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How will this report be used? 

This is a brief description of how this report will be used for the benefit of those unfamiliar with the planning system.  If you have 
concerns about a specific issue you should seek independent advice. 

The planning authority must consider this report before deciding whether or not to adopt the Amendment [section 27(1) of the 
Planning and Environment Act 1987 (the Act). 

For the Amendment to proceed, it must be adopted by the planning authority and then sent to the Minister for Planning for approval. 

The planning authority is not obliged to follow the recommendations of the Panel, but it must give its reasons if it does not follow 
the recommendations [section 31 (1) of the Act, and section 9 of the Planning and Environment Regulations 2015]. 

If approved by the Minister for Planning a formal change will be made to the planning scheme.  Notice of approval of the Amendment 
will be published in the Government Gazette [section 37 of the Act]. 
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Amendment 
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The submission from Kaufland Australia was withdrawn 
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The Panel Kathy Mitchell and Rodger Eade 

Directions Hearing By video conference on 29 April 2020 
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Executive summary 

Casey Planning Scheme Amendment C258case seeks to implement the Casey Activity Centre 
Strategy, 2019 by making it a Reference Document at Clause 21.05-6 of the Casey Planning 
Scheme.  Further, the Amendment proposes to make a number of consequential changes to 
Clause 21, particularly Clause 21.05, and to Clauses 22.01 and 22.02 of the Scheme. 

The existing Casey retail strategy was implemented in 2006 and reviewed in 2012.  That review 
was adopted by Council but not implemented through the Scheme.  Over the 15 years since 
the 2006 Strategy was implemented, the population of Casey has continued to grow strongly.  
The population of 353,000 in 2019 was significantly greater than that forecast in the 2006 
Strategy. 

It was clearly time for a review of the Strategy and that process was commenced in 2016 when 
SGS Economics and Planning was commissioned to undertake detailed analysis of future 
activity centre floorspace demand and supply.  The exhibited 2019 Strategy was based on that 
work and gives increased emphasis to the role of activity centres being the location for a wider 
range of employment opportunities.  This is consistent with the policy Direction of Plan 
Melbourne to create ‘20 minute neighbourhoods’ and the emphasis in recent Precinct 
Structure Plans on creating local jobs. 

The exhibited Amendment attracted 15 submissions, all of which were referred to the Panel. 

The broad strategic underpinning and direction of the Strategy was not questioned by 
submitters.  The major contested issue related to whether the proposed designation of 
Berwick Springs as a Medium Neighbourhood Activity Centre was strategically justified and 
whether Berwick Springs and Eden Rise together should be designated as an ‘aspiring Major 
Activity Centre’. 

The key conclusions of the Panel are that the Amendment is strategically justified, and the 
designation of Berwick Springs as a Medium Neighbourhood Activity Centre is justified. 

Recommendations 

Based on the reasons set out in this Report, the Panel recommends that Casey Planning 
Scheme Amendment C258case be adopted as exhibited, and in accordance with Attachment 
3 to the Council Part A submission (Document 43), subject to the following further changes: 

 Amend Clause 22.01-7 to add an additional Policy guideline to read: “enhance the 
public realm through tree planting that provides for shade, amenity, interest and 
noticeable greening”. 

 Amend the Casey Activity Centre Strategy 2019 to include the 11 minor changes 
adopted by Council at its meeting of 3 March 2020 and included as Attachment 
6.2.3 to the report to that meeting. 

 Adopt the changes included in Council’s Part A submission as these relate to the 
following Clauses: 
a) Clause 21.01: Regional Context map 

b) Clause 21.02: Strategic Framework Plan, subject to Recommendation 4 

c) Clause 21.03-3: Objective 2.8 
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d) Clause 21.05-7: the end-note to Table 1 (noting the spelling error of the word 
‘outcome’) 

e) Clause 21.10-5: Berwick Southern Area Local Area Map 

f) Clause 21.24-5: Narre Warren Local Area Map 

g) Clause 22.01-5: Employment in Activity Centres 

h) Clause 22.01-7: Great places for people. 

 Review the Strategic Framework Plan at Clause 21.02-6 to ensure it accurately 
reflects all current and future Activity Centres. 

