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FILE REFERENCE INT1990764 

RESPONSIBLE GENERAL MANAGER Tracey Parker 

AUTHOR Marcelle Bell       

 

RECOMMENDATION 

 

Council endorse a submission to the proposed changes to Amendment C234 by the Minister for 

Planning, by requesting: 

 

1. The four parcels of land intersected by the electricity transmission easement remain as 

part of Amendment C234 and the Pakenham East Precinct Structure Plan.  

 

2. The four parcels of land intersected by the electricity transmission easement remain as 

Urban Growth Zone and the Pakenham East Precinct Structure Plan provides the 

opportunity and guidance in the design and development of the land, as per the 

discussions in this report and 

 

3. If the land is to be designated as Farming Zone, Council respectively requests the Minister 

for Planning modifies the location of the urban growth boundary to demonstrate the four 

parcels of land are located outside the urban growth boundary within green wedge land to 

provide greater certainty on its future use and development. 

 

4. Assurance from the Victorian Planning Authority that the Infrastructure Contributions Plan 

is a standard levy and there is still a surplus in the Infrastructure Contributions Plan 

associated with Amendment C234. 

 
 

Attachments 

1  Minister for Planning Notification and Plans of Proposed Changes 10 Pages 

2  Victorian Planning Authority Background Report January 2018 27 Pages 

3  SMEC Urban Design Response Options for the Transmission Easement 2013 21 Pages 

4  Confidential Attachment - Circulated to Councillors only 6 Pages 

  
 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

The Minister for Planning is proposing to remove land within the urban growth boundary (UGB) from 

the Pakenham East Precinct Structure Plan (the PSP) area, due to the development constraints 

resulting from the electricity transmission easement that encumbers the northern section of the 

precinct and approximately half of the developable area of four parcels of land. 

 

 

BACKGROUND 

 

The Victorian Planning Authority (VPA) adopted Amendment C234, including the Pakenham East 

Precinct Structure Plan (PSP) and Native Vegetation Precinct Plan (NVVP) at its board meeting on 

the 10th October 2018. Following submission of the Amendment to the Minister for Planning for 

approval, the Minister for Planning is seeking the views on proposed changes to the Amendment 

under Section 33 of the Planning and Environment Act 1987 (the Act). 

 

The Minister for Planning is proposing to remove the following four parcels of land located within 

the urban growth boundary from the Pakenham East Precinct Structure Plan: 
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 155 Dore Road Pakenham 

 365 Seymour Road, Nar Nar Goon North 

 325 Seymour Road Nar Nar Goon North and  

 85 Mount Ararat North Road Nar Nar Goon North 
 

The removal of the land from the precinct structure plan area will require consequential changes to 

the Amendment documentation, including the following changes to the precinct structure plan and 

proposed rezoning of land: 

 

 The four parcels of land proposed to be removed from the precinct structure plan will be 

zoned Farming Zone instead of Urban Growth Zone. 

 The location of the urban growth boundary will not change.  

 The precinct structure plan will be revised to remove the four lots from all associated plans 

in the precinct structure plan. 

 Realign the 'interface housing area 1' to revise northern boundary (Plan 5) 

 Realign the bushfire interface and edge road to the revised northern boundary of the 

precinct structure plan as shown on Plan 6 and 7. It is noted an additional bridge over 

Hancock's Bridge is demonstrated.  

 Rezone the portion of the precinct structure plan parcel 14 that is encumbered by the 

electricity transmission easement to Urban Growth Zone Schedule 5 (UGZ5) rather than to 

Special Use Zone Schedule 8 (SUZ8), to be consistent with the zoning of the balance of 

parcel 14 and other land in the precinct structure plan. This change will have the effect of 

making the easement land in parcel 14 liable for a Growth Areas Infrastructure 

Contributions (GAIC), in the same way that other UGZ5 will be liable for GAIC.  

 

A complete list of changes to all affected plans, requirements, guidelines and figures are shown in 

Attachment 1. 

 

Should the Minister approve Amendment C234 with these changes, the four parcels of land will no 

longer form part of the Amendment and will remain under the Farming Zone (FZ). Any future 

development of these parcels would be subject to a separate Planning Scheme Amendment 

process. 

