separated from the existing urban edge of Melbourne.  

47. A key implication of this is that Sunbury is a town and the Sunbury Town Centre will remain the focal point of 
the town.  Whilst other activity centres will be established in growth areas, the town centre will remain the 
location of higher order services, facilities and jobs. 

48. It is important to retaining the identity, image and character of the Sunbury, that it continues to be planned as 
a well-connected township, and not as a collection of linked growth corridors.  It is important to ensure that 
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the Lancefield Road growth corridor in particular, does not evolve as a ‘separate’ but connected community, 
rather than as a community that is ‘integrated’ into the wider township, as much as is possible.   

49. Policies embedded in the planning scheme refer to the importance of protecting Sunbury’s unique character in 
the face of considerable change: 

Protecting Sunbury’s character 

Sunbury’s urban area is separated from Melbourne and the Hume corridor by non-urban areas. 
This physical separation, together with its rural setting, historic town centre, wide streets and 
generous public realm, assist in creating the sense that Sunbury is different and more like a 
regional town than a suburb of Melbourne. 

Sunbury’s population is predicted to grow from over 35,000 currently to 80,000 by 2040, and 
ultimately will be over 100,000. While the opportunities presented by this change offer a benefit 
to the community in terms of infrastructure and employment opportunities, there is a need 
ensure that this growth is provided in a manner than maintains Sunbury’s unique township 
character.15 

50. The vision expressed for Sunbury in the planning scheme refers to the sense of community, the importance of 
the town centre and Vineyard Road to the whole township, and to the network of neighbourhood centres 
being connected by an orbital link that provides greater efficiency and connectivity within Sunbury (i.e. the 
Sunbury Ring Road): 

Sunbury is a unique township with a sense of community and familiarity. It is physically 
separate but well connected to Melbourne and the Hume Corridor by good transport links, 
including high frequency bus services and new train stations at Sunbury North and Sunbury 
South. An orbital link provides greater efficiency and connectivity within Sunbury. 

The vibrant town centre along with a new centre on Sunbury Road is the focus for major office, 
retail and leisure development. These centres are supported by a network of neighbourhood 
centres that provide local convenience needs, are the hubs of activity throughout the day and 
evening, and are connected to adjoining residential and employment areas by good walking, 
cycling and public transport routes. 

Access to a diverse range of jobs in employment areas along Vineyard Road and Sunbury Road, 
as well as a diversity of housing, and large and local scale health, education and leisure 
facilities, enable people to live and work in Sunbury throughout their lives. 

Sunbury’s rural setting and natural and cultural heritage values are protected in connected 
conservation reserves and parkland areas. High levels of public access to these spaces are 
provided via walking and cycling paths around Sunbury’s hilltops and along the length of the 
Jackson Creek and Emu Creek corridors.16 

51. The vision identified for the Lancefield Road PSP area, contained in the PSP, refers to: 

▪ New neighbourhoods that reinforce the sense of community for established areas in the east of Sunbury. 

 

 

15 Hume Planning Scheme, Clause 21.01-3 
16 Ibid, Clause 21.01-3 
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▪ Lancefield Road being a boulevard that connects communities rather than divides them. 

▪ Connections to the broader Sunbury area and to adjacent neighbourhoods to the west of Jacksons Creek.   

52. Relevant excerpts from the vision in the PSP follow:17     

The vision for the Lancefield Road precinct is for new neighbourhoods that sensitively and 
seamlessly respond to the striking twin creek corridors and associated valleys, and reinforce a 
sense of community for the established areas in the east of Sunbury township. 

Creation of an attractive ‘boulevard’ outcome for Lancefield Road that defines and connects the 
neighborhoods of the precinct, rather than divides it.  

Lancefield Road itself forms the central spine to the precinct, and effectively knits the 
communities of the precinct together, including connections to the existing Goonawarra 
community. Lancefield Road also performs an important role connecting smaller townships to 
the north with Sunbury as a key regional service centre.  

The neighbourhood infrastructure needs of the community will be largely met within the precinct 
itself, with high quality open spaces well as sport and recreation facilities and amenities.  

The future community within the precinct will access higher order services in the established 
Sunbury Town Centre, as well as at a future planned major centre in the Sunbury South precinct 
at the southern end of Lancefield Road.  

Connections to the broader Sunbury Growth Area will be enhanced with upgrades to Lancefield 
Road, and through a new northern road crossing of the Jacksons Creek, connecting to Elizabeth 
Drive and as a series of local connections to adjacent neighbourhoods. The northern creek 
crossing and Elizabeth Drive connection will form part of a Sunbury ring road network. 

53. This vision for wider Sunbury and the Lancefield Road precinct, is directly relevant to the need for the northern 
creek crossing.  The connection has been embedded as a critical element in the vision and the very structure 
of the PSP.   