 Insert the following new Strategy 3.10 at Clause 21.05-4: “Discourage supermarkets 
and other non-restricted retail uses from establishing in restricted retail precincts 
and other designated employment areas outside Metropolitan, Major and 
Neighbourhood Activity Centres”. 

 Amend the Objective at Clause 22.01-6 to read: “To support the on-going economic 
viability of activity centres across the network, having regard to evolving 
technology, retail and commercial trends”. 
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1 Introduction 

1.1 The Amendment 

Amendment C258case (the Amendment) proposes to update the existing Casey Retail 
Strategy 2006 by implementing the Casey Activity Centre Strategy 2019 (the Strategy), which 
is given effect as a Reference Document at Clause 21.05-6 of the Casey Planning Scheme (the 
Scheme). 

Specifically, the Amendment proposes to: 

• implement the City of Casey Activity Centre Strategy 2019 

• amend clause 21.05 (Economic Development) 

• replace clause 22.01 Retail Policy with a new Clause 22.01 titled ‘Activity Centre Policy’ 

• amend clause 22.02 (Non-Residential Uses in Residential and Future Residential Areas 
Policy) 

• amend the following clauses to reflect the new activity centre hierarchy, include updated 
recommendations of the City of Casey Activity Centre Strategy 2019, and update 
references to the reference document and local policy names: 
- 21.01 – Introduction 
- 21.02 – Key Issues and Strategic Vision 
- 21.03 – Settlement and Housing 
- 21.06 – Transport 
- 21.07 – Built Environment 
- 21.09 – Berwick Northern Area 
- 21.10 – Berwick Southern Area 
- 21.11 – Botanic Ridge/Junction Village 
- 21.12 – Casey Coast 
- 21.13 – Casey Farm 
- 21.14 – Casey Foothills 
- 21.15 – Cranbourne 
- 21.16 – Cranbourne East 
- 21.17 – Casey North 
- 21.18 – Casey West 
- 21.19 – Doveton/Eumemmerring 
- 21.20 – Endeavour Hills 
- 21.21 – Hallam 
- 21.22 – Hampton Park 
- 21.23 – Lynbrook/Lyndhurst 
- 21.24 – Narre Warren 
- 21.25 – Narre Warren South. 

The Amendment applies to land within the 80 existing and/or proposed activity centres in the 
City of Casey.  The Panel undertook an unaccompanied site inspection on 28 May 2020, visiting 
12 activity centres nominated by Casey City Council (the Council) (Document 31).  These sites 
included Eden Rise and Berwick Springs; the latter being nominated by Kameel Pty Ltd 
(Kameel) as a site to visit.  Kameel provided a plan of its land holding in Berwick Springs 
(Documents 32, 37, 38). 
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1.2 Background  

The Casey Activity Centre Strategy, October 2006 is currently referenced in the Scheme.  It 
provides policy direction for the development of retail centres throughout the municipality.  
At the time of preparation of that Strategy, it was based on a population of 318,000 in Casey 
by 2021.  Casey’s population had reached 353,000 by 2019.  This under-estimation of 
population growth alone, rendered the existing strategy obsolete. 

The Activity Areas and Non-Residential Uses Strategy, December 2012 (the 2012 Review) was 
a review and update of the 2006 Strategy in response to significant growth.  This review was 
adopted by Council but was not given effect through the Scheme.  Among other directions 
arising from this review, it sought to direct out of centre development to locations in new 
activity centres. 

Over the last decade and a half, growth area planning has concentred metropolitan outward 
expansion to designated growth areas, including Casey.  Casey’s growth areas are planned to 
accommodate approximately 200,000 residents.  Growth area planning which is undertaken 
by the Victorian Planning Authority (VPA) with input from Council, nominates new activity 
centres as part of the Precinct Structure Planning (PSP) process.  These new and future activity 
centres are inputted into the Strategy. 

A chronology of events leading to preparation and exhibition of the Strategy was provided by 
Council in its Part A submission, summarised at Table 1. 

Table 1 Chronology of events 

Date Event 

March 2016 
Council released a Request for Quotation seeking bids from suitably qualified 
economic consultants to conduct an employment floorspace assessment of 
Casey’s activity centres, ultimately hiring SGS to complete the assessment. 

