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1

INTRODUCTION
1.

My name is Jason Robert Black of 48 Gala Supreme Close, Mordialloc and I am the Managing Director of Insight
Planning Consultants Pty Ltd.

2.

I hold a Bachelor in Applied Science (Planning) from the Royal Melbourne Institute of Technology (RMIT). I have
twenty years planning practice experience in local government and private consultancy.

3.

I am a Fellow of the Planning Institute of Australia, a Member of the Victorian Planning & Environmental Law
Association, a Member of the Urban Development Institute of Australia and I am a Registered Planner as recognised
by the Planning Institute of Australia.

4.

My experience as a planning consultant providing advice to both local government and private sector clients in
relation to numerous residential subdivisions, development plans, precinct structure plans and development
contributions plans provides me with the necessary background to carry out a review of a range of planning
documents including Plans of Subdivision, Development Plans, Precinct Structure Plans, Infrastructure Contribution
Plans, Open Space Strategies, Planning Scheme Provisions, Planning Permits, Section 173 Agreements and other
relevant planning documents.

5.

I have been instructed by Best Hooper Lawyers on behalf of Lancefield Road Development Partner who are the
owners of the land at 170 Lancefield Road & 45 Gellies Road, Sunbury to review the Amendment material and
extensive list of supporting technical reports and prepare an expert report considering strategic town planning
matters arising from the Amendment and appear at the Panel hearing for this matter.

6.

In undertaking my review, I have specifically focused on the Sunbury South and Lancefield Road Infrastructure
Contributions Plan, April 2020 and supporting background information to determine whether the ICP is strategically
justified and appropriate.

7.

In forming my opinion, I have made the necessary enquiries and reviewed the exhibited and supporting documents,
including:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
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Amendment C243 Documents, including proposed Clauses and Zone Maps;
Growth Corridor Plans (2012)
Sunbury HIGAP Spatial Strategy (2012)
Sunbury HIGAP Delivery and Infrastructure Strategy (2012)
Precinct Structure Plan Guidelines, part 2 (2013)
Sunbury South and Lancefield Road – PSP Background Report (2016)
Northern Jacksons Creek Crossing – Supplementary Information (2017)
Lancefield Road PSP (2018)
Sunbury South PSP (2018)
Infrastructure Contributions Plan Guidelines (2019)
Donnybrook-Woodstock ICP (2018 – exhibited)
Plumpton-Kororoit ICP (2019)
Amendment C230 Hume - Ministers ‘Reasons for Decision to Exercise Power of Intervention’
Amendment C243 to the Hume Planning Scheme
Jason Black – Statement of Evidence

2 SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE
8.

The Sunbury South and Lancefield Road Infrastructure Contributions Plan (ICP), April 2020 is not strategically
justified.

9.

The proposed Supplementary Levy is excessive and will significantly contribute to the cost of development within
the Lancefield Road & Sunbury South Precinct Structure Plan areas.

10. The key infrastructure item that creates the greatest cost impact is the northern bridge crossing of Jacksons Creek
(LR-BR-01), which has a total cost of $103,867,741 or $57,071 per net developable hectare.
11. The strategic planning processes that have been completed to date for the northern bridge crossing of Jacksons
Creek are inadequate to support its inclusion of the bridge in the ICP.
12. The interrogation of the northern bridge alignment during the precinct structure planning process raised concerns
associated with construction cost, visual impacts, potential flora and fauna impacts and matters of cultural
heritage sensitivity.
13. The Lancefield Road Precinct Structure Plan did not adequately resolve these issues and a cost benefit assessment
of the northern crossing of Jacksons Creek was not completed.
14. The Independent Panel Report associated with implementation of the Lancefield Road & Sunbury South PSPs by
Amendment C207 & C208 to the Hume Planning Scheme clearly highlights concerns relating to the cost benefit of
the northern bridge and recommends that the strategic justification of the northern bridge be confirmed.
15. It is my understanding that the cost benefit analysis has not been completed to a level that justifies the inclusion
of the northern bridge crossing of Jacksons Creek in the ICP.
16. The Ministerial Direction associated with the implementation of the Interim ICP indicates that the content and
levy will be further tested as part of the final ICP process, by stating:
•

Exhibition of the final ICP will provide an opportunity for third parties to make submissions about the ICP.
It is anticipated that this amendment will be exhibited in February 2020.

•

The supplementary levy amount for the interim ICP may differ from the supplementary levy for the final
ICP.

17. I do not support the inclusion of Infrastructure Item LR-BR-01 being the northern bridge crossing of Jacksons
Creek and the associated road connections (LR-RD-02-01B and LR-RD-02-02A) for the strategic planning reasons
outlined in this Statement of Evidence.
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3 PLANNING SCHEME AMENDMENT C243 HUME
3.1 AMENDMENT AREA
18. Consideration and understanding of the site context is an important step in planning for urban development of an
area.
19. The land subject to Amendment C243 of the Hume Planning Scheme is all land within the boundaries of the Sunbury
South and Lancefield Road Precinct Structure Plans, as depicted in Figure 1 below.

Figure 1: C243 Hume Amendment Area - Sunbury South and Lancefield Road (C243 Hume Explanatory Report)

3.1.1 Site Description
20. Best Hooper Lawyers have requested that I review this Amendment in its entirety however with a specific focus on
the land area generally within the Lancefield Road Precinct Structure Plan. The Lancefield Road Precinct Structure
Plan applies to approximately 1,095 hectares of land generally bound by Racecourse Road and the Jacksons Creek
to the west, the Goonawarra and Rolling Meadows communities to the south-west, Gellies Road to the south, Emu
Creek to the east, and a future conservation reserve to the north.
21. The study area is within the City of Hume where the Hume Planning Scheme applies.
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22. Sunbury South Precinct Structure Plan applies to approximately 1759 hectares of land generally bound by Watsons
Road and the Jacksons Creek to the south, Gellies Road and the Emu Creek to the north and north-east, the highvoltage transmission line easement to the east and Vineyard Road to the west.
23. The Amendment Area consists of Urban Growth Zone, Rural Conservation Zone, Public Parks and Recreation Zone,
Urban Floodway Zone, Public Use Zone (railway line), Road Zone, and Special Use Zone (quarry), as shown in Figure
2 below.
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Figure 2 - Zoning Map of Lancefield Road and Sunbury South PSP Areas (LandChecker 2020)
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24. The majority of the land falls within a Designated Bushfire Prone Area. An Area of Aboriginal Cultural Heritage
Sensitivity applies to land along the Jacksons Creek and Emu Creek corridors, see Figure 3 below.

Figure 3: Areas of Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Sensitivity (Landchecker 2020)

3.1.2 Surrounds
25. The land immediately to the north is zoned Rural Conservation with the future Sunbury North Precinct Structure
Plan area further north, land to the east of the Emu Creek and the high-voltage transmission line easement is
zoned Green Wedge, land to the south is zoned Green Wedge and Green Wedge A, land to the west and southwest, is zoned General Residential with areas of Neighbourhood Residential and Low Density Residential, and the
Jacksons Hill area to the west is zoned Comprehensive Development. The railway corridor generally running
north-south through the subject land is zoned Public Use. Lancefield Road and Sunbury Road traversing through
the site are zoned Road Zone – Category 1 road.
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26. Figure 2 above provides a zoning map of the area surrounding the Lancefield Road and Sunbury South Precinct
Structure Plan areas.

3.2 SUMMARY OF AMENDMENT C243 HUME
27. The Explanatory Report accompanying the Amendment documentation prepared by the City of Hume states that:
•

The amendment proposes to make changes to the Hume Planning Scheme to replace an Infrastructure
Contributions Plan (ICP) that applies to land affected by the Sunbury South and Lancefield Road PSPs. These PSPs
were approved by the Minister for Planning and gazetted on 17 January 2019 under Hume Amendments C207
and C208, respectively. This ICP will replace the ‘interim’ Sunbury South and Lancefield Road ICP incorporated in
the Hume Planning Scheme, which was approved by the Minister for Planning and gazetted on 5 December 2019
under Hume Amendment C230hume.

28. Specifically, in relation to the amendment area, the proposed Amendment:
•
•

•

•

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 and include a new incorporated document
titled Sunbury South and Lancefield Road Infrastructure Contributions Plan, April 2020
Applies the 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

3.2.1 Purpose of Amendment C243 HUME
29. The Explanatory Report states that the amendment is required as:
•

The ICP system has been revised to improve the method for securing land for public purposes. On 2 July 2018,
the Planning and Environment Amendment (Public Land Contributions) Act 2018 came into operation. This Act
requires all public land identified in an ICP to be provided as a direct land contribution, thereby removing a
monetary contribution (i.e. the existing public land standard levy amount) from the ICP system. The Act also
prescribes the method by which the cost of providing all public land is equalised across all landowners with a
PSP area.

30. The Explanatory Report outlines how the Amendment will provide for a number of improved social and economic
outcomes:
•
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Economic Effects
This amendment proposes to update the ICP for the PSP areas, which identifies the financial levy required to be
paid by developers to fund the infrastructure required for the precinct, and thus sets out an equitable and
transparent means of collecting financial contributions towards servicing the future community. This reduces
the burden on the responsible authority and existing communities to fund future local infrastructure.

Amendment C243 to the Hume Planning Scheme
Jason Black – Statement of Evidence

•

Social Effects
The approved PSPs identify the infrastructure necessary to service the future communities, including sports and
community facilities, road and trail upgrades and parks. The new infrastructure items will ensure that new
residents do not place an unfair burden on existing community assets in the area. The infrastructure will
maximise opportunities for new residents to safely and efficiently access employment and everyday services,
including shopping and engaging in locally based social activities.

31. Furthermore, the Explanatory Report states:
•

•

•

The amendment will implement an infrastructure contributions scheme to fund community and development
infrastructure to service the future urban land within the approved PSP, which is within the Urban Growth
Boundary of Metropolitan Melbourne.
It will implement applicable objectives of planning in Victoria under section 4 of the Planning and Environment
Act 1987 (Act) through the implementation of a contributions collection scheme to facilitate the delivery of
infrastructure to service the approved precinct structure plan.
The amendment applies the necessary planning controls to implement the ICP, which will provide a clear
structure of contributions required to fund development and community infrastructure within the precincts for
residential and commercial development and will ensure the fair and equitable provision of community and
development infrastructure.