54. It is also relevant to role of Lancefield Road, which is seen as a unifying rather than a divisive element in the 
planning of communities along either side of the road.  Higher traffic volumes, greater speeds, greater 
engineering design standards to accommodate higher levels of traffic, will increase the likelihood that the 
road will become more of a divider and the less of a unifying element in the PSP area.  

55. This is relevant to role the northern crossing would play in distributing and balancing traffic flows on 
Lancefield Road across a wider road network, as envisaged in the vision for the PSP area.  

  

 

 

17 Lancefield Road PSP, page 9 
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7.3. The scale of urban development proposed 
56. In considering the extent of new infrastructure required in response to the planned growth of Sunbury, it is 

important not to lose sight of the scale of urban development proposed to occur and the size of the town that 
will result: 

▪ The population of Sunbury will increase more than fourfold, to around 137,000. 

▪ Some 48,000 people will be accommodated along Lancefield Road.  

57. This compares to the size of Victoria’s three major regional cities of Greater Geelong - 260,000, Greater 
Bendigo 110,000 and Greater Ballart - 157,000.   

58. The costs of the northern creek crossing are high.  But the cost needs to be considered in terms of the scale 
of urban development proposed to occur in Sunbury, and the long term ambitions of planning policy to provide 
an integrated road network that will benefit not only the Lancefield Road Corridor but the overall urban 
structure of what will become a very significant town if not city, in perpetuity.  
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8. Can the bridge be built in the proposed location? 
59. A great deal of investigative work has gone into identifying an appropriate location and design for a northern 

bridge.  I am satisfied from a strategic planning perspective, that an appropriate location and bridge design 
can be identified and developed, and that the constraints involved in crossing the creek will not prevent a 
crossing from ultimately being constructed.  I comment on cost implications later in my evidence.  

60. The 2017 Panel Report noted the need for additional assessment to ensure an appropriate outcome in relation 
to the location and the design of the bridge: 

The strategic justification of the northern crossing should be confirmed and visual, 
environmental and heritage impact assessments conducted on a detailed bridge design closer 
to the time of its construction.18  

61. I agree with this finding, as the creek corridor is clearly an important area for the region in terms of its 
landscape setting and to the people of the Wurundjeri nation. 

8.1. Cultural Heritage 
62. I acknowledge that the cultural heritage values of the creek corridor are extremely important.  I have viewed 

the initial assessment from March 2015 undertaken by the Wurundjeri Tribe Land & Compensation Cultural 
Heritage Council.  I note that two sites of cultural heritage significance were identified near the proposed 
location of the northern bridge, one being a rocky outcrop, the other being an eyrie (or nest of Bunjil) located 
within the crook of a tree. 

63. It is unclear from the submitted documents whether the proposed alignment disturbs either site. This will 
need to be clarified by a Cultural Heritage Management Plan.  I also note that the extent of subsurface 
cultural heritage value at the proposed crossing point has not yet been fully explored19.  This will also require 
more detailed investigations as part of the preparation of a Cultural Heritage Management Plan. 

8.2. Environment  
64. I defer to the work undertaken to date by Ecology & Heritage Partners in relation to the environmental values 

in proximity to the creek crossing. 

65. I note that the current location for the bridge is removed from the Holden Flora Reserve, which is the area of 
greatest conservation significance within the corridor.20 The proposed bridge crossing has been aligned not to 
impact upon any part of that reserve. 

 

 

18 Panel Report. Hume Planning Scheme Amendments C207 and C208 - December 2017. Page 37 
19 Options Assessment & Development – GTA Consultants. October 2014. Pages 6-7 
20  Jacksons Creek Road Crossing PSP 1075 – Lancefield Road Options Assessment and Development – October 2014. Page 13 
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66. The bridge would traverse an area that has been deemed a significant habitat area for the growling grass frog 
(Conservation Area 21).   I note the comments of GTA Consultants that this can be appropriately managed by 
suitable rehabilitation and offsetting arrangements and will also need to be consistent with the ‘Design and 
Construction Standards for Growling Grass Frog Passage Structures.’21 

8.3. Landscape 
67. The creek valley in the vicinity of the crossing point is presently an attractive landscape that benefits from the 

open, gentle sloping appearance of the western side of the creek, and more steeply sloping land on the east 
side of the creek.   