November-December 
2016 

Community consultation conducted by Council Officers included surveys 
conducted online and face to face at 15 activity centres throughout the 
municipality.  810 surveys were completed and returned. 

May 2017 Initial Industry Stakeholder Consultation, including stakeholder interviews with 
key property owners and businesses in Casey’s activity centres. 

November 2017 SGS Assessment Report completed and delivered to Council. 

May 2018-January 2019 

Council Officers prepare the draft Casey Activity Centres Strategy, Action Plan 
and contents of the Background Paper, informed by the SGS Assessment Report, 
public consultations, and further consultation across Council departments and 
relevant external agencies such as the Department of Environment, Land, Water 
and Planning (DELWP).  A Project Control Group comprising Council Officers 
reviewed and finalised the draft document. 

November 2018- 
February 2019 

Council Officers prepared the draft planning scheme amendment implementing 
the Draft Strategy. 

02 April 2019 Council resolution to endorse the draft Activity Centres Strategy for consultation 
(concurrently with the amendment), seek authorisation to prepare Amendment 
C285, to exhibit the amendment. 
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Date Event 

18 April 2019 Authorisation request lodged with DELWP. 

12 September 2019 Authorisation granted, subject to conditions. 

3 October 2019 DELWP confirmed all conditions of authorisation had been complied with. 

14 October 2019 First exhibition notice sent. 

24 October 2019 Notice of the amendment published in the Victorian Government Gazette. 

24 December 2019 Exhibition closed, with 13 submissions received. 

08 January 2020 Late submission received from the Country Fire Authority 

03 March 2020 Council resolved to request the Minister for Planning appoint an independent 
planning Panel to consider Amendment C258. 

23 March 2020 Late submission received from Reeds Consulting on behalf of Kameel. 

29 April 2020 Directions Hearing held. 

Source: Council Part A Submission, Attachment 1 

As part of the process to prepare the municipal wide assessment of activity centre retail and 
non-retail floorspace demand, SGS was engaged to examine: 

1. the current and future demand for retail and other commercial office floor space 
within the municipality’s activity centres 

2. how growth should be apportioned across Casey’s network of activity centres 

3. if the activity centre hierarchy should be revised accordingly 

4. the statutory planning and non-regulatory levers Council can utilise to attract 
more non-retail employment and local jobs in activity centres 

5. how the City of Casey can encourage, incentivise and facilitate the delivery of job 
rich, mixed-use development within its activity centres.1 

SGS produced a report entitled Casey Activity Centres: Retail and Other employment 
Floorspace Assessment, 2017 (the SGS Report). 

Council officers prepared the Strategy, the City of Casey Activity Centres Strategy Action Plan 
2019, and the Activities Centre Strategy Background Paper.  These were informed by the SGS 
Report, public and industry consultations in 2016 and 2017, reference to State Government 
guidance such as the DELWP Urban Design Guidelines for Victoria, 2017, and further 
consultation across Council departments and relevant external agencies.  Other than making 
comments on drafts, the Panel was advised SGS had no formal role in the preparation of the 
Strategy. 

The Strategy builds on Casey’s previous strategies prepared in 2006 and the 2012 Review.  It 
addressed current concerns and policy gaps uncovered in the community consultation and the 
SGS Report, and contained the following key updates: 

 
1 City of Casey, Part A submission, para 26 
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1. a focus on job creation within activity centres with specific emphasis on the role 
of non-retail employment within centres, which has been lacking in previous 
strategies. 

2. a revised hierarchy of centres that conforms with the latest Plan Melbourne and 
is evidence-based with a planning horizon to 2036. 

3. policy direction to balance the need for new/expanding centres to cater for 
significant growth in greenfield areas and preserving the integrity of existing 
centres. 

4. planning strategy that acknowledges and responds to the ascendance of online 
retailing and large format discount retail. 

5. policy direction for the appropriate location and design of ‘out-of-centre’ non-
residential uses in residential areas, such as childcare, medical centres and 
places of worship. 

6. incorporation of Urban Design Guidelines for Casey’s activity centres2. 

The Strategy was structured around three themes: 

A citywide network of activity centres – which describes how retail and commercial 
development in Casey can be consolidated into a network of large and small activity 
centres that provide all residents with convenient access to goods and services. 