3.2.2 Implementation of Amendment C243 HUME
32. The following are the key planning policy changes proposed by Amendment C243 to the Hume Planning Scheme.
33. Schedule 1 (ICO1) to Clause 45.11 Infrastructure Contributions Overlay is being replaced with a new Schedule 1
(ICO1) in order to correct the equalization rate specified, as this was undervalued in the interim ICP.
34. The schedule to Clause 72.04 Incorporated Documents is to be amended to replace the Sunbury South and
Lancefield Road Infrastructure Contributions Plan, November 2019 with the proposed Sunbury South and
Lancefield Road Infrastructure Contributions Plan, April 2020 as an incorporated document.
35. Schedule 2 (PAO2) to Clause 45.01 Public Acquisition Overlay is being replaced with a new Schedule 2 (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.
36. My review of these documents has identified a significant cost implication with bridge infrastructure. Specifically,
the northern Jacksons Creek crossing (LR-BR-01) identified in the Infrastructure Contributions Plan, which is
costed at $103,867,741 which results in a cost per hectare of $57,071.
37. The strategic justification for the northern Jacksons Creek crossing is discussed further below.
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4 STRATEGIC PLANNING ASSESSMENT
38. This section comprises of three parts, being an assessment of the proposed Amendment, an assessment of the
planning scheme, planning policies and relevant strategic planning documents that relate to specific elements of
the Amendment, and an assessment of the Infrastructure Contribution Plan.

4.1 ASSESSMENT OF AMENDMENT C243 HUME
4.1.1 Infrastructure Contributions Overlay
39. The Infrastructure Contributions Overlay (ICO) is the mechanism for implementing the Sunbury South-Lancefield
Road ICP into the Planning Scheme.
40. Pursuant to Clause 45.11, the purpose of the Infrastructure Contributions Overlay is:
•

To identify the area where an infrastructure contributions plan applies for the purpose of imposing
contributions for the provision of infrastructure.

•

To identify the infrastructure contribution imposed for the development of land.

41. Schedule 1 of Clause 45.11 outlines the monetary component of the ICP applicable to the Lancefield Road area.
42. The ICO contains a Standard Levy of $213,862 per hectare (NDHA), which comprises of Transport Construction of
$124,344 and Community and Recreation Construction of $89,518 payable for residential development. As well as
a Standard Levy of $124,344 per hectare (NDHA), which comprises of entirely of Transport Construction payable
for commercial and industrial development.
43. Additionally, there is a Supplementary Levy of $151,285 per hectare (NDHA) payable to both residential and
commercial and industrial development.
44. The proposed Supplementary Levy, which primarily relates to the delivery of the bridges, results in a substantial
increase in the infrastructure contribution levy which is excessive and has no comparison in other ICP areas, as is
discussed in Section 4.3.4 below. The extent of the levy is driven in most part by the costs associated with the
northern bridge crossing of Jacksons Creek (LR-BR-01), and to a lesser extent, the southern creek crossing (SS-BR01) in the Sunbury South PSP area.
45. The Sunbury South-Lancefield Road Infrastructure Contributions Plan is discussed further below.

4.1.2 Sunbury South - Lancefield Road Infrastructure Contributions Plan (ICP)
46. The following is a summary of the key points derived from my review of the exhibited Sunbury South – Lancefield
Road ICP (April 2020).
47. The Sunbury South and Lancefield Road Infrastructure Contributions Plan (the ‘ICP’) has been prepared by the
Victorian Planning Authority (VPA) with the assistance of Hume City Council, service authorities and other
stakeholders (pg 11).
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48. The ICP adopts a long-term outlook for development, and is expected to be reviewed and updated every five years
(or more frequently if required) (pg 12).
49. Plan 03a – Monetary Component Supplementary Levy Transport Projects of the ICP identifies the northern
Jacksons Creek crossing bridge as ‘LR-BR-01’, as shown in Figure 4 below.

Figure 4: Monetary Component Supplementary Levy Transport Projects (Sunbury South-Lancefield Road Infrastructure
Contributions Plan, April 2020)

50. Section 3.2 identifies the transport construction projects included in the ICP, including the northern Jacksons
Creek crossing bridge (LR-BR-01) as below:
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Table 1: Supplementary Levy Transport Construction Projects (Sunbury South-Lancefield Road Infrastructure Contributions Plan,
April 2020)

51. Section 2.3 of the ICP details the ‘Strategic Planning & Justification’ supporting the ICP:

•

“The Sunbury South PSP and Lancefield Road PSPs set out the vision for how land should be developed, illustrate
the future urban structure and describe the outcomes to be achieved by the future development. The PSPs also
identify the infrastructure projects required as well as providing the rationale and justification for the
infrastructure items. The background reports for the PSPs provide an overview of the planning process for the
Sunbury South and Lancefield Road ICP area” (pg 12).

52. As such, “the strategic need for infrastructure included in this ICP has been determined, and been subject to
consultation, as part of the preparation of the Sunbury South PSP and Lancefield Road PSP” (pg 15).
53. Whilst the VPA states on their website that “the current ICP Amendment will not further consider the merits or
strategic need of each infrastructure items…”as this was done during the PSP process, I do not believe this is
appropriate, as a key task in preparing a PSP is to test the plan by understanding the cost implications associated
with providing the infrastructure that is required to support the future development of the area.
54. In the absence of a DCP / ICP being prepared at the same time as the PSP (as a means of testing the validity of the
PSP) a fundamental planning step was not undertaken as part of the PSP process.
55. The absence of a full cost analysis and review of the financial implications of such infrastructure requirements is a
fundamental flaw in the PSP process (regardless of the fact that the PSP has been through a Panel process).
56. The absence of a major developer in the Lancefield Road precinct has likely resulted in the matter of the bridge(s)
not being fully interrogated during the PSP process.
57. Conversely, the southern bridge alignment was thoroughly interrogated by the major developers, including
Villawood, at the time, in an attempt to minimise the scope of the bridge and ultimately the cost.
58. The proposed Supplementary Levy ($151,285 per hectare), which primarily relates to the delivery of the bridges,
is excessive and has no comparison in other PSP areas. The extent of the levy is driven in most part by the costs
associated with the northern bridge crossing of Jacksons Creek (LR-BR-01), and to a lesser extent, the southern
creek crossing (SS-BR-01) in the Sunbury South PSP area.
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59. The Interim ICP gazetted under Amendment C230 to the Hume Planning Scheme was not exhibited or subject to a
Panel Hearing, thus at this point in time, the supplementary levy rate has not been adequately interrogated and
the impacts appropriately tested.
60. Amendment C243 Hume (now) is the time to test the appropriateness of the Supplementary Levy and this must
include a review of the infrastructure projects that are generating the need for the Supplementary Levy.
61. At this stage, I believe the land equalisation monetary rate outlined in Table 10 of the ICP ($1,925,073) has been
calculated in accordance with the requirements of the Act, however further investigation into the methodology
can occur, if required.
62. Based on my review of the ICP, I believe that the northern crossing of the Jacksons Creek should be removed from
the Transport Infrastructure items list as on balance there is little strategic justification for its inclusion,
particularly given the significance of the cost implications to the ICP.
63. An extensive review of the Hume Planning Scheme and relevant strategic planning documents is detailed below.

4.1.3 Public Acquisition Overlay
64. The Public Acquisition Overlay, Schedule 2 relates to 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.
65. This part of the Amendment is not relevant to the issues I have identified in relation to the Jacksons Creek
crossing infrastructure items identified in the ICP.

4.2 PLANNING SCHEME AND STRATEGIC DOCUMENTS ASSESSMENT
66. This section provides a summary of key zones and local planning policies within the Hume Planning Scheme and
other relevant strategic planning document as they relate to the northern Jacksons Creek crossing.
67. There have been multiple strategic planning processes that have been undertaken in recent years that (amongst
other things) provide direction for the northern Jacksons Creek crossing. Many of these identify some level of
road network or connectivity benefit to the broader Sunbury area, however tend to leave the ultimate decision as
to whether the bridge should be constructed to a later date.
68. My assessment does not further review whether there are road network or connectivity benefits as this is beyond
my area of expertise, and seeks to only focus on whether there is sound strategic planning justification for the
inclusion of the northern Jacksons Creek bridge crossing.

4.2.1 Zone
69. The northern Jacksons Creek crossing area (study area) consists of Urban Growth Zone, Rural Conservation Zone
and Urban Floodway Zone, as shown in Figure 2 above.
Urban Growth Zone
70. The Urban Growth Zone is the statutory mechanism for implementing Precinct Structure Plans.
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71. Pursuant to Clause 37.07, the Purpose of the Urban Growth Zone is (emphasis added):
•
•
•
•
•

To manage the transition of non-urban land into urban land in accordance with a precinct structure plan
To provide for a range of uses and the development of land generally in accordance with a precinct structure
plan
To contain urban use and development to areas identified for urban development in a precinct structure plan
To provide for the continued non-urban use of the land until urban development in accordance with a precinct
structure plan occurs
To ensure that, before a precinct structure plan is applied, the use and development of land does not prejudice
the future urban use and development of land

72. The Lancefield Road Precinct Structure Plan as specified in the Urban Growth Zone schedule identifies the northern
Jacksons Creek crossing on Plan 3 - Future Urban Structure. The PSP is outlined in more detail below.
Rural Conservation Zone
73. The Rural Conservation Zone aims to protect and conserve the natural environment for its historic, landscape,
habitat and cultural values, which is why it is critical that these values be considered in the detailed design of the
northern Jacksons Creek crossing.
74. Pursuant to Clause 35.06, the Purpose of the Rural Conservation Zone is (emphasis added):
•
•
•
•

•
•

To conserve the values specified in a schedule to this zone
To protect and enhance the natural environment and natural processes for their historic, archaeological and
scientific interest, landscape, faunal habitat and cultural values
To protect and enhance natural resources and the biodiversity of the area
To encourage development and use of land which is consistent with sustainable land management and land
capability practices, and which takes into account the conservation values and environmental sensitivity of the
locality
To provide for agricultural use consistent with the conservation of environmental and landscape values of the
area
To conserve and enhance the cultural significance and character of open rural and scenic non urban landscapes

75. The proposed alignment of the northern Jacksons Creek crossing was influenced by multiple factors including
cultural heritage, biodiversity and landscape values. This is detailed further below in the Sections relating to the
Lancefield Road PSP Background Report and Supplementary Information.
Urban Floodway Zone
76. The Urban Floodway Zone aims to ensure that any development is protected against flood hazards, and waterways
are protected.
77. Pursuant to Clause 37.03, the Purpose of the Urban Floodway Zone is (emphasis added):
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•
•

•
•

To identify waterways, major floodpaths, drainage depressions and high hazard areas within urban areas which
have the greatest risk and frequency of being affected by flooding
To ensure that any development maintains the free passage and temporary storage of floodwater, minimises
flood damage and is compatible with flood hazard, local drainage conditions and the minimization of soil
erosion, sedimentation and silting
To reflect any declarations under Division 4 of Part 10 of the Water Act 1989
To protect water quality and waterways as natural resources in accordance with the provisions of relevant State
Environment Protection Policies, and particularly in accordance with Clauses 33 and 35 of the State Environment
Protection Policy (Waters of Victoria)

78. The design of the northern Jacksons Creek crossing has been influenced by the flood risk associated with the
Jacksons Creek corridor, which has resulted in an extended length and subsequent cost.