 

 

RELEVANT HISTORIC SUBMISSIONS BY COUNCIL 
2011 Council Submission Logical Inclusion Process: 
In May 2011, the Minister for Planning (Matthew Guy MP) established an independent Logical 

Inclusions Advisory Committee to review and advise the Minister on the logical inclusion of land into 

the urban growth boundary of Metropolitan Melbourne. The Growth Area Authority (now known as 

the Victorian Planning Authority) released a Preliminary Assessment Report South East August 

2011 and sought feedback from landowners and relevant state agencies on four areas in Cardinia 

Shire, proposed to be included within the urban growth boundary, known as Area 1, Area 2, Area 3 

(which included 3A, Area 3B, Area 3C) and Area 4. Please refer to Figure 1 (Logical Inclusion 

Investigation Areas) for the investigation areas. All submissions were forwarded to the Logical 

Inclusions Advisory Committee for review.  

 

 

Insight Planning Consultants on behalf of Cardinia Shire Council made a submission to the Logical 

Inclusion Process. The Pakenham East area formed part of 

 Area 2 and 

 Area 3 (3A and 3B) 

 

Below is a summary of Councils submission relevant to Pakenham East Precinct Structure Plan: 
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Council's response to proposed Area 2:  

 Area 2 comprised of 225.2 ha north of the electricity transmission easement between 

Army Road in Pakenham and Mount Ararat Road, Nar Nar Goon (which forms part of 

Pakenham East) 

 Councils view was that this land should be part of a future urban growth boundary 

review rather than the logical inclusion process and further analysis would be necessary 

to determine the best form of residential development within this area. Council stated 

there was merit increasing the diversity of housing in the growth area through the 

provision of lower density housing north of the electricity transmission easement in a 

number of defined pockets where relevant environmental constraints and servicing 

issues could be addressed.  

 Council recommended land within Area 2 should not be included within the urban 

growth boundary until further detailed investigations were undertaken to understand the 

impacts of varying densities of development.  

 Council sought support from the Advisory Committee to note that subject to ‘further 

detailed assessment’ Area 2 may be suitable for a diverse form of housing that provides 

an option to the standard form of housing that is currently being delivered in the growth 

area. Large lot sizes was seen to provide the opportunity for those seeking a lifestyle 

change or large executive housing that isn’t a catered form in growth area planning.  
 

Council's response to proposed Area 3 (3A and 3B): 

 Area 3 (3A and 3 B) comprised generally of the Pakenham East area.  

 The land characteristics in Pakenham East varies somewhat on each side of the 

transmission easement and therefore Councils view was that the land to the south of the 

transmission easement between Deep Creek and Mount Ararat Road should be developed 

for conventional residential development whilst the land to the north of the transmission 

easement should be developed for less intense forms of development and provide a 

development interface between the core urban area and the environmental rural areas to 

the north.  

 Council recommended land within Area 3 (3A and 3B) to be included within the urban 

growth boundary as part of the 'Logical Inclusion Process'. 

 

 

The Pakenham East Precinct Structure Plan area was included within the Urban Growth Boundary in 

2012, through the State Governments 'Logical Inclusion Process' and included land to the north of 

the electricity transmission easement. The Pakenham East area was subsequently identified in the 

South- East Growth Corridor Plan (August 2012) as the location for residential use and 

development.  
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Figure 1. Logical Inclusion Investigation Areas  

 
2018 Council Submission to exhibited Amendment C234 

Amendment C234 (Pakenham East Precinct Structure Plan Dec 2017) was formally placed on 

public exhibition for six weeks from the 15 January 2018 until the 23 February 2018. The proposed 

Precinct Structure Plan demonstrated the four parcels of land north of the electricity transmission 

easement as part of the Amendment and forming part of Interface Housing Area 3.  

 

Interface Housing Area 3 required under Requirement R15: 

 A building envelope to address the ridgeline and electricity line easement 

 That the application will achieve an average minimum lot size of 2000 square metres 

 Rural fencing that is low scale and visually permeable to facilitate the rural lifestyle 

character of this area and 

 Maximise side setbacks and create openness between the dwellings.  
 