Activity centres are the economic engines of Casey – which includes strategies to 
increase employment in Casey’s activity centres through planning policies such as 
encouraging commercial office floorspace with new retail developments, supporting 
innovative planning regulations and more efficient planning processes and other non-
regulatory economic development measures. 

Activity centres are great places for people - supports design guidelines and policies to 
achieve higher quality urban design and better walkability in activity centres.  This 
section also encourages locating community facilities and more housing in and around 
activity centres to bring more people and activity into centres, thereby increasing the 
important role they play in the life of the community3. 

Authorisation of the Amendment by the Minister for Planning was subject to three conditions: 

7. Relocate high level strategic direction and strategies relating to activity centres 
to the Municipal Strategic Statement, remove duplication with the Planning Policy 
Framework and include other drafting improvements by updating Clause 21.05 
(Economic Development) and the proposed re-write of Clause 22.01 (Activity 
centres policy) to be generally consistent with the version provided to the 
Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning by council officers on 11 
September 2019. 

8. The amendment and draft strategy must be updated to resolve inconsistencies 
in the naming conventions used throughout the Casey Planning Scheme for the 
following centres identified in Plan Melbourne 2017-2050: 

- Fountain-Gate Narre Warren Metropolitan Activity Centre (remove reference 
to the CBD) 

- Cranbourne Major Activity Centre (remove reference to the Town Centre) 

- Berwick Major Activity Centre (remove reference to the Village) 

- Endeavour Hills Major Activity Centre (remove reference to the Town Centre) 

- Hampton Park Major Activity Centre (remove reference to the Town Centre) 

- Clyde North Major Activity Centre (update reference to the Hardy’s Road 
Major Town Centre) 

- Clyde Major Activity Centre (remove reference to the Town Centre) 

 
2 Council Part A submission para 46 
3 Council Part A submission para 47 
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9. The amendment must be updated to reflect the approval of Casey Planning 
Scheme Amendment C224 which implemented the Fountain Gate-Narre Warren 
CBD Structure Plan 2018 on 25 July 2019.4 

The Panel understands that these conditions have been met. 

1.3 Procedural issues 

(i) Directions Hearing 

In light of the COVID-19 pandemic emergency, the Directions Hearing for this Amendment was 
held via Skype.  In the notification for the Directions Hearing, the Panel advised that as a face 
to face hearing was not possible on the scheduled dates, the Hearing could be held by one of 
the following means: 

• by video conference 

• entirely on the basis of written submissions, evidence and questions 

• a combination of the above alternatives. 

A number of procedural issues were raised, and these were dealt with at length at the 
Directions Hearing and then in writing in Document 22, (Correspondence from Panel, 
Directions and Hearing Timetable (version 1) and Distribution List).  Procedural issues raised 
were: 

• authorisation letter and Council response 

• recording of the Hearing 

• potential deferment of the Hearing by Charbury Pty Ltd (Charbury) 

• late submission by Kameel 

• information to be provided to all submitters. 

(ii) Material tabled as part of a submission 

On Day 3 of the Hearing on Tuesday 16 June 2020, Mr Fetterplace for Woolworths tabled a 
written submission.  Appended to that submission was an economic assessment prepared by 
Urbis Pty Ltd to support the contention that Woolworths’ stores in Casey were 
underperforming.  The Panel questioned Mr Fetterplace about the content of this material. 

Council submitted the Panel should not admit the Urbis report as it did not conform to the 
requirements for the filing of expert evidence set down by the Panel.  Ms Sharp for Kameel 
supported that submission.  Ms Brennan for Charbury submitted that it would be 
inappropriate to exclude the material as the Panel is not bound by the rules of evidence. 

The Panel ruled that the material had already been read by it and that Mr Fetterplace could 
continue to present his submission.  As part of his submission he presented deidentified data 
showing the underperformance of stores.  As the result of a question from Council, Mr 
Fetterplace indicated he would seek instructions on the possibility of disclosing the identity of 
one of the stores which Woolworths claimed was underperforming. 