4.2.2 Local Planning Policy Framework
79. The following is a summary of the current Local Planning Policy Framework that is relevant to the future
development of the study area.
80. Clause 21.01-2 – Key Issues and Influences, identifies some of the key issues and influences facing the City of Hume,
which includes:
•

The lack of connectivity across Jacksons Creek and the rail line in Sunbury will become more problematic as
Sunbury grows

81. Clause 21.02-3 – Sunbury, expands on the vision for Sunbury as set out in Clause 21.01-3, and identifies that “a new
orbital road which provides connectivity across Jacksons Creek and the train line will enhance accessibility within
the township, connect new activity centres with residential and employment areas, and minimise through traffic in
the expanded Town Centre”.
82. Objective 12 of the above clause is “to ensure that the growth of Sunbury is supported by an improved transport
network”.
83. Relevant Strategies to achieve the objectives of this clause include:
•

Facilitate an orbital loop through Sunbury comprising Elizabeth Drive, the Northern and Southern Links across
Jackson Creek, Lancefield Road and Sunbury Road

84. Clause 21.07-1 – Connectivity and Choice, emphasizes the importance of transport connectivity, and states that
“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. Overcoming these barriers is expensive
but necessary to connect communities, increase accessibility to jobs, and provide genuine travel choice”.
85. Objective 1 of Clause 21.07-1 is “to improve the connectivity and capacity of the transport network”.
86. Relevant Strategies to achieve the objectives of this clause include:
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•

Facilitate the delivery of crossings of the Jacksons Creek and train line in Sunbury

87. Figure 1 – Strategic Transport Plan in Clause 21.07-1 identifies the Jacksons Creek crossings as “major new bridges”,
as shown in Figure 5 below.
88. The above policy focuses on connectivity and the opportunity for an orbital ring road. While Clause 21.07-1
acknowledges that there are a number of significant barriers and costs associated with achieving this outcome,
there appears to be no specific reference or focus on how these constraints may be reasonably overcome from a
financial perspective.
89. There also appears to be strong emphasis on the southern Jacksons Creek crossing as a key priority, which is within
the Sunbury South PSP area. This sentiment is not echoed in the policy focus on the northern crossing.

Figure 5: Strategic Transport Plan (Clause 21.07-1 of the Hume Planning Scheme)
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4.2.3 Growth Corridor Plans (GCP), June 2012
90. Beyond the Hume Planning Scheme there are a number of strategic planning documents and strategies that provide
specific guidance/direction in relation to the northern Jacksons Creek crossing.
91. The Growth Corridor Plans “set out the strategic plan for the future development of Melbourne’s Growth Corridors
over the next 30 to 40 years” (pg 6).
92. “The Plans are a tool to guide and inform future decisions regarding urban development and infrastructure that
may be required to service these new communities over the long term. They should not be interpreted as a delivery
mechanism or program committing the Government to specific infrastructure or development projects or specific
levels of service provision” (pg 6).
93. The Plan states that the purpose is to:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Set an overarching strategic planning framework to guide future development in the four Growth Corridors
Inform the Precinct Structure Plan (PSP) process
Indicate areas of high environmental or landscape value, natural features or open space to be preserved
Identify, broadly, the location of future residential districts, industrial and employment areas and open space
networks
Indicate the likely strategic transport infrastructure required to support urban development
Identify the locations for future Major and Principal Town Centres (MTCs & PTCs) (pg 5)

94. The Sunbury Growth Corridor Plan, June 2012 (see below) identifies two ‘Road Links (under investigation)’ crossing
the Jacksons Creek in the north and south of the Sunbury Growth Corridor Plan. Note 3 of this plan states “Creek
crossing under investigation”, and this is indicated on both north and south creek crossing locations.
95. The Plan identifies that due to limited employment opportunities within the Sunbury/Diggers Rest area, “there is
pressure on the local road network and rail services at peak times” (pg 98).
96. A key issue to be addressed in the future development of Sunbury is “the need to improve local transport links,
including creek crossings and improved capacity on the main approach roads to the town” (pg 98).
97. “Jacksons Creek poses a barrier to movements from new urban growth to its east, and the established parts of
Sunbury including the town centre to its west. Consideration will need to be given to creating connections across
this creek, to enable the residents of the new growth corridor to access the facilities within the established part of
Sunbury. In particular, a local creek crossing in the southern part of Sunbury would provide access for residents of
Sunbury East to Vineyard Road and to the proposed new rail station identified in this area and a crossing in the
northern part of Sunbury would provide a link for new residents on Lancefield Road to access the town centre” (pg
103-104).
98. “Possible future crossings of Jackson Creek are also being investigated but remain in the early stages of
consideration at this stage and will be considered in more detail once PSPs are commenced and demand can be
better understood” (pg 109).
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99. The Growth Corridor Plan identifies the opportunity for an orbital ring road, however like the local planning
policies the GCP also identifies that further investigation into the Jacksons Creek crossings is required to be
undertaken.
100.Notwithstanding the above, the GCP above clearly emphasizes a greater level of importance on a southern
Jacksons Creek crossing.

Figure 6 – Sunbury Growth Corridor Plan (Growth Areas Authority 2012)
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4.2.4 Sunbury HIGAP (Hume Integrated Growth Area Plan) Spatial Strategy, July 2012
101.The Sunbury HIGAP Spatial Strategy is a reference document pursuant to Clause 21.02-5 of the Hume Planning
Scheme.
102.The Sunbury HIGAP Spatial Strategy and the accompanying Delivery and Infrastructure Strategy are the culmination
of a comprehensive review of planning for Sunbury by Hume City Council and is the Council’s plan for the township.
103.The Spatial Strategy is to guide the future development for Sunbury, outlines the future vision for Sunbury and
details where and when new development and change will occur and what infrastructure is needed.
104.The Strategy sets out the following vision for Sunbury in 2040:
•

In 2040 Sunbury is a unique township with a sense of community and familiarity which is physically separated
but well connected to Melbourne by good transport links. Its rural setting, parks and accessible countryside are
renowned and highly valued by the community.
The vibrant town centre and new neighbourhood centres are the hubs of activity throughout the day and
evening. These centres and adjoining residential and employment areas are connected by public transport,
walking and cycling routes.
Large and local scale health, education and leisure facilities as well as diverse housing and employment
opportunities enable people to live and work in Sunbury throughout their lives (pg 10).

105.Map 4.2 – Future Spatial Structure of Sunbury (see figure 7 below) shows indicative locations for the north and
south crossings of Jacksons Creek. There is a note that this plan is ‘not to scale and subject to more detailed
planning’, however where there are two ‘potential alignments of the Southern Link’ showing two options for the
southern creek crossing, the north creek crossing is shown as being part of the ‘major road network’.
106.The Strategy indicates that “an orbital loop will be developed within Sunbury through the extension of Elizabeth
Drive to Vineyard Road and Racecourse Road, the upgrade of Lancefield Road and the construction of a Northern
and Southern Link” (pg 19).
107.“Further investigation of the potential alignment of the Southern and Northern Links is required and so ‘potential’
alignments are currently shown on Map 4.2. Other alignments may be considered in the investigation” (pg 19).
108.The Spatial Strategy identifies Further Work to be undertaken with regard to Transport within Sunbury, including:
•

Investigate and identify the optimal alignment for the Southern and Northern Links taking account of:
-

The feasibility and cost of construction

-

The impact on the environmental, cultural heritage and visual qualities of the area

-

The contribution to the required transport network in Sunbury in the short and longer term

109.While the Spatial Strategy identifies that further work should be undertaken with regards to the feasibility and cost
of construction of a northern Jacksons Creek crossing, it is my belief that this assessment has not been undertaken
through the PSP or ICP processes to a level that would justify such a significant cost burden.
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Figure 7 – Future Spatial Structure of Sunbury (Sunbury HIGAP Spatial Strategy 2012)
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4.2.5 Sunbury HIGAP (Hume Integrated Growth Area Plan) Delivery and Infrastructure Strategy,
July 2012
110.The Sunbury HIGAP Delivery and Infrastructure Strategy is a reference document pursuant to Clause 21.02-5 of the
Hume Planning Scheme.
111.The Sunbury HIGAP Delivery and Infrastructure Strategy outlines in more detail how the future development,
change and infrastructure as guided by the Spatial Strategy will be delivered.
112.The Strategy states that the purpose is (emphasis added):
•
•
•
•
•

•

A document outlining where, when and how new development and infrastructure will be enabled; how much it
will cost, and who is likely to fund it – including investment from Council, State Agencies and State Government
A key piece of ‘evidence’ to demonstrate that, with the right action and investment, the sustainable growth of
the area, as set out in the Spatial Strategy, can be achieved
A tool to guide, prioritise and co-ordinate the delivery of development in step with infrastructure and to facilitate
sustainable growth and change
A ‘bidding’ document to a variety of State and Federal Government, seeking their commitment to contribute to
funding
A document that can be used to support detailed precinct specific Development Contributions Plans or any
potential future development tariff based approach to developer contributions and support negotiations with
private sector developers where they are expected to contribute to projects
A clear document identifying what further work is required, when and by whom to facilitate and enable
development and change (pg 3)