68. I note the comments of experts who have, throughout the consideration of Amendment C208, identified the 
need for a visual impact assessment of the proposed bridge to be undertaken: 

It is in my opinion fundamental for any future bridge crossing to be carefully aligned to minimize 
visual impact within the Jacksons Creek corridor, in particular from within the floodplain and the 
open aspect from the Emu Bottom Wetland Reserve… 

As such, more detailed landscape and visual impact assessment of any bridging proposal 
should be undertaken.22 

69. This opinion was reinforced by the Panel for Amendment C207: 

A detailed visual impact assessment of a detailed design will be critical given the sensitivity of 
the Jacksons Creek valley.23  

 

 

21 Lancefield Road Precinct Structure Plan. November 2019. Page 41 
22 Sherwood Heights – Racecourse Road Lancefield Road PSP. Amendment C208 – Hume Planning Scheme. Urban Design & Landscape Evidence prepared by 
Craig Czarny. Page 13. 
23 Panel Report. Hume Planning Scheme Amendments C207 and C208 – December 2017. Page 37. 
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9. Is the northern crossing appropriate to include in 
the ICP? 

Does it meet the criteria for a supplementary levy 

70. Need aside, the proposed northern crossing, is an appropriate item of infrastructure to include as a 
supplementary item in the ICP.  The northern crossing meets the criteria for a supplementary levy as set out 
the ICP Guidelines: 

Infrastructure that is ‘non-standard’ or that is too difficult to standardise.  

Infrastructure on land that has topographical, geographical, environmental or other physical 
constraints that require items to be constructed to unusual standards or that involve costs 
clearly over and above those capable of being funded from a standard levy.24  

Need 

71. In terms of the need for the crossing, I note the statement from the Traffic Engineering Conclave dated 21 
October 2020 25, at which it was agreed that: 

▪ The road network can function without the northern bridge (within acceptable parameters and based on 
the operation of the ICP).  

▪ The northern crossing should be removed from the ICP. 

▪ Other consequential changes be made to the ICP if the northern crossing is removed. 

72. It is not clear from that statement whether the consultants addressed the issue of the northern crossing 
remaining in the PSP, but being funded from sources other than the ICP.   

73. I have considered the outcome from the Transport Conclave in the context of my opinions as a strategic 
planner.  I believe that the agreement reached at the conclave needs to be interrogated by the Panel, having 
regard to boarder strategic planning considerations such as those I have outline throughout my report.  

74. In my opinion, to proceed with the scale of urban development proposed around Sunbury, without a northern 
crossing and without completing the Sunbury Ring Road, would result in a sub-optimal outcome in terms of 
the long term strategic planning of Sunbury, the ultimate urban structure of the town, and the integration of 
the Lancefield Road corridor (in particular) into the broader urban area of Sunbury.   

75. If the Panel agrees that the northern link will make an important and essential contribution to the future 
planning of Sunbury, then it is appropriate to be funded by new development as part of the proposed ICP.  

 

 

24  Infrastructure Contribution Guidelines.. Page 19 
25 Conclave Statement. 21 October 2020 
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New development in urban growth areas will constitute around 67% of the total projected population growth 
of Sunbury.  If contributions are not collected for the crossing from new development, there is a very high 
likelihood that it will not be funded and will not proceed. 

The high cost of the crossing 

76. The high cost of the northern link is an issue that needs to be considered.  The cost identified in the ICP, 
including approach roads from either end, is close to $135,000,000.  There is an imperative to reduce the cost 
of the bridge as much as possible, within the constraints that apply to the location of the bridge crossing.  
However the design of the bridge must be ‘fit for purpose’.  It must respond appropriately to environmental, 
cultural heritage, visual and engineering issues.  The cost required to achieve an appropriate response to 
these issues, cannot be considered to be ‘gold plated’ or unreasonable.  It will be ‘fit for purpose’ response.  

77. I note that the 2017 Panel, which did not consider an ICP at the time, did comment on the approach to 
funding the Sunbury Ring Road as part of a future ICP.  It suggested apportioning the cost on the basis of the 
population of the four new growth areas around Sunbury (PSPs): 

Apportioning infrastructure costs associated with the Sunbury Ring Road between the Sunbury 
South PSP, the Lancefield Road PSP, the Sunbury North PSP and the Sunbury West PSP should 
be on the basis of each PSP’s proportion of population growth.26 

78. On that basis the apportionment would be as follows (see Figure 14): 

▪ Lancefield Road and Sunbury South – 59% 

▪ Sunbury North and Sunbury West – 41% 

79. The ICP as exhibited, proposes to apportion 74% of the cost of the northern crossing to the Lancefield Road 
and Sunbury South PSPs, and 26% to the Sunbury North and Sunbury West PSPs.27   

80. On the basis of the 2017 Panel earlier comments, scope exists to adjust the apportionment of costs as 
identified in Paragraph 78 above. 

81. Housing affordability is a critical issue in growth areas.  It is one of the many issues that need to be balanced 
against wider planning policy considerations outlined throughout my submission.   

82. I have made a number of general assumptions and calculations to get an understanding of the cost 
implications of the northern creek crossing on the median dwelling price in Sunbury.  I have separated the 
cost of the crossing from other costs included in the ICP, to isolate the implications of the crossing.  I have 
assumed an average medium housing price of $564,000.  It should be noted that these are crude estimates 
only, as it is beyond the scope of my evidence to undertake a detailed cost / price analysis. 