As a result of his instructions, Mr Fetterplace indicated that Woolworths were prepared to 
meet with the Council to provide it with confidential data as the basis of Woolworths’ claim 
that the Strategy needs to be reviewed before it is approved.  The Panel responded that this 

 
4 Council Part A Submission, p 9-10 
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would breach procedural fairness and was not acceptable.  Mr Fetterplace subsequently 
sought further instructions, the result of which were that the material prepared by Urbis was 
withdrawn and all references to it in the Woolworths’ submission were deleted.  A further 
version of the Woolworths submission with the appropriate deletions was tabled, as was 
correspondence confirming Woolworths’ revised position on the Urbis material (Documents 
96 and 97). 

1.4 Summary of issues raised in submissions 

The key issues raised by submitters were: 

• policy regarding the size and nature of development in activity centres was inappropriate 

• policy guidelines relating to new development over 1,000 square metres in activity 
centres was inappropriate 

• the Strategy’s treatment of a number of specific sites 

• economic analysis (SGS report) underpinning the strategy was deficient 

• urban design requirements were too prescriptive or restrictive 

• concerns with network hierarchy or centre designation 

• whether Berwick Springs should be designated as a Medium Neighbourhood Activity 
Centre (NAC) 

• whether Berwick Springs and Eden Rise combined should be designated as an ‘aspiring 
Major Activity Centre’ (MAC). 

1.5 The Panel’s approach 

The Panel has considered the Amendment against the principles of net community benefit 
and sustainable development, as set out in Clause 71.02-3 (Integrated decision making) of the 
Scheme. 

The Panel has considered all written submissions made in response to the exhibition of the 
Amendment, observations from site visits, and further submissions, evidence and other 
material presented to it during the Hearing.  It has reviewed a large volume of material and 
has had to be selective in referring to the more relevant or determinative material in the 
Report.  All submissions and materials have been considered by the Panel in reaching its 
conclusions, regardless of whether they are specifically mentioned in the Report.  The full list 
of tabled documents is provided in Appendix C. 

The Panel directed that Council provide its position “… on the exhibited Amendment as a result 
of consideration of submissions, including a track change version of revised Amendment 
documentation” as part of its Part A submission.  The Council proposed several changes to the 
Amendment as a result of the submissions and provided these as its recommendations in full 
in its Part A submission (Document 43).  The Panel has used the Part A version of the 
Amendment as the basis of its considerations and recommendations. 

This Report deals with the issues under the following headings: 

• Planning context 

• Activity Centre Strategy wide issues 

• Eden Rise/Berwick Springs 

• Site specific issues 

• Proposed changes to the Amendment. 
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2 Planning context 

2.1 Planning Policy Framework 

Council submitted the Amendment is supported by various clauses in the Planning Policy 
Framework (PPF), which the Panel has summarised. 

Victorian planning objectives 

The Amendment will assist in implementing the following State policy objectives set out in 
section 4 of the Planning and Environment Act 1987 (the Act): 

• providing for the fair, orderly, economic and sustainable use, and development of land 

• securing a pleasant, efficient and safe working, living and recreational environment for all 
Victorians and visitors to Victoria. 

The Amendment proposes to meet these objectives by: 

• providing a policy that directs preferred types of land use to activity centres 

• providing guidance for the assessment of relevant planning permit applications. 

Clause 11 - Settlement 

The Amendment supports the following aspects of the Victoria Planning Provisions: 

• Clause 11.02-1S Supply of urban land - by identifying future activity centres and 
identifying activity centres currently in one category of the hierarchy that aspire to grow 
to another. 

• Clause 11.03-2S Growth areas – by reinforcing the role and hierarchy of activity centres 
and directing most commercial development to activity centres.  Further it will actively 
encourage non-retail commercial space in activity centres through floorspace ratios for 
larger developments and encouraging multi-storey development in activity centres. 

• Clause 15.01-1S Urban design – by including urban design guidelines (based on State 
standards) that have been adapted for use for planning applications in activity centres. 

• Clause 17.01-1S Diversified economy – by supporting diversified commercial 
development, particularly the provision of offices in activity centres to increase office 
spaces closer to where people live. 

• Clause 17.01 – 1R Diversified economy – metropolitan Melbourne by identifying and 
designating the Berwick Health and Education Precinct. 

Clause 21 Municipal Strategic Statement (MSS) 

The Amendment implements the MSS through more specific planning for economic 
development through growth of the activity centre network.  The Amendment seeks to use 
local policy to encourage non-retail commercial development and identify future activity 
centres required to support planned population growth in Casey. 