113.Additionally (emphasis added), “this Strategy aims to provide a sense of what an appropriate order and timing to
the delivery of new development and new infrastructure would be to guide the growth of Sunbury. It does not
guarantee that development and infrastructure will occur as outlined and for this reason the Strategy will be
updated frequently (at least every 5 years) with the costs, staging and funding of development and infrastructure
updated accordingly” (pg 3).
114.The Strategy acknowledges that there are major challenges to address in order to deliver the scale of
development in Sunbury, not least investment in a wide range of infrastructure, services and facilities required to
support the planned growth. “Significant investment for road and public transport, health, education, community,
leisure and open space infrastructure will need to be obtained from a range of sources of funding to appropriately
support the growth of Sunbury” (pg 6).
115.Additionally, “it is important that transport infrastructure is provided early to enable residents to access work
opportunities and services outside of Sunbury” (pg 6).
116.Section 2 – New Infrastructure of the Strategy outlines what these infrastructure projects are and who is
responsible for their delivery, as well as prioritizing these projects and discussing how they will be funded.
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117.Hume City Council has identified a priority for each of the infrastructure projects identified in the Spatial Strategy
in the Sunbury/Diggers Rest area based on the following three levels:
•

•

•

Priority 1: Fundamental Infrastructure – this is infrastructure that is fundamental to the Spatial Strategy such
that it must happen to enable development to occur and failure to deliver would require the Spatial Strategy to
be reviewed
Priority 2: Required Infrastructure – this is infrastructure that is required and must happen if growth is to be
achieved in a timely and sustainable manner. Failure to deliver could result in development being refused
planning permit or the Spatial Strategy to be reviewed
Priority 3: Desirable Infrastructure – this is infrastructure that is desirable to deliver the overall vision in the
Spatial Strategy such that it would enhance the overall quality of life in the area but failure to deliver is unlikely
to prevent development occurring or result in the Spatial Strategy being reviewed (pg 7)

118.The Strategy states that “the most important and costly infrastructure for Sunbury is transport infrastructure.
Without its delivery, new development will place a significant and unacceptable strain upon the existing road and
public transport infrastructure and badly impact upon the liveability and sustainability of Sunbury” (pg 7).
119.The Strategy identifies ‘The Southern Link’ as ‘Fundamental Infrastructure’, which is required within a timeframe
of 0-5 years.
120.With regard to the Southern Link, the Strategy states that “providing an orbital road and public transport
connection in Sunbury is important to connect neighbourhoods and communities without the need to travel
through Sunbury Town Centre. The Southern Link will be particularly important in the short to medium term to
open up access to the southern part of Sunbury and to connect new communities on the eastern side of Sunbury to
the Calder Freeway whilst the Bulla Bypass and upgrade to Sunbury Road are being constructed. It will also
provide connectivity to the future Jacksons Hill Train Station” (pg 9).
121.The Strategy identifies ‘The Northern Link’ as ‘Required Infrastructure’, which is required within a timeframe of
15+ years.
122.The estimated cost for the Northern Link is specified at $40 million, with the lead agency for delivery of the
project being the State Government (Vic Roads/DoT). The funding agency is specified as the State Government
(pg 10).
123.It is noted that the ICP currently specifies the total cost for the northern Jacksons Creek crossing bridge (LR-BR-01)
of $103,867,741. This is a $63million variation that can’t simply be added and expected to be funded through the
development of the land.
124.This point is emphasized in the Strategy which clearly recognises that the delivery of the Northern Link is the
responsibility of the State Government, as lead agency for delivery.
125.With regard to the Northern Link, the Strategy states that “Like the Southern Link, the Northern Link will be
important to connect communities and provide improved access to Sunbury Town Centre and the Calder Freeway
for the future communities in the north eastern parts of Sunbury and for communities north of Sunbury” (pg 10).
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126.The Strategy details that mainstream Government funding will be the main source of funding for much of the new
infrastructure, and a crucial means of supplementing and providing an alternative non budgetary dependent
source of funding for this infrastructure is the Growth Area Infrastructure Charge (GAIC), paid by developers of
land zoned Urban Growth (UGZ) on a per hectare basis (pg 23).
127.This indicates that Council did not believe that the bridge could be funded solely by development contributions.
128.Section 5 – Further Work of the Strategy, details the further work required to confirm in more detail the form and
scale of certain development and infrastructure.
129.With regard to the Southern Link, the Strategy states that “the Spatial Strategy identifies that further work is
required to confirm the optimal alignment of the Southern Link, particularly where it crosses Jacksons Creek (pg
28).
130.The aim of the further work should be “to identify the most appropriate alignment for the Southern Link taking
account of engineering feasibility, cost, cultural heritage, environmental and visual impact, and transport network
considerations” (pg 28).
131.The objectives of the further work should be to:
•

•

Identify the following for each of the different potential alignments of the Southern Link:
-

The engineering feasibility and costs for construction

-

The impact on the cultural heritage qualities of the area

-

The impact on the biodiversity and native vegetation in the area

-

The impact on the key landscape features and key views and

-

The contribution to the transport network requirements of Sunbury in the short and longer term

Utilise this information to recommend a preferred alignment in both the short term and long term (pg 28)

132.This further work should be commissioned jointly as partnership of landowners/developers, Council and State
Government. It should be undertaken by an independent consultant in the coming year (2012/2013) and
completed prior to the exhibition of Precinct Structure Plan that covers Sunbury South and part of the Sunbury East
precincts (pg 28).
133.With regard to the Northern Link, the Strategy states that “a similar assessment is required for the Northern Link
to confirm the alignment of the Northern Link. This work should again be undertaken in a partnership of
landowners/developers, Council and State Government and should be completed in the next 10 years and prior to
the commencement of PSP covering Sunbury North East” (pg 28-29).
134.This further work has been undertaken as part of the Sunbury South and Lancefield Road – Precinct Structure Plan
Background Report (November 2016) and the Northern Jacksons Creek Crossing – Supplementary Information
Report (September 2017), detailed in Sections 4.2.9 and 4.2.10 respectively of this report below.
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135.“This Delivery and Infrastructure Strategy sets out the indicative development and infrastructure timelines and
further work required to enable sustainable growth of Sunbury as set out in the Sunbury HIGAP Spatial Strategy.
Due to the strategic nature and long timeframe for delivery of the growth in Sunbury, it will need to be continually
monitored and updated to reflect changes in circumstance, particularly changes to the projected rate of
development and service provision requirements” (pg 34).
136.“A Monitoring Report will be prepared every two years in accordance with the Monitoring Indicators in the Spatial
Strategy and reproduced below. This Monitoring Report will report any minor changes to this Delivery Strategy
with a more comprehensive update to this Delivery and Infrastructure Strategy undertaken every 5 years or sooner
if required”.
137.Whilst it may be said that further assessment of the northern Jacksons Creek crossing has been undertaken, it has
failed to appropriately address the key issue in relation to the cost of delivery.

4.2.6 Lancefield Road Precinct Structure Plan, June 2018 (PSP)
138.The Lancefield Road Precinct Structure Plan (PSP) was prepared by the Victorian Planning Authority (VPA) in
consultation with Hume City Council and with the assistance of Government agencies, service authorities and
major stakeholders and guides land use and development as required by the Urban Growth Zone or any other
provision of the planning scheme that references this precinct structure plan. Each element of the Precinct
Structure Plan contains Requirements and Guidelines as relevant (pg 5).
139.The PSP states that “Not every aspect of the land’s use and development is addressed in this structure plan and a
Responsible Authority may manage development and issue permits as relevant under its general discretion, even
where the use of development is not specifically shown in the PSP” (pg 7).
140.The Vision for the Lancefield Road precinct includes “Reinforcement of the established arterial road network
within Sunbury, while supporting the logical extension of the local road network, including provision for a crossing
of Jacksons Creek” (pg 9).
141.Specifically, “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” (pg 9).
142.The Transport and Movement Objectives include, “support strong east-west connectivity within the precinct to
ensure that Lancefield Road, the rail line, and the Jacksons Creek do not act as a barrier to local mobility, as well
as providing strong connections to the existing Goonawarra community” (pg 13).
143.Section 3.1.4 – Sensitive Residential Areas of the PSP sets out Requirements (R23) and Guidelines (G26) for the
design of the Jacksons Creek road bridge, which include:
•

R23: Design of the Jacksons Creek road bridge must:
-
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•

-

Provide for strong pedestrian and cycling connectivity along Jacksons Creek below the bridge

-

Sensitively respond to the land form of the Jacksons Creek Valley, including through the use of colours
and materials (pg 21)

G26: Design of the Jacksons Creek road bridge should:
-

Minimise the extent of earthworks required on the eastern and western approach to the bridge structure

-

Maintain local street intersections with the boulevard connector

-

Protect the amenity of any adjacent residential development (pg 21)

144.Section 3.4.1 – Street Network of the PSP sets out Requirements and Guidelines including:
•

R63: The design and construction of any crossing of the Jacksons Creek or Emu Creek (road and/or pedestrian)
must be consistent with the ‘Design and Construction Standards for Growling Grass Frog passage structures’
(DELWP 2016) to the satisfaction of Melbourne Water and the Department of Environment, Land, Water and
Planning (pg 41).

145.While Table 9 – Streets and Slope of the PSP provides guidance on the appropriate grade for different types of
streets, it is noted that “The Jacksons Creek crossing is heavily constrained by challenging topography. The
ultimate slope of this connection will need to be based upon a site responsive design, consistent with R23 and
G26” (pg 45).
146.Plan 13 – Precinct Infrastructure Plan of the PSP identifies the proposed Jacksons Creek crossing as LR-BR-01 (pg
55).
147.Table 11 – Precinct Infrastructure Plan of the PSP identifies bridge LR-BR-01 as Sunbury Ring Road – Northern
Link: Jacksons Creek Crossing The project description is “Land and construction of two lane bridge”, with Hume
City Council as the lead agency. The bridge is identified as having a long-term (21+ years) indicative timing for
completion, and is included in the Infrastructure Contributions Plans.
148.Whilst the northern Jacksons Creek crossing (LR-BR-01) is shown in the PSP, the indicative long-term timeframe
for its delivery is likely to result in its construction after the majority of the PSP area has already been developed.
As such, future residents would already have established patterns with regard to travel within the PSP area and
broader Sunbury township, and the necessity of the bridge would be substantially reduced.
149.Unlike the HIGAP Strategies, the PSP appears to have a greater focus on the environmental and cultural heritage
values rather than the cost of delivering the northern Jacksons Creek crossing. Whilst the Precinct Infrastructure
Plan of the PSP states that the bridge should be included in the ICP, the support for this seems to be very limited.
150.This conclusion is backed by the focus of the PSP Background Report being more heavily weighted towards
cultural heritage, post-contact heritage, Biodiversity and Transport.