 

Council's submission to Amendment C234 did not object to these four parcels of land being 

included within the urban growth boundary or precinct structure plan but requested consideration 

to larger lot sizes greater than 2000 sqm as the size of the land outside of the electricity easement 

was not considered large enough to assist landowners to build appropriate sheds or ancillary 

buildings for this type of lifestyle topology proposed, as no buildings can be built on the electricity 

easement. Council also submitted that it was important for Interface Housing Area 2 to remain 

within the precinct structure plan north of the transmission easement to provide an appropriate 

transition from urban development to rural land.  

 

 

The release of the Planning Panel Report (10 September 2018) for Amendment C234 (Pakenham 

East Precinct Structure Plan) noted the following:  

 
 

Pakenham East is bound by the urban growth boundary to the north, east and south which 

effectively defines the limits of metropolitan Melbourne. The south boundary of the PSP is defined 

by the Princes Freeway. The land to the northeast is within a Green Wedge Zone. These interface 

areas within the PSP mark the transition from urban to non-urban uses. In the Panel’s view, it is 

appropriate that the development of this land recognises this change. The interface areas are 

intended to provide a transition from the urban residential development of Pakenham East to the 
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rural areas outside of the UGB. The initial proposal by the VPA was to achieve this by a combination 

of minimum lot sizes and front setbacks. Ryan Road is different because it interfaces with an 

existing urban area with a Low Density Residential Zone which nevertheless, is a lower density than 

proposed for the bulk of Pakenham East. 

 

 

The Panel accepts the submissions of Lendlease and Bauernort that interface housing 

requirements should provide the flexibility for the development to respond to design criteria and 

not be limited by a lot size. In this respect the Panel supports the view of the VPA that the front 

setback of interface housing should be sufficient to accommodate a canopy tree. 

 

 

The Panel agrees that the changes proposed by the VPA address most of the concerns expressed 

in submissions. The Panel accepts the view expressed by the VPA that land in Pakenham East is a 

finite and valuable resource and it is particularly inappropriate to lock that land into lot sizes of 

2,000 square metres or larger lots along the interface with Ryan Road. In the Panel’s view, design 

criteria can more effectively ensure that an appropriate transition between Pakenham East and the 

surrounding area is created. 

 

 

Council staff supported the Panel recommendations that design criteria can more effectively ensure 

an appropriate transition from urban development to rural land than locking in a specific lot size. 

Proposed changes to Amendment C234 

The Minister for Planning is proposing to remove the four parcels of land intersected by the 

electricity transmission easement from Amendment C234 and the precinct structure plan. Should 

the Minister approve Amendment C234 with these changes, the four parcels of land will no longer 

form part of the Amendment and will remain under the Farming Zone (FZ). Any future development 

of these parcels would be subject to a separate planning scheme amendment. In response to the 

Minister's proposed changes, the following considerations are relevant:  

 

1. Previous Council position on the four parcels of land 

 

Council has made previous submissions to the Logical Inclusion Process and Amendment C234 

and did not object to these four parcels of land being included within the Urban Growth Boundary. It 

is acknowledged that Council previously recommended during the Logical Inclusion Process that 

land to the north of the electricity easement should not be included within the urban growth 

boundary until further detailed investigations were undertaken to understand the impacts of varying 

densities of development (Note, these assessment have now been completed).Council also sought 

support from the Advisory Committee to note that subject to ‘further detailed assessment’ Area 2 

may be suitable for a diverse form of housing that provides an option for low density residential 

housing in comparison to the standard form of housing that is currently being delivered in the 

growth area.  

 
2. Is development of these four parcels of land possible? 

 

The total land area of each four lots located within the urban growth boundary is approximately 

between 8 to 12 hectares. The electricity transmission easement reduces the Net Developable Area 

of these four lots to approximately 6 to 8 hectares each. Council staff consider the remaining land 

size area sufficient for housing development to occur. 