 

 

26 Panel Report. Hume Planning Scheme Amendments C207 and C208 - December 2017. Page 26 
27 Infrastructure Contributions Plan, page 22 
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83. Based on the apportionment of costs outlined above, the additional cost per dwelling would be in the order of:  

▪ Under the ICP as exhibited: 

– $5,129 per dwelling (0.9% of the median house price) for the Sunbury South and Lancefield Road 
PSPs. 

– $2,865 per dwelling (0.5% of the median house project) for the Sunbury North and the Sunbury West 
PSPs. 

▪ Based on an adjusted apportionment (PSP): 

– $4,076 per dwelling (0.7% of the median house price) for the Sunbury South and Lancefield Road 
PSPs. 

– $4,536 per dwelling (0.8% of the median house price) for the Sunbury North and Sunbury West PSPs. 

84. In all cases the cost is less than 1% of the median house price.  This does not appear excessive, given the 
nature of the infrastructure proposed, which would complete the missing piece of the long planned Sunbury 
Ring Road.  Although it must be realised that this amount would be on top of the levy that would result from 
other items of infrastructure included in the ICP.    

 

Is the northern crossing essential infrastructure 

85. To be included in the ICP the proposed northern crossing must be essential infrastructure.   

86. Given the scale of urban development envisaged in Sunbury, from a strategic planning perspective, in my 
opinion the northern crossing is essential to the future planning and development of Sunbury’s future urban 
growth areas and the township itself:   

▪ It is essential to better integrate development along Lancefield Road with existing urban areas to the 
west of the creek, and to provide improved access and choice of access to the Sunbury town centre and 
to the northern and western parts of the existing urban area of Sunbury. 

▪ It is essential to providing improved public transport access (by bus) to the west of the creek, to the 
northern and western parts of the existing urban area of Sunbury, and improved public transport access 
and choice of access to the Sunbury town centre. 

Northern Creek Crossing

Cost of Bridge
Bridge $103,867,741
Western approach $5,796,917
Eastern approach $25,033,035
Total cost of bridge $134,697,693

Median House price Sunbury $564,000

Apportioned of the cost of the northern crossing
Scenario 1A - Apportioned on the basis of population of  growth areas

Population Apportionment Dwellings Total cost app/ed $ / dwelling % dwelling price
Lancefield Road and Sunbury South 54,100                 59% 19,435                       $79,208,100 $4,076 0.72%
Sunbury North and Sunbury West 37,900                 41% 12,226                       $55,489,593 $4,539 0.80%

92,000                 100% 31,661                       $134,697,693
Scenario 1B - As apportioned in the proposed ICP
Lancefield Road and Sunbury South 54,100                 74% 19,435                       $99,676,293 $5,129 0.91%
Sunbury North and Sunbury West 37,900                 26% 12,226                       $35,021,400 $2,865 0.51%

92,000                 100% 31,661                       $134,697,693

Figure 14- Apportionment of cost and implications on median dwelling price 
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▪ It is essential to completing the planned Sunbury Ring Road, which will provide a more robust road 
network and a more balanced distribution of traffic throughout the existing and future growth areas of 
Sunbury, than would be the case if the northern crossing was not provided. 

▪ It is essential to realising the vision for connectivity and accessibility as expressed in the planning policies 
contained in the planning scheme and the Lancefield Road PSP.  
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10.  Conclusion 
87. Given the scale of urban development planned in Sunbury, the northern creek crossing is critically important 

to the future planning and development of Sunbury and its growth areas. 

88. There is strong strategic justification for the northern crossing in the Hume Planning Scheme and in reference 
documents relevant to the future planning and development of town. 

89. There is a need for the crossing and the need is essential and extremely important, not only the future 
development of growth areas, in particular along Lancefield Road, but to the future strategic planning and 
urban structure of the wider Sunbury township. 

90. The bridge will be expensive and an imperative exists to reduce the cost of the bridge as much as possible, 
provided the design remains ‘fit for purpose’, given the environmental, cultural heritage, visual impact and 
engineering issues relevant to the location of the creek crossing.  

91. Despite its high cost, the expense seems reasonable in the context of the growth planned to occur in Sunbury 
and the role the crossing will play in better integrating development along Lancefield Road with the existing 
urban area of Sunbury and completing the Sunbury Ring Road. 

92. Scope exists to alter the apportionment of the cost of the northern crossing between the Lancefield Road and 
Sunbury South PSPs, and the Sunbury North and Sunbury West PSPs, consistent with the recommendations 
of the Panel that considered Amendments 207 and 208 to the Hume Planning Scheme. 

 

 

 

 

 

David Barnes 

Town Planner - BTRP(Hons); MBA, FPIA  
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