26

Amendment C243 to the Hume Planning Scheme
Jason Black – Statement of Evidence

4.2.7 Sunbury South Precinct Structure Plan, June 2018 (amended November 2019)
151.For comparative purposes I have also reviewed the Sunbury South Precinct Structure Plan to determine whether
there were distinct planning differences between the southern and northern Jacksons Creek crossings.
152.The funding of infrastructure within the Sunbury South PSP is through the implementation of the Sunbury SouthLancefield Road Infrastructure Contributions Plan.
153.The Vision for the Sunbury South precinct includes “Reinforcement of the established arterial road network within
Sunbury, and support of the logical extension of the local road network, including provision for a crossing of
Jacksons Creek” (pg 9).
154.Specifically (emphasis added), “The proposed southern link crossing of the Jacksons Creek provides for important
local connections as well as a more robust local road network for the broader Sunbury growth area. Importantly, it
will connect the core of the precinct to the east of the Jacksons Creek with the potential future Sunbury South
railway station near Vineyard Road. It forms part of an ultimate Sunbury Ring Road network around the township.
The southern link creek crossing is a key priority for early construction to provide additional regional road network
capacity (although its relative priority for early delivery will need to be reviewed in the event of an early
commitment to the construction of the Bulla Bypass)” (pg 9).
155.The Transport and Movement Objectives include, “Provide for strong, multi-modal connectivity across the
Jacksons Creek, including logical road connectivity between Sunbury Road, the Major Town Centre, and a potential
future Sunbury South Station” (pg 13).
156.Plan 13 – Precinct Infrastructure Plan of the PSP identifies the proposed Jacksons Creek crossing as SS-BR-01 (pg
55).
157.Table 11 – Precinct Infrastructure Plan of the PSP identifies bridge LR-BR-01 as Sunbury Ring Road – Southern
Link: Jacksons Creek Crossing). The project description is “Land and construction of two lane bridge”, with Hume
City Council as the lead agency. The bridge is identified as having a short to medium-term (0-20 years) indicative
timing for completion, with specific timing for this project subject upon the timing of delivery of the Bulla Bypass,
and is included in the Infrastructure Contributions Plans (pg 67).
158.Section 3.7.1 – Precinct Infrastructure Plan of the PSP states that “ A key element of the staging set out in the PIP
is the early delivery of the Sunbury Ring Road crossing of Jacksons Creek (BR-01 on Plan 13), and associated road
upgrades. These projects have been prioritised to provide additional capacity to the Sunbury regional road
network in advance of the delivery of the Bulla Bypass (and associated Sunbury Road upgrades). In the event that
these projects have not been delivered prior to a commitment to construct the Bulla Bypass, the relative timing of
these projects will need to be reviewed. This may see these projects become longer term priorities” (pg 61).
159.In comparison to the northern crossing, the southern Jacksons Creek crossing (SS-BR-01) is identified as a short to
medium term project, which is critical to the development of the Sunbury South PSP area and the ability to
bypass the Sunbury town centre.
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4.2.8 Precinct Structure Plan Guidelines, part 2 – Preparing the PSP, 2013
160.The failure to comprehensively consider the cost implications of delivering the northern Jacksons Creek crossing
has resulted in the approval of a PSP that cannot be delivered.
161.It would seem from my assessment that the PSP planning process failed to appropriately ‘test’ the financial
validity of the proposed future urban structure. To explore this further, I think it is pertinent to review this
process as it is defined in the Precinct Structure Plan (PSP) Guidelines.
162.Part Two of the Precinct Structure Plan (PSP) Guidelines prepared in 2009 and revised in 2013 provides a step-bystep guide to preparing a Precinct Structure Plan in growth areas.
163.The aim is “to standardize the format and process for preparing a PSP, while facilitating innovative and flexible
outcomes” (pg 2).
164.Pursuant to the PSP Guidelines, Precinct Structure Planning needs to (emphasis added):
•
•
•
•

Ensure key elements of the plan are translated into the PSP and the Planning Scheme
Determine costs and funding arrangements for infrastructure
Allow development in accordance with the PSP to proceed with minimum further administrative process
Detail fundamentals that make up future urban structure such as design elements, housing, employment and
activity centres, community facilities, transport and movement, utilities and energy, and passive and active open
space (pg 2).

165.Section 5 – Check the Plan, of the PSP Guidelines provides guidance on how to produce a Precinct Structure Plan
that can be delivered effectively by developers, Councils, delivery agencies and service providers. This involves
(emphasis added):
•
•
•
•

•

Evaluating how well the Precinct Structure Plan meets the objectives for growth area planning
Identifying the critical infrastructure projects and funding sources that are vital for creating the new community
Drafting implementation provisions to guide decisions about subsequent planning permits and permit conditions
Measuring the efficiency of the plan (in order to minimise costs to home-buyers) on matters such as the amount
of non-developable land proposed, developer costs per hectare for open space, infrastructure and service items
as well as measuring the overall infrastructure costs
Considering whether the plan provides sufficient flexibility in the way land will be developed over time to avoid
as far as possible the need for future planning scheme amendments (pg 48).

166.The PSP Guidelines state that “background technical reports and strategic context should provide a sound basis
for testing whether the Precinct Structure Plan will enable development to respond effectively to local conditions
and community needs now and into the future” (pg 48).
167.Additionally, “transport assessment will be crucial to understanding the cost of new transport infrastructure
required and the viability of the proposed arrangement of streets and land uses” (pg 48).
168.Section 5.1 – Infrastructure Delivery of the Guidelines recognises that “the Precinct Structure Plan must specify
the infrastructure and services needed to serve the new community, including where they should be located, who
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is responsible for leading delivery and identify potential funding sources. The main document that enables this to
occur is the Precinct Infrastructure Plan (PIP)” (pg 49).
169.In particular, “the Precinct Structure Plan identifies the infrastructure that is essential to allow development to
proceed” (pg 49).
170.Section 5.3 – Development Efficiency Appraisal of the Guidelines states that “A development efficiency appraisal
should be completed alongside the Precinct Structure Plan… (and) should give a broad indication of the relative
cost of development” (pg 51).
171.Additionally, the development efficiency appraisal “will check that the Precinct Structure Plan meets the
government’s objectives to provide affordable housing and quality neighbourhoods” (pg 51).
172.Section 5.4 – Monitoring and Review of the Guidelines states that “The council will be responsible for monitoring
and reviewing the development of the precinct in consultation with the Growth Areas Authority and other
agencies such as the Department of Planning and Community Development, the Department of Transport and the
Department of Sustainability and Environment. The development staging plan and infrastructure investment plan
will be particularly useful to monitor the plan’s success” (pg 52).
173.With regard to the PSP process as outlined in the PSP Guidelines, I believe that the Lancefield Road Precinct
Structure Plan was not adequately ‘checked’ to a point that all parties could be satisfied that the cost of new
transport infrastructure could be funded by a future ICP. In particular, this process did not include adequate
assessment of the cost of infrastructure items, such as the northern Jacksons Creek crossing bridge (LR-BR-01),
which is now costed at approximately $60million more than was originally identified in the HIGAP Delivery
Strategy.
174.I believe that had the true cost of the bridges been fully understood and interrogated, as required by the PSP
Guidelines, it may have been decided to leave them out of the Precinct Infrastructure Plan or identify the funding
agency as the State Government not the ICP.

4.2.9 Sunbury South and Lancefield Road – Precinct structure plan background report, November
2016
175.The VPA commissioned a number of background technical studies to inform the future urban structure of the
Sunbury South and Lancefield Road Precinct Structure Plans. The purpose of the Background Report is to provide a
summary of the findings of these studies and to highlight issues and opportunities that have shaped the subsequent
plans (pg 3).
Aboriginal Cultural Heritage
176.Heritage Insight was commissioned by the VPA to undertake an Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment of the
Sunbury South and Lancefield Road Precincts, with the following findings having direct impact on the formation of
the PSP:
•
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sensitivity, the report recommended that the primary aim when considering the design and construction of these
bridges should be to select the alignments which utilise previously disturbed ground, although the span of the
bridge and other factors such as number of known sites along the option should also be considered. This
recommendation was taken into consideration when deciding on the final designs for both crossings following
the presentation of several initial options for each bridge (see also 3.1.5).
It was also recommended that any final decision on the preferred alignments should be made in conjunction
with the Registered Aboriginal Part – the Wurundjeri Council. This has occurred as recommended” (pg 8)
177.Additionally, the Wurundjeri were commissioned by the VPA to undertake a Cultural Values Assessment, which
included a site visit to the Precincts to view, amongst others, the location of the proposed road crossing alignments
of Jacksons Creek in the two PSPs.
178.The Cultural Values Assessment noted that “the Wurundjeri did not endorse the Jacksons Creek road crossing in PSP
1075 (northern crossing) because it travelled down a gully where there was Bunjil’s nest and an associated platform.
This has resulted in ongoing dialogue and site visits with the Wurundjeri to identify an appropriate road crossing
alignment. A possible alignment has been identified through this subsequent process which is identified on the
current Future Urban Structure for PSP 1075” (pg 8-9).
179.“The preferred road alignment for the crossing of Jacksons Creek within the Lancefield Road PSP (See section 4.5)
runs through culturally sensitive land and down a culturally significant gully. Therefore in 2016 the VPA engaged
with the Wurundjeri to identify a future alignment avoids a requirement for significant fill on the eastern side of
the creek, preserves pedestrian and cycling connectivity under the bridge (especially where it is in close proximity
to the creek) and generally avoids areas of known cultural sensitivity. Further engagement will be required with
the Wurundjeri when the bridge is being designed ahead of construction in relation to both design requirements
and bridge naming” (pg 9)
Post-Contact Heritage
180.Context Pty Ltd was commissioned by the VPA to conduct a Post-Contact Heritage Assessment of the Lancefield
Road and Sunbury South Precincts (pg 9). The report provided the following recommendations in relation to post
contact heritage values in the two precincts:
•
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Construction of a crossing at the location proposed the context report has noted, would impact on the area of
the ‘Cannon Gully’ Sunbury Volunteer Military Exercise Site. This site has been included on the VHI on the basis
of its archaeological potential (VHI H7822-2291). To minimise this impact:
-

The design and construction of this crossing should itself be informed by more detailed historical
research to attempt to better determine the area over which the exercises extended and the activities
which they entailed – and thus the potential for archaeological deposits to exist within the various areas.