 

 

The four lots have been subject to a variety of detailed technical reports which have informed the 

future urban form of the Pakenham East Precinct Structure Plan and demonstrates that 
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development of the four lots is possible. A summary of all background reports is available in 

Attachment 2 (Victorian Planning Authority Background Report January 2018), with the following 

information of utmost relevance to the four lots: 

 

 The gradient of the land has been assessed. The four lots generally demonstrate 10-15 

percent land slope and analysis of the slope and possible slope design responses has 

occurred during the development of the 'Guidelines for Slope Management in 

Subdivisions Dec 2017. The four lots do not demonstrate a slope greater than 20 per 

cent as per the slope analysis plan. A Slope Management Plan is required to be 

submitted for any land with a pre-development slope greater than 10 per cent to 

demonstrate that subdivision, as well as the subsequent development on lots created by 

the subdivision will respond to and respect the natural topography of the land, as per 

the 'Guidelines for Slope Management in Subdivisions December 2017' It is considered 

development of the land is not hindered by slope. 

 Detailed ecological investigations have been completed for the precinct. The Native 

Vegetation Precinct Plan (December 2017) identified the four lots as having low 

biodiversity values as the land has continued to be grazed and there is limited native 

vegetation on site. The Native Vegetation Precinct Plan (December 2017) indicates what 

native vegetation must be protected and what native vegetation can be removed, 

destroyed or lopped. There are nine scattered native trees proposed to be retained and 

two dead stags proposed to be retained within the four lots. It is considered 

development of the land is not hindered by existing flora and fauna values. 

 Aboriginal cultural heritage values have been investigated. Three of the four sites have 

been identified as having no cultural heritage sensitivity present, as identified by the 

Aboriginal Heritage Regulations 2007 and a proponent is not legally required by the 

Aboriginal Heritage Act 2006 to prepare a Cultural Heritage Management Plan. One site 

will be required to complete a mandatory cultural heritage management plan during the 

approval process for a planning permit. 

 There are no post contact heritage sites identified within the four lots and no Heritage 

Overlay proposed. It is considered development of the land is not hindered by post 

contact heritage values. 

 The subject area has access to connect to all necessary infrastructure services, when 

available. 

 The precinct structure plan incorporates an extensive road and trail network that links 

with the four lots and a bus network will be developed to provide appropriate public 

transport to residents within the precinct. 

 A bushfire assessment for the precinct has been completed by Terramatrix on behalf of 

the Victorian Planning Authority for the panel hearing associated with Amendment C234. 

The report assessed the bushfire hazard in and around the precinct in accordance with 

Clause 13.02 (Bushfire) of the Cardinia Planning Scheme. All of the precinct is currently 

designated as a Bushfire Prone Area (BPA) but no part of the precinct is affected by a 

Bushfire Management Overlay (BMO). The landscape has been identified as of low 

bushfire risk and accordingly it is considered that the risk can be mitigated to an 

acceptable level and that development in the precinct is appropriate, if dwellings are 

separated from hazardous vegetation to allow a BAL rating of 12.5 construction, in 

accordance with the building regulations and Clause 13.02 (bushfire). It is considered 

development of the land is not hindered by bushfire risks.  

 Council in 2013 appointed SMEC Urban to design and test development options for the 

electricity transmission easement. Please refer to Attachment 3 for the SMEC Urban 

Design response options for the Transmission Easement 2013 report. The report 

investigated five development options which included: 

 

– Option 1 - full development north and south of the transmission easement 
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– Option 2 - development with linear trail along transmission easement 

– Option 3 - development and public use of easement as open space 

– Option 4 - no development north of electricity transmission easement and 

– Option 5 - rural lots only 

Each option provides information on the possible development outcomes, including preliminary 

land budget and site yields. Overall, what the report demonstrates is that a development solution 

(Option 1, Option 4 and Option 5) is possible for these four parcels of land. 

 

 

Based on the technical assessments undertaken for the Pakenham East Precinct Structure Plan, 

development of the four lots has been demonstrated to be possible. The four parcels of land are 

considered to be of an appropriate size, even with the encumbrance of the electricity transmission 

easement and demonstrate limited constraints/issues to hinder development. Based on this, 

Council staff recommend the four parcels of land should remain within the urban growth boundary 

and the merits of any future planning permit application, with appropriate guidance from the 

Pakenham East Precinct Structure Plan should determine the integration with the wider precinct 

structure plan and respond to the electricity transmission easement, topography, native vegetation, 

bushfire risk, access to each site and transition to the rural landscape.  

