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Dear Gareth 

Submission to the Draft Shepparton South East Precinct Structure Plan & Draft Greater 
Shepparton Planning Scheme Amendment C117 
630 Doyles Road, Shepparton (Property 83) 
 
Spiire is acting behalf of Bala Doyles Rd Unit Trust, in relation to land at 630 Doyles Road, 
Shepparton. 
 
The Victorian State Government has committed to addressing the lack of housing supply and housing 
affordability issues currently impacting Victoria. This Shepparton South East Precinct Structure Plan 
(PSP) provides an excellent opportunity to increase land supply and provide affordable housing.  It is 
therefore important the final PSP is refined to ensure this can occur. 
 
This is a submission to the draft Shepparton South East Structure Plan and draft Greater Shepparton 
Planning Scheme Amendment C117 which is on public exhibition until the 15 April 2024. 

1. SUBMISISON OVERVIEW  

Table 1: Submission Details  

Amendment  Amendment C117 – Shepparton South East PSP 

Submitter Spiire on behalf of Bala Doyles Rd Unit Trust 

Property Address  630 Doyles Road, Shepparton 

Title Details  Lot 1 on PS902314 

PSP Property Number Property 83 

Submitter Contact Casey Collins and Jane Macey – Spiire  

 
The detailed submissions are set out in the following section of this letter.  In summary, this 
submission seeks:  
 

� Remove the application of the Heritage Overlay from the site. 

� Clarification of why compensation is only proposed for a small portion of the land to be acquired 
and how the compensation rate was calculated. Object to the proposed compensation rate. 

� Review of the extent of undevelopable land to maximise land available for development.  
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Figure 2: Zone Plan 

The land is also partly within the Bushfire Management Overlay, Floodway Overlay, the Land Subject 
to Inundation Overlay and the Specific Controls Overlay – Schedule 3. 

 

Figure 3: Overlays Plan 
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5. SUBMISSION 

Upon review of the draft PSP and the Amendment documentation, our client seeks clarification on a 
number of matters, and requests the following be considered before the PSP and Amendment are 
approved. 

5.1 Heritage Overlay 

The Statement of Significance provided does not adequately substantiate why the house on the 
property is of a significance to warrant the Heritage Overlay being applied. The Statement has not 
confirmed the house was built by Coe which appears to be an important aspect. Our client submits 
the house is not in a condition to be retained, and objects to the application of the Heritage Overlay. 
Our client is currently seeking independent heritage advice in relation to this matter. 

5.2 Public Acquisition Overlay 

The Public Acquisition Overlay appears to cover approximately 10 hectares of the property. Based on 
the Land Valuation Assessment, compensation is only proposed to be provided for 0.38 hectares. Our 
client seeks clarification why compensation is only proposed for this significantly smaller area. 

The compensation rate is $300,000/hectare for the site. It is unclear from the Land Valuation 
Assessment how this rate was calculated. Our client seeks further details and objects to current rate. 

5.3 Extent of Net Developable Land in the Precinct 

The PSP area comprises 385 hectares, of which 250 hectares (65%) is identified as developable 
land. Whilst land does need to be set aside for infrastructure, recreational and community facilities to 
service the Precinct, the provision of land for open space (21.5% of the Precinct) and community 
facilities appears to be excessive. This impacts the net developable land available, which in turn 
increases the per hectare rate of development costs. 

The extent of undevelopable land should be reviewed. 

5.4 Extent of Net Developable Land on Property 83 

Our client has no objection to the removal of the existing buildings on Property 83 to increase 
developable land. It is requested the area set aside as existing urban area be identified for residential. 

5.5 Housing Affordability 

As VPA and Council are aware the provision of land supply and housing affordability across Victoria is 
a significant issue. If all levels of Government are committed to improving housing affordability, all 
levels of Government should assist with funding the development of this Precinct and/or explore ways 
to assist developers to provide residential land in an affordable way. 

The proposed PSP is to provide approximately 2,500 dwellings, which forms a crucial component of 
the dwellings to meet State Government housing target. Given this, the State Government/VPA and 
Council should look to waive costs such as the Strategy Planning costs (included in the Development 
Contributions Plan – see Figure 7 over the page), and also significantly fund the upgrade of 
intersections along Doyles Road. Doyles Road is a National sand State freight route, and already 
carries significant traffic, with these intersections currently experiencing regular incidents or near 
misses. It should not be the responsibility of residential land providers to fully fund the upgrades and 
improvements this freight route requires.  

The community facilities proposed to be provided in the PSP appear to be excessive, and it is 
considered the background assessments do not adequately substantiate such infrastructure for this 
Precinct. It is unclear why the Precinct would fully fund the construction of a multi-purpose children’s 
centre (estimated cost over $10million) when this facility will also be utilised by those living in the 
established residential neighbourhoods of Shepparton. It is submitted the scale of these items be 
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The proposed development contributions for this PSP are significantly higher than many other 
regional PSP areas which will have direct implications on the feasibility of developing this Precinct, let 
alone on the provision of affordable housing. 

A thorough review of the development costs needs to be undertaken, including for these levies:  

� Transport cost apportionment needs to be equitable. For example, the cost for the Doyles 
Road/Channel Road roundabout and the Doyles Road/Poplar Avenue intersection upgrades 
should be apportioned between all beneficiaries, including National and State Governments.  As 
identified in Table 4.3 of the Transport Impact Assessment (Stantec, 13 September 2023) the 
ultimate traffic volumes at Doyles Road/Channel Road intersection (2031) will equate to 68%, yet 
the Precinct is nominated to fund 100% of these upgrades. 

� Transport costs could also be reduced through the removal of pedestrian crossings along Doyles 
Road. Doyles Road is a significant freight route which needs to be protected. The 2050 Growth 
Plan restricts/limits residential development of land on the eastern side of Doyles Road, therefore 
pedestrian crossings are considered unnecessary. These are also likely to pose a safety risk.  

� Extent of recreational and community facilities provided in the Precinct, refer to Section 5.5 
above. 

� Extent of undevelopable land provided in the Precinct, refer to Section 5.3 above. 

� Waive the ‘early developer works’ fees. 

� Review proposed cross sections. 

5.7 Review Amendment Documentation  

A thorough review of all amendment documentation should be undertaken, in particular the proposed 
Schedule 2 to the Urban Growth Zone. The following should be considered (but not limited to): 

� Section 2.4 requires the interim construction Doyles Road intersections to occur when planning 
approval is granted for more than 800 residential lots in the Precinct. This is likely to be a 
significant deterrent to developers. 

� Section 2.5 & Section 3 requires a sodic and/or dispersive report/management plans be prepared. 
The Land Capability Assessment prepared by SMEC recommended “sodic soil risk be 
documented within a Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) which lists the 
required controls to manage sodic soils.” It is considered this a more appropriate approach. 

� Section 3 – refers to incorrect AS3959, should be 2018, not 2009.  

� Section 3 – landowners/developers should not be responsible for the construction or costs of 
construction of pedestrian/shared pathways not located on or along the frontage of their land.   

5.8 Staging 

The Property 83 has been identified to for long term growth. It is submitted timeframes for 
development must remain flexible to respond to market demand and the ability to provide multiple 
housing fronts and choice. 

 

As detailed above, this submission seeks:  

� Removal of the Heritage Overlay from the site. 

� Clarification of why compensation is only proposed for a small portion of the land to be acquired 
and how the compensation rate was calculated. Object to the proposed compensation rate. 

� Review of the extent of undevelopable land to maximise land available for development.  