-

A more detailed survey of the construction footprint should be undertaken in advance of any
construction works to determine the extent to which significant post-contact heritage will be impacted,
and that appropriate measures are taken to mitigate adverse impacts

-

The area currently included on the heritage overlay (HO366) should be retained as open space in order
to protect the distinctive landscape features which contributed to its use. As a result, this area would be
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bypassed by the construction of a crossing in the area shown, but in the event that the route deviates
to impact upon the HO area, the further works described above should be expanded in recognition of
the place’s local significance in discussion with the City of Hume Council and Heritage Victoria.
-

As assessment of the ‘Cannon Gully’ landscape should be included in any wider landscape assessment,
and appropriate mitigation undertaken to reflect its significant landscape features – ie the alluvial flats
employed as the ‘battlefield’, the steep escarpment and zigzag tracks and the elevated observation point
(pg 11)

Biodiversity
181.The Biodiversity Conservation Strategy (BCS), as prepared by DELWP, identifies 4 conservation areas across the
Sunbury South and Lancefield Road PSP areas.
182.Conservation Area 21 as identified in Plan 8 – Native Vegetation Retention and Removal of the Lancefield Road
PSP covers the area where the northern Jacksons Creek crossing is located. The biodiversity value of national
significance of Area 21 is Growling Grass Frog populations within high quality habitat (pg 7).
183.This conservation area aims to ensure functioning of sustainable populations of the Growling Grass Frog providing
connectivity between populations.
184.The requirement to design a bridge that responds to the ‘Design and Construction Standards for Growling Grass
Frog passage structures’ (DELWP 2016) has resulted in a more significant bridge structure, that must span a
greater distance in order to avoid inappropriately impacting Growling Grass Frog habitat.
Transport
185.GTA was commissioned by the VPA to undertake strategic transport modelling of the nine proposed transport
network options to determine the anticipated demands following the build out of the two PSPs. In order to compare
the options, outputs of GTA’s analysis were produced including:
•

Select Link Analysis indicated that a high percentage of trips using the proposed creek crossings during the AM
and PM peak periods have either an origin or a destination within either the Sunbury South PSP or the Lancefield
Road PSP. The creek crossing in Sunbury South exhibits a slightly higher proportion of though traffic than the
crossing in the Lancefield Road PSP (pg 22).

186.Following the recommendations of the Sunbury-Diggers Rest Growth Corridor Plan to investigate the two
crossings of Jacksons Creek identified in the Plan, GTA determined the following:
•
•
•
•
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The Sunbury town centre would experience a reduction between 2,000 and 5,000 vehicles per day with the
introduction of both bridges regardless of the Outer Metropolitan Ring road (OMR);
Sunbury Road between Barkly Street and Francis Boulevard will experience approximately 10,000 to 15,000
vehicles per day less with the introduction of the two bridges regardless of the OMR;
Vineyard Road north of the interchange will experience between 1,000 to 4,000 fewer vehicles per day; and
Melbourne-Lancefield Road will experience a reduction between 3,500 and 5,500 vehicles per day with the
introduction of the two crossings, regardless of the OMR (pg 23).
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187.Additionally, “Overall it was found that there is clearly a reduction in traffic through the Sunbury town centre with
the introduction of the two bridges and across the precincts as a whole. As a result of the findings in support of the
creek crossings, both are now reflected in the relevant PSP” (pg 23).
188.Whilst I am not a traffic engineer, and thus will not comment on the specific network outcomes that may or may
not be achieved by providing the bridges, I note that the background report failed to adequately consider the
substantial cost associated with their delivery.

4.2.10 Northern Jacksons Creek Crossing – Supplementary Information, September 2017
189.It would seem from my review that the failings of the PSP Background Report were sought to be addressed
through the preparation of the Northern Jacksons Creek Crossing – Supplementary Information Report
(September 2017), which provides additional information to contribute to the strategic justification of the
Northern Jacksons Creek Crossing bridge (LR-BR-01).
190.I believe this Supplementary Information was prepared to inform the Lancefield Road Precinct Structure Plan
Panel process.
Transport
191.The northern Jacksons Creek crossing (LR-BR-01) is a key component of a Sunbury Ring Road, which provides an
opportunity for cross-Sunbury traffic to bypass the Sunbury town centre.
192.“The single Sunbury Road crossing of Jacksons Creek currently forces cross-town traffic to pass the edge of the
town centre, irrespective of its final destination, causing unnecessary congestion. This would be compounded as
development in the centre intensifies to support a growing regional population” (pg 2).
193.Section 1.1.2 of the report states that “the absence of a northern crossing would have a significant impact on
travel distances from locations in the northern part of the precinct, as well as within the future Sunbury North
precinct” (pg 3). Figure 8 below illustrates the travel distances for future communities with and without the
northern crossing, as determined within the Supplementary Information report.
194.Once again, I acknowledge that I am not a traffic engineer and therefore leave those matters to others, however
like the PSP Background Report the Supplementary Information fails to appropriately consider the cost
implications of delivering the northern Jacksons Creek crossing.
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Figure 8: Northern Crossing - Select Travel Distance Comparisons (Northern Jacksons Creek Crossing - Supplementary
Information, September 2017)
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Visual Impact
195.As part of the process undertaken by GTA Consultants (in partnership with Ecology and Heritage Partners and Pitt
and Sherry’s bridge engineering team) to provide an options assessment of the northern crossing (LR-BR-01) in
2014, it was determined that “a visual impact assessment should be undertaken as part of detailed design, to
ensure that the final form of the bridge responds sensitively to the landscape” (pg 7).
196.The report states that “at the time the bridge is designed measures will need to be undertaken to manage the
impacts of the bridge on the area in a manner that is acceptable. That this work is necessary is obvious and this
will necessarily be active on the mind of the development agency” (pg 8).
197.Additionally, it directs the Panel to note on evidence that “a visually sensitive design does not necessarily require
a substantially more expensive construction” (pg 8). As such it was not considered necessary that the PSP depart
from the usual position and seek to comment on or control the design process of this ICP item.
198.This indicates to me that it was acknowledged that further refinement of the bridge was required with regards to
the visual impact that this would have on the sensitive Jacksons Creek environs, but that cost was not considered
– or at least it was not considered that the cost of the bridge would be extraordinary and require consideration at
this stage in the process.

4.2.11 Hume planning scheme amendments C207 & C208: Panel Report, December 2017
199.In an attempt to further understand how thoroughly the cost implications associated with the delivery of the
northern Jacksons Creek crossing had been considered as part of the PSP process, I have reviewed the Panel Report
associated with this Amendment.
200.Hume Planning Scheme Amendments C207 and C208 implement the Sunbury South and Lancefield Road Precinct
Structure Plans. The Amendments provide a framework for the development of land within the Precincts in
accordance with the PSPs.
201.The Amendments were placed on public exhibition between 17 November 2016 and 6 February 2017, with 95
submissions received on the Sunbury South C207 Amendment and 93 received for the Lancefield Road C208
Amendment (pg 6).
202.The VPA referred submissions to the Panel on 3 April 2017. A Panel to consider the Amendments and permits were
appointed under delegation from the Minister for Planning on 10 April 2017, and re-constituted on 17 July 2017
(pg 7).
203.A Directions Hearing was held in relation to the Amendments on 6 July 2017 at Planning Panels Victoria. The Panel
then conducted hearings in the offices of Planning Panels Victoria from 21 August to 19 October 2017 to hear
submissions about the Amendments (pg 7).
204.The Panel considered all written submissions made in response to the exhibition of the Amendment; as well as
further submissions, evidence and other material presented to it during the Hearing, and observations from site
visits. The report notes that “the Panel has not examined all aspects of the PSPs in detail, but rather has
concentrated on unresolved matters” (pg 8).
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205.Section 4.3 of the report outlines infrastructure issues, in particular (as relevant):
•

•
•

Infrastructure Contributions Plan (ICP)
-

The process for its preparation

-

Whether projects listed in the Precinct Infrastructure Plan (PIP) can be accommodated within an ICP
based on standard costings or whether a supplementary levy is required for specified items

-

The basis for apportioning the costs of infrastructure associated with the Sunbury Ring Road (two
Jacksons Creek crossings and two road under rail crossings) between the Sunbury South, Lancefield
Road, Sunbury North and Sunbury West PSPs

The alignment and strategic importance of the proposed northern crossing of Jacksons Creek
The priority to be given to the delivery of the southern crossing of Jacksons Creek (pg 23)

206.Section 4.3.2 Infrastructure Contributions Plan notes that (emphasis added) “the VPA has stated, in its view, the ICP
would be based on standard levies without the need for a supplementary levy. Council is not convinced on the cost
information provided so far by the VPA that a supplementary levy would not be needed and requested that the Panel
make a determination on this matter” (pg 25).
207.The Panel was not presented with an ICP nor cost estimates for all infrastructure items and was therefore not in a
position to determine whether a supplementary levy was required (pg 26).
208.Additionally, the ICP was not part of the Amendments (C207 & C208) and therefore the Panel made no direct
recommendations on ICP issues (pg 26).
209.Section 4.3.5 of the report discusses the Northern Crossing of Jacksons Creek. The exhibited Lancefield Road PSP
showed the alignment of the northern crossing of Jacksons Creek as ‘road alignment subject to review’, although
the VPA confirmed an alignment and provided the Panel with supplementary information and a preliminary
engineering concept plan for the bridge (pg 33).
210.The evidence presented to the Panel suggested that a northern crossing would be beneficial in terms of improving
the connectivity of the road network to the north of Sunbury, enhancing access for the new communities of the
planned Sherwood Estate and other parts of the Lancefield Road PSP area to the east of Jacksons Creek and
providing a key link in the Sunbury ring road to enable through traffic to divert around the Sunbury township. The
traffic experts agreed, however, that this northern crossing was not a priority in comparison with the proposed
southern creek crossing and would only be justified in the longer term (pg 36). Additionally, the cost of delivering
the northern crossing was not considered.
211.The report acknowledges that the early delivery of the southern crossing may lessen the strategic need for the
northern crossing. The Panel suggested that the strategic justification could be re-assessed closer to the time that
its construction is contemplated (pg 36).
212.Additionally, the report notes that “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. A crossing on the proposed alignment is no doubt feasible in
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terms of its engineering, and a sensitive bridge design could be developed to lessen its visual impact. Whether a
sensitive design can be prepared that is acceptable to the communities in the area, and can be built at a reasonable
cost, remains to be seen” (pg 37).
213.The Panel concludes:
•
•

The proposed alignment of the northern crossing of Jacksons Creek should be retained in the PSP to provide for
its construction in the longer term
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 (pg 37).