 

3. Is development under an electricity transmission easement possible? 

 

Based on the technical assessments undertaken for the Pakenham East Precinct Structure Plan, 

specifically the SMEC Urban Design response options for the Transmission Easement 2013 report 

(Attachment 3) development of the four lots has been demonstrated to be possible.  

 

 

In 2018, the Victorian Planning Authority exhibited Amendment C234 and proposed to utilise the 

land within the electricity transmission easement as large lots (2000sqm minimum average) that 

could be attractive to people desiring a large home and hobby farm. Land encumbered by the 

transmission easement was proposed to be private property and used as a hobby farm with grazing 

animals, while to the north and south of the transmission easement residential development would 

be possible as per Figure 2 Transmission Concept Plan. 

 

 

The use of the electricity transmission easement is not dissimilar to what has occurred along 

Mullane Road in Pakenham, as shown in Figure 3 (Aerial photo). Given the undulating topography 

and larger rural allotments along the transmission easement and proposed design criteria to 

provide interface housing north of the transmission easement, this use and development located in 

between standard residential development and rural land was generally considered appropriate by 

Council staff.  
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Figure 2. Transmission Concept Plan 

 
 
Figure 3. Aerial photo of land along Mullane Road Pakenham adjacent to Transmission Easement 

 
4. Is development of these four parcels of land feasible? 

 

Bauenort representing 155 Dore Road Pakenham have undertaken a feasibility assessment to 

determine if development of their parcel of land is commercially viable. Please refer to Attachment 

4 (In confidence and distributed to Councillors only) for a full cost breakdown. Development of land 

along the electricity transmission easement is commercially viable on the basis standard densities 

are applied to the land outside of the electricity transmission easement, enabling the developer to 

deliver affordable product to the market in line with purchasers expectations and budget 

constraints. This feasibility assessment has considered GAIC, the ICP and other levies applicable. 

Unfortunately, Council staff are not aware of any other feasibility assessments for the other parcels 

of land to provide relevant feedback on this matter.  

 

One of the biggest challenges for the four parcels of land are the fees associated with: 

 The growth area infrastructure contribution (GAIC) was established to help provide 

infrastructure in Melbourne's expanding fringe suburbs. It is a one off contribution 

payable on certain events usually associated with urban property development. These 

are usually buying, subdividing and applying for a building permit on large block of land. 

GAIC is applicable to these four parcels of land.  
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 Metropolitan Planning Levy is a levy paid at the planning permit stage to develop land in 

metropolitan Melbourne. The levy is used to fund the Victorian Planning Authority and 

Plan Melbourne initiatives. The Metropolitan Planning Levy is applicable to these four 

parcels of land.  

 Infrastructure Contributions Plan. Establishes the statutory mechanism for developers to 

make a financial contribution towards the cost of infrastructure projects in a precinct 

structure plan. The ICP is applicable to these four parcels of land.   

 

 

As per previous discussions Council has identified from the SMEC Urban, Design Response Options 

for the Transmission Easement 2013 report, a development solution (Option 1, Option 4 and Option 

5) is possible for these four parcels of land. The feasibility of development as per Bauenort 

assessment is reliant on standard lot sizes outside of the electricity transmission easement. 

Council staff supported the Panel recommendations that design criteria can more effectively ensure 

an appropriate transition from urban development to rural land rather than locking in a specific lot 

size. 

 

5. Does Council have any concerns with the proposed Farming Zone?  

 

Clause 35.07 (Farming Zone) preamble states the Farming Zone is:  

 To implement the Municipal Planning Strategy and Planning Policy Framework 

 To provide for the use of land for agriculture 

 To encourage the retention of productive agricultural land 

 To ensure that non- agricultural uses, including dwellings, do not adversely affect the 

use of the land for agriculture 

 To encourage use and development of land based on comprehensive and sustainable 

land management practises and infrastructure provision 

 To provide for the use and development of land for specific purposes identified in a 

schedule to this zone the use of the land 

 

 

The Farming Zone in the Cardinia Shire Planning Scheme is generally a planning tool utilised as a 

holding zone, whereby a landowner and/or Council can apply in the future for a Planning Scheme 

Amendment to rezone the land for urban purposes. Allocating the four parcels of land as Farming 

Zone creates the following implications: 

 Designates Council to be responsible to administer, assess and potentially fund a future 

planning scheme amendment for four parcels of land that are located within the urban 

growth boundary, that have already undergone a review as part of the Logical Inclusion 

process and Planning Scheme Amendment C234 process.  