214.Notwithstanding the clear concerns raised by the Panel in relation to the potential implications on the future ICP,
no changes to the PSP were recommended in relation to the northern Jacksons Creek crossing (pg 37).
215.Section 4.3.6 of the report discusses the southern Jacksons Creek crossing. There is unanimous support for the
southern crossing, however the issues of what priority is given to this project in the PSP and how the PSPs should
be worded to reflect this priority as discussed (pg 41).
216.The Panel concludes:
•
•

The early delivery of the southern creek crossing should be given a high priority in the Sunbury South PSP
although circumstances may change which could affect this priority
The VPA should consult with the Hume City Council and other affected stakeholders to agree a form words for
inclusion in the PSP to reflect the high priority given to the delivery of the southern crossing and associated
interim works but with a degree of flexibility as to the timing of delivery (pg 42).

217.The Panel recommends:
•
•

Amend the Sunbury South PSP to give high priority to the early delivery of the southern crossing of Jacksons
Creek, while recognizing that circumstances may change which could affect the priority
The VPA should consult the Hume City Council and affected landowner stakeholders on an appropriate package
of additions to the PSP to reflect a high priority for the early delivery of the southern crossing. These additions
should incorporate a degree of flexibility as to the timing of delivery of the southern crossing in recognition that
circumstances may change which could affect the priority for the crossing (pg 42).

218.The Panel supports Amendments C207 and C208, and is satisfied that the PSPs and UGZ Schedules 9 and 10 (with
changes) provide a sound framework and mechanism to manage land use and development within the precincts.
219.While the Panel found that the delivery of the southern crossing was a high priority in the Sunbury South PSP, there
remained lingering doubts about whether the northern crossing was strategically justified, let alone whether this
infrastructure was even financially feasible – given the lack of consideration with regard to the cost of delivery of
the northern crossing through the PSP process.
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220.As such, I believe that this lack of consideration of the cost of delivering the northern crossing in the PSP process
opens up the opportunity to investigate this further as part of Amendment C243 Hume and the implementation of
the Sunbury South-Lancefield Road Infrastructure Contributions Plan.

4.3 INFRASTRUCTURE CONTRIBUTIONS
221.Amendment C243 proposes to make changes to the Hume Planning Scheme to replace an interim Infrastructure
Contributions Plan (ICP) that applies to land affected by the Sunbury South and Lancefield Road PSPs.

4.3.1 Interim Infrastructure Contributions Plan, December 2019
222.The interim ICP was implemented via Amendment C230 to the Hume Planning Scheme under Section 20(4) of the
Planning and Environment Act 1987. This process did not include exhibition and did not allow for the quantum of
the levy to be tested via an independent panel process.
223.As such, it can not be assumed that the cost of infrastructure was appropriately interrogated during this process.
In fact, in the Minister’s ‘Reasons for Decision to exercise powers of intervention under Section 20(4) of the Act’,
whereby it is stated that under Point 7 ‘the cost of the infrastructure items was not consulted on via the PSP process’.
224.Point 14 of the Minister’s Decision outlines the key reason for the intervention and approval of the interim ICP,
stating that (emphasis added) “the exemption will allow a prompt decision on whether to incorporate an ICP that
will fund basic and essential infrastructure in the approved PSPs that is to provide regionally significant residential
land. This will ensure that development with appropriate planning permission will be able to commence in the
Sunbury South and Lancefield Road PSP areas without unnecessary delays. It will also ensure that there is
consistency between the ICP and amended PSPs”.
225.Points 18 and 19 of the Minster’s Decision addressed the fact that the supplementary levy may differ in the final
ICP from the interim ICP and that third parties would be afforded the opportunity to make submissions during the
exhibition of the final ICP. Points 18 and 19 state the following:
•
•

18. Exhibition of the final ICP will provide an opportunity for third parties to make submissions about the ICP. It
is anticipated that this amendment will be exhibited in February 2020.
19. The supplementary levy amount for the interim ICP may differ from the supplementary levy for the final ICP.

226.It is clear from the Minister’s Decision that the interim ICP was in no way to be considered final and that its approval
still needs to undergo the required amount of interrogation through the exhibition and implementation of the final
ICP.
227.The purpose of the Sunbury South and Lancefield Road Infrastructure Contributions Plan is to impose infrastructure
contributions on development proponents to contribute to the provision of works, services or facilities and the provision
of land for public purposes. Importantly, the ICP process seeks a ‘contribution’ toward infrastructure rather than full cost
recovery.

228.The section below outlines the key matters set out in the ICP Guidelines that are relevant to the preparation of the
final ICP.
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4.3.2 Infrastructure Contributions Plan Guidelines, November 2019
229.The purpose of the guidelines is to provide information and guidance about the operation of the Infrastructure
Contributions Plan (ICP) system, and the preparation, implementation and administration of an infrastructure
contributions plan. The guidelines are not a statutory document and should be read together with the applicable
legislation and Ministerial Direction (pg 5).
230.One of the key aims of the ICP system is to “ensure that the planning and provision of infrastructure is equitable,
efficient and cost effective” (pg 8).
231.One of the key principles of the ICP systems is that ‘infrastructure is basic and essential’. Specifically, “infrastructure
contributions should fund infrastructure that is basic and essential to the health, well-being and safety of the
community, and secure public purpose land required for construction of that infrastructure. Infrastructure should be
planned and designed to be fit for purpose (basic) to ensure it does not result in unnecessary additional costs (gold
plating) that could impact the provision of other essential infrastructure” (pg 9)
232.The legal framework for the ICP system is primarily set out in the Planning and Environment Act 1987. The
Ministerial Direction contains requirements for all ICPs and specific requirements for different development
settings (pg 10).
233.An ICP is “a statutory document incorporated in a planning scheme for the purposes of imposing infrastructure
contributions to fund the provision of works, services or facilities (infrastructure) and securing land for public
purposes. An ICP must be strategically justified and linked to the planning policy framework in the planning scheme”
(pg 15).
234.An ICP can impose infrastructure contributions on the development land to:
•

•
•
•

fund the provision of infrastructure:
-

in the ICP plan area

-

outside of the plan area, if it is essential to, and the need for it is generated by, the development of land
in the ICP plan area

require the provision of land for public purposes in the ICP plan area (inner public purpose land)
fund the acquisition of land for public purposes outside of the ICP plan area if it is essential to, and the need for
which is generated by, the development of land in the ICP plan area (outer public purpose land)
fund the reasonable costs and expenses incurred by the planning authority in preparing the ICP and the related
precinct structure plan or strategic plan (pg 15).

235.An ICP may consist of either or both of a monetary component and a land component (pg 15).
236.The monetary component of an infrastructure contribution “is a monetary levy that is used to fund the provision
of basic and essential infrastructure that is needed to support new and growing communities (such as roads,
community centres, kindergartens, maternal and child health facilities, parks and sporting facilities). It may also
fund plan preparation costs” (pg 17)
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237.Given the timing of the northern bridge (15+ years) and the fact that the existing road network provides existing
links to services and facilities, i do not believe that the northern bridge could be reasonably categorised as basic
and essential infrastructure.
238.The monetary component may consist of a standard levy, a supplementary levy, or both (pg 17).
239.A Standard Levy “is a pre-determined monetary rate set by the Minister through the Ministerial Directions. The
Standard Levy is designed to provide a fair and reasonable budget for funding the infrastructure that is basic and
essential for new urban development” (pg 17).
240.A Supplementary Levy “is an additional levy which may be imposed, where justified, for ‘non-standard’
infrastructure” (pg 12).
241.“The rate of the Supplementary Levy is based on the estimated cost of the specific infrastructure item being
funded from the levy (rather than being a pre-determined rate) and so will vary depending on the infrastructure
needs of the area” (pg 19).
242.The Supplementary Levy is designed to fund:
•
•

Infrastructure that is ‘non-standard’ or that is too difficult to standardize
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 through a standard levy (pg 19).

243.The funding of the northern Jacksons Creek crossing satisfies the criteria to consider the application of a
Supplementary Levy.
244.The Guidelines outline the steps for preparing an ICP as follows:
1.

2.
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Determine the strategic justification and infrastructure need
-

Determine and document the strategic justification for applying the ICP

-

Determine the ICP plan area

-

Determine the type, scale and characteristics of the existing and proposed development planned to
occur in the ICP plan area during the proposed life of the ICP

-

Determine the type, scope and standard of infrastructure and public purpose land to be funded or
provided through the ICP

-

Relate the need for the infrastructure and public purpose land to the proposed development of land in
the ICP plan area

-

Determine a timeframe for the ICP

Determine the land component
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3.

4.

-

Calculate the ICP land contribution percentage for each class of development.

-

Calculate the parcel contribution percentage for each parcel of land in the ICP plan area.

-

Determine which parcels of land will be entitled to receive a land credit amount and which will be
required to pay a land equalisation amount.

-

Estimate the value of inner public purpose land for parcels that are entitled to a land credit amount and
undertake the valuation and dispute resolution process.

-

Estimate the value of any outer public purpose land to be funded by the ICP.

-

Calculate the land equalisation amounts and any land credit amounts based on the estimated public
purpose land values.

Determine the monetary component
-

Estimate the cost of infrastructure projects to determine whether the standard levy can be lowered or a
supplementary levy is required

-

If necessary, identify whether there are any supplementary allowable items requiring a supplementary
levy

-

Consider and address the requirements and criteria for applying a supplementary levy (if applicable)

-

If a supplementary levy is required, calculate the supplementary levy rate

Draft and incorporate the ICP through a planning scheme amendment
-

Ensure the ICP meets the requirements of the PE Act and Ministerial Direction and contains all the
required information.

-

Determine the planning scheme amendment process that will be used to incorporate the ICP into the
planning scheme.

-

Prepare a planning scheme amendment to incorporate the ICP into the planning scheme and apply the
Infrastructure Contributions Overlay to the ICP plan area.

-

Commence the implementation and administration of the ICP when the ICP is incorporated into the
planning scheme (pg 37).

245.An ICP commences when it is incorporated into a planning scheme and the Infrastructure Contributions Overlay is
applied to the ICP plan area (pg 10).
246.Under Section 46GV(2) of the PE Act, an infrastructure contribution is imposed at the earliest time at which a person
makes an application for:
•
•
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A planning permit to develop the land (including to subdivide land); or
A building permit under the Building Act 1993 to carry out building work on the land
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247.Matters relating to role and function of the bridges crossings is beyond my area of expertise however it is clear in
the ICP guidelines that there is a process of testing whether a Supplementary Levy is firstly required, and if so,
whether it is feasible for one to be applied. That is, I don’t believe that simply because the cost of infrastructure is
beyond what can be funded by a Standard Levy that this automatically provides that a Supplementary Levy should
be applied.
248.The testing of the final supplementary levy was clearly considered to be a process that needed to occur as specified
in the Ministerial Intervention as detailed above in Section 4.3.1, as the cost of infrastructure items has not been
appropriately consulted on either through the PSP or interim ICP processes.

4.3.3 Assessment of Exhibited Sunbury South and Lancefield Road ICP – Supplementary Levy
249.The exhibited Sunbury South and Lancefield Road Infrastructure Contributions Plan (the ‘ICP’) imposes
infrastructure contributions on development proponents to contribute to the provision of works, services or
facilities and the provision of land for public purposes, within the Sunbury South and Lancefield Road PSP areas.
250.Plan 03a – Monetary Component Supplementary Levy Transport Projects of the ICP identifies the northern
Jacksons Creek crossing bridge as ‘LR-BR-01’. The southern Jacksons Creek crossing bridge is identified as ‘SS-BR01’ on Plan 03b – Monetary Component Supplementary Levy Transport Projects of the ICP.
251.Section 3.2 identifies the transport construction projects included in the ICP, including the northern Jacksons
Creek crossing bridge (LR-BR-01). The project description is “construction of two lane bridge”. The bridge is
identified as having a long-term (21+ years) indicative timing for completion.
252.The northern Jacksons Creek crossing bridge (LR-BR-01) has a total cost of $103,867,741, and a cost per hectare
(NDHA) of $57,071.
253.Conversely, the southern Jacksons Creek crossing bridge (SS-BR-01) has a total cost of $41,735,843, and a cost per
hectare (NDHA) of $22,932.
254.The total Supplementary Levy cost specified in the ICP is $249,692,184.10, which results in a cost per hectare of
$151,284.07.
255.Section 3 of the ICP states that “the strategic need for infrastructure included in this ICP has been determined, and
been subject to consultation, as part of the preparation of the Sunbury South PSP and Lancefield Road PSP” (pg 15).
256.However as previously discussed, pursuant to my review of the numerous documents and reports that contributed
to the PSP process, I believe that the above statement is incorrect in that the strategic justification for the northern
Jacksons Creek crossing has not been resolved through the PSP process.
257.Additionally, the cost of the Supplementary Levy proposed, to which the northern crossing contributes a substantial
amount, is extraordinarily high compared with other Infrastructure Contributions Plans and Development
Contributions Plans that feature comparable bridges.
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4.3.4 Infrastructure Contributions Plan Comparative Analysis
258.The following section provides a comparative analysis between the exhibited Sunbury South-Lancefield Road
Infrastructure Contributions Plan and other existing Infrastructure Contributions Plans and Development
Contributions Plans, to demonstrate that the cost of the northern Jacksons Creek crossing (LR-BR-01) is excessive.
Donnybrook-Woodstock Infrastructure Contributions Plan, August 2018 (Exhibited)
259.The Donnybrook-Woodstock Infrastructure Contributions Plan (the ‘ICP’) was prepared by the Victorian Planning
Authority (VPA) with the assistance of Whittlesea City Council and Mitchell Shire Council, service authorities and
other major stakeholders (pg 4).
260.The ICP was prepared in conjunction with the Woodstock and Donnybrook PSPs (pg 5).
261.Section 3.2 of the ICP details the transport related project included in the ICP, including a standard monetary levy
for the construction of a 2 lane interim road bridge spanning the Merri Creek and Melbourne-Sydney Railway, as
below:

262.While the bridge, with a length of approximately 276m, is not directly comparable to the northern Jacksons Creek
crossing proposed under the Lancefield Road PSP and Sunbury South and Lancefield Road ICP, it helps to
demonstrate the significant cost difference between two similar infrastructure projects.
263.The Cameron Street Bridge (BR-01) in the Donnybrook-Woodstock ICP has a cost per hectare (NDHA) of $11,192,
compared with the $57,071 NDHA of the northern Jacksons Creek crossing (LR-BR-01) of the Sunbury SouthLancefield Road ICP.
Plumpton-Kororoit Infrastructure Contributions Plan, November 2019
264.The Plumpton-Kororoit Infrastructure Contributions Plan (the ‘ICP’) was prepared by the Victorian Planning
Authority (VPA) with the assistance of Melton City Council, service authorities and other major stakeholders (pg
10).
265.The ICP was prepared in conjunction with the Plumpton and Kororoit PSPs (pg 5).
266.Section 3.2 of the ICP details the transport related project included in the ICP, including a supplementary levy which
consists of a number of bridges crossing the Kororoit Creek, including:
•
•
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BR-01 – Vere Court Bridge: Construction of a connector road bridge over the Kororoit Creek, which has an
estimated cost of $5,808,862.22 and a cost per hectare (NDA) of $4,672.36.
BR-02 – Hopkins Road Bridge: Construction of a primary arterial road bridge (interim standard) over the Kororoit
Creek, which has an estimated cost of $7,849,691.75 and a cost per hectare (NDA) of $6,313.91.
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•

BR-03 – Sinclairs Road Bridge: Construction of a connector road bridge over the Kororoit Creek, which has an
estimated cost of $7,018,592.56 and a cost per hectare (NDA) of $5,645.41.

267.Despite the number of significant creek crossings proposed under the Plumpton-Kororoit ICP, the total cost of the
supplementary levy is $43,388,328.54, which results in a cost per hectare of $31,255.62. This is substantially less
than the proposed supplementary levy of $249,692,184.10, or cost per hectare of $151,284.07 under the Sunbury
South-Lancefield Road ICP.
268.In fact, the cost per hectare of the entirety of the Plumpton-Kororoit ICP supplementary levy ($31,255.62) is still
significantly less than the levy for just the northern Jacksons Creek crossing ($57,071.00). This indicates that the
cost of delivery of the northern Jacksons Creek crossing is excessive in comparison to other ICP infrastructure items.
269.Additionally, I believe that the excessive cost of the northern Jacksons Creek crossing has not been adequately
justified, given the lack of strategic justification for this crossing through the PSP and ICP processes.
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5

CONCLUSION
270.Having reviewed the range of documents associated with the Amendment C243 to the Hume Planning Scheme, I
support the approval of the Amendment C243 subject to key changes being made to the Sunbury South-Lancefield
Road Infrastructure Contributions Plan.
271.Specifically, the northern Jacksons Creek crossing (LR-BR-01) should be deleted from the ICP, as this infrastructure
item has not been strategically justified through the PSP and ICP processes, the excessive cost of delivering this
item will place an unreasonable financial burden on developers within the PSP areas.
272.A number of Local Planning Policies within Hume Planning Scheme contemplate a northern crossing of the Jacksons
Creek, and there is clear direction, particularly under Clauses 21.02-3 and 21.07-1, to facilitate the delivery of
crossings of the Jacksons Creek.
273.The Sunbury Growth Corridor Plan identifies that further work needs to be undertaken in relation to investigating
the alignment of the north and south creek crossings, and indicates that this should be considered in more detail
as part of the PSP process. This direction is echoed in the Sunbury HIGAP Spatial Strategy and Delivery and
Infrastructure Strategy.
274.The Lancefield Road PSP retains the location of the northern Jacksons Creek crossing in the plan for long-term
strategic direction, however the Panel Report acknowledges that further work needs to be undertaken to
determine not only the alignment of this crossing but also to confirm the strategic justification of the bridge.
275.The PSP Guidelines identify that when the plan is being tested, the cost of infrastructure should be a key
consideration. The cost of the northern Jacksons Creek crossing was not properly considered at the PSP stage, and
as such the PSP has failed to adequately check the plan with regard to assessing the cost of delivering key
infrastructure including the northern crossing.
276.The Supplementary Levy is the right mechanism for the funding of the bridge, however compared with other ICP
items, the per hectare rate for the northern Jacksons Creek crossing (LR-BR-01) when compared with other ICPs
and DCPs is excessive and results in an unreasonable financial burden on developers within the PSP area,
particularly given that the strategic justification for the bridge has not yet been confirmed.
277.Removal of the northern Jacksons Creek crossing would ensure that the cost of developing land within the Sunbury
South and Lancefield Road PSP areas was more manageable. Given the long-term delivery timeframe of the
northern crossing, if in the future the strategic justification for this bridge could be determined, then an alternative
funding mechanism could be found. However it is my strong belief that once the area is developed, the potential
benefits of the northern crossing will become redundant.

JASON BLACK
MANAGING DIRECTOR
INSIGHT PLANNING CONSULTANTS
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