 Does not provide certainty on the future use and development of the four parcels of land 

intersected by the transmission easement, which creates implementation risks and 

integration issues with the proposed Pakenham East Precinct Structure Plan. For 

example: the capacity of infrastructure south of the electricity transmission easement 

may not consider the future development of the four parcels of land if the four parcels of 

land are zoned as Farming Zone. This could result in an additional cost for the four 

parcels of land if development is allowed in the future and infrastructure requirements 

were not holistically assessed from the start.  

 Council staff question the rationale of the proposed location of the temporary Interface 

Housing Area 2 and the Bushfire Risk Interface, south of the Farming Zone, as shown on 

Plan 5 (Image and Character, Housing and Community) and Plan 6 (Open space). 

Interface Housing generally demonstrates larger lots. If land in the Farming Zone has the 

ability in the future to be rezoned for urban purposes, the location of the temporary 

Interface Housing Area 2 and bushfire risk interface also changes. This situation creates 
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impacts on the development yield of land located within the existing Pakenham East 

Precinct Structure Plan, which influences the overall design of the precinct and the 

ratios for the provision of open space, community services etc. The proposed Farming 

Zone does not provide certainty and creates ad hoc planning and creates 

implementation risks in the future for Council.  

 The precinct structure plan has been developed based on the four parcels of land 

included within the urban growth boundary which has influenced the population figures 

and the ratios for the provision of open space, community services, infrastructure, traffic 

movements and drainage. There is an expectation if the four parcels of land are not 

included as part of the Amendment, Council's evidence for the provision of open space, 

community services, drainage etc. for the remaining precinct structure plan could be 

challenged at the Victorian Civil Administrative Tribunal in the future. This is an 

unreasonable risk for Council.  

 

 

Council staff would prefer to have a clearer and stronger understanding of the future of the four 

parcels of land to assist with the future implementation of the precinct structure plan. Council staff 

would prefers to know if the four parcels of land are located within the precinct structure plan and 

development is possible or the land is located outside of the precinct structure plan and no future 

development is possible. The Farming Zone as a holding zone is unclear and creates uncertainty. 

Therefore, if the land is to be designated as Farming Zone, Council respectively requests the 

Minister for Planning modifies the location of the urban growth boundary to demonstrate the four 

parcels of land are located outside the urban growth boundary within green wedge land to provide 

greater certainty on its future use and development. 

 

6. The land is located in two zones. Is this an issue?  

 

 

No. The four parcels of land are presently located within two zones, Green Wedge and Farming 

Zone. If the provision of this scheme provides that a permit is required to subdivide land and the 

land is in more than one zone a permit may be granted even if one of the lots does not comply with 

the minimum lot size requirements of the zone. 

 

 

POLICY IMPLICATIONS 

 

Amendment C234 (Pakenham East Precinct Structure Plan) has been prepared with guidance from 

key Commonwealth, State, and Local Planning policies. 

 

Key policy documents utilised include: 

 Commonwealth Policy and Legislation: 

– Environmental Protection and Biodiversity Conservation (EPBC) Act 1999 

 State Policy and Legislation 

– Fauna and Flora Guarantee Act (1988) 

– Planning and Environment Act (1987) 

– Victoria Planning Provisions  

– Plan Melbourne (2017-2050) 

– South East Growth Corridor Plan (August 2012) 

– Precinct Structure Planning Guidelines 

– Transport Integration Act (2010) 

– Biodiversity Assessment Guidelines for the Permitted Clearing of Native Vegetation 

(2013) 
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 Local Policies: 

– The preparation of the PSP will implement provisions of the Cardinia Municipal 

Strategic Statement (MSS) and align with a variety of Council policies.  

Council is concerned the utilisation of the Farming Zone contradicts the planning objectives 

specified in existing State Government policies (Plan Melbourne 2017-50; South East Growth 

Corridor Plans and Council's Municipal Strategic Statement), as the land is located within an urban 

growth boundary and has been identified for future change for residential development.  

 

 

RELEVANCE TO COUNCIL PLAN 

 

The Council Plan seeks to balance the needs of development, the community and the environment. 

This balance has been a key consideration in the preparation of Pakenham East Precinct Structure 

Plan. The precinct structure plan responds to the main principles of Councils Plan:  

 

Our Environment 

 The delivery of the PSP will develop transport networks that incorporate effective public 

transport, pedestrian and cycling facilities.  

 The delivery of the PSP will manage water resources in an integrated manner, and protect 

and enhance biodiversity. 

 The PSP will provide a built environment that supports health and wellbeing and protect 

natural environments. 

 

Our Community 

 Balanced needs of development, the community and the environment. 

 The PSP will plan for the development of complementary land uses required to meet the 

needs of the future community in a sustainable manner.  

 

Our Economy  

 The PSP will plan for the provision of local services that support the wellbeing of our 

communities.  

 A local economy supporting the improved health and wellbeing of our communities. 

 

 

CONSULTATION/COMMUNICATION 

 

The Minister for Planning proposed changes to Amendment C234 were placed on public exhibition 

with notices sent to specific landowners and relevant state agencies for five weeks from the 1 

October 2019 until the 31 October 2019.  

 

The Minister may refer any written submissions to an independent planning panel. Should a panel 

hearing occur, all submitters will have the opportunity to make a submission before the panel. The 

Minister may also decide to make a decision on the amendment after considering the written 

submissions.  

 

 

FINANCIAL AND RESOURCE IMPLICATIONS 

 

Infrastructure Contributions Plan 

Local infrastructure for the Pakenham East Precinct Structure Plan will be facilitated through an 

Infrastructure Contributions Plan (ICP).  
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An Infrastructure Contributions Plan: 

 Establishes the statutory mechanism for developers to make a financial contribution 

towards the cost of infrastructure projects;  

 Confirms what funds will be collected through a standard levy; and 

 Resolves what credits will be funded back to landowners who partly funded the 

preparation of the Precinct Structure Plan 

 

Based on the four parcels of land being removed from the precinct structure plan Council has 

estimated that approximately 9.1 million dollars of ICP funds will not be collected from the four 

parcels of land. Council is concerned with the ICP and seek assurance from Department of 

Environment, Land, Water and Planning and the Victorian Planning Authority that the ICP is still a 

standard levy and there is still a surplus in the Infrastructure Contributions Plan.  

 

Council has considered the anticipated contributions of the residential and employment areas and 

estimated costings for the delivery of listed transport, recreation and community infrastructure 

categories and is concerned that the Infrastructure Contributions Plan will provide insufficient 

funding, specifically for the recreation and community category. 

 

Development Services Scheme 

Council also seeks advice from Melbourne Water and the Victorian Planning Authority on the impact 

of removing the four parcels of land from both the Dore Road and Hancock's Gully Development 

Services Scheme and confirmation on what the financial burden is for the remaining land located 

within the Pakenham East Precinct Structure Plan, as the shared costs of the Development Services 

Scheme has been reduced.  

 

 

CONCLUSION 

 

Based on the matters raised in this report, Council is requested to endorse a submission to the 

proposed changes to Amendment C234 by the Minister for Planning, by requesting: 

 

1. The four parcels of land intersected by the electricity transmission easement remain as 

part of Amendment C234 and the Pakenham East Precinct Structure Plan.  

 

2. The four parcels of land intersected by the electricity transmission easement remain as 

Urban Growth Zone and the Pakenham East Precinct Structure Plan provides the 

opportunity and flexible guidance in the design and development of the land, as per the 

discussions in this report and 

 

3. If the land is to be designated as Farming Zone, Council respectively requests the Minister 

for Planning modifies the location of the urban growth boundary to demonstrate the four 

parcels of land are located outside the urban growth boundary within green wedge land to 

provide greater certainty on its future use and development. 

 

4. Assurance from the Victorian Planning Authority that the Infrastructure Contributions Plan 

is a standard levy and there is still a surplus in the Infrastructure Contributions Plan 

associated with Amendment C234. 
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