• Clause 21.03-2 Settlement and Housing, - Strategy 1.2 focuses relevant activity to activity 
centres.  Strategy 2.3 seeks to encourage higher density housing close to activity centres. 

• Clause 21.03-3, Settlement and Housing, - Strategy 3.5 facilitates the location of places 
of assembly and worship in and around activity centres. 

• Clause 21.05 Economic Development, Strategy 2.5 seeks to promote activity centre 
development that provides for economically robust centres with a vibrant community 
focus, and which can evolve to accommodate changing needs. 
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Clause 22 Local planning policies 

• Clause 22.01 – Activity Centres Policy – The Amendment replaces the existing Clause 
22.01 with a new Activity Centres Policy which seeks to strengthen the role of activity 
centres and place a greater emphasis on employment floorspace. 

• Clause 22.02 - Non-residential Uses in Residential and Future Residential Areas Policy – 
The Amendment provides greater clarity to applicants about the use and development of 
residential areas for commercial purposes.  This will provide greater clarity to applicants 
when selecting a site for their proposal, and on what considerations their proposal must 
address. 

2.2 Other relevant planning strategies and policies 

(i) Plan Melbourne 2017-2050 

Plan Melbourne 2017-2050 sets out strategic directions to guide Melbourne’s development to 
2050 to ensure it becomes more sustainable, productive and liveable as its population 
approaches 8 million.  It is accompanied by a separate implementation plan that is regularly 
updated and refreshed every five years. 

Plan Melbourne is structured around seven Outcomes, which set out the aims of the plan.  The 
Outcomes are supported by Directions and Policies, which outline how the Outcomes will be 
achieved. 

Council submitted the Amendment is consistent with the following directions of Plan 
Melbourne: 

1.1 - Create a city structure that strengthens Melbourne’s competitiveness for jobs and 
investment 

1.2 - Improve access to jobs across Melbourne and closer to where people live 

2.2 - Deliver more housing closer to jobs and public transport 

2.5 - Provide greater choice and diversity of housing 

3.3 - Improve local travel options to support 20-minute neighbourhoods 

4.1 - Create more great public places across Melbourne 

4.3 - Achieve and promote design excellence 

5.1 - Create a city of 20-minute neighbourhoods 

5.2 - Create neighbourhoods that support safe communities and healthy lifestyles 

5.4 - Deliver local parks and green neighbourhoods in collaboration with communities5  

(ii) Casey 21: Building a Great City, 2011 

This policy document highlights the importance of activity centres. 

(iii) City of Casey: Activity Centres Strategy, 2006 

Since being prepared by Ratio Consultants and referenced in the Scheme at Clause 21.05-5, 
Casey has grown significantly since then.  Now obsolete, the 2006 Strategy was updated in 
2012. 

 
5 City of Casey, Part A submission para 90 
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(iv) Activity Areas and Non-Residential Uses Strategy, 2012 

This was a review and update of the Activity Centres Strategy prepared in 2006.  It was 
adopted by Council but not implemented through the Scheme. 

(v) Casey Activity Centres: Retail and Other Floorspace Assessment, 2017 

This report was prepared for Council by SGS and contains the detailed analysis of future retail 
and other employment floorspace in activity centres throughout Casey.  As this is a 
municipality wide strategy, the analysis is high level and focuses on the allocation of the likely 
future demand for and supply of floorspace to a number of sub-regions.  It is not activity centre 
specific. 

2.3 Planning scheme provisions 

The land in the 80 existing and proposed activity centres is contained in a range of zones 
including Commercial 1 Zone (C1Z), Commercial 2 Zone, Mixed Use Zone, Urban Growth Zone 
and General Residential Zone (GRZ). 

A common zone and overlay purpose is to implement the Municipal Planning Strategy and the 
Planning Policy Framework. 

While the majority of the current zones are appropriate, the GRZ which applies to Berwick 
Springs was questioned by Kameel.  Rezoning is not proposed as part of the Amendment. 

2.4 Ministerial Directions and Practice Notes 

Ministerial Direction on the Form and Content of Planning Schemes 

The Amendment was prepared consistent with the Ministerial Direction on the Form and 
Content of Planning Schemes under section 7(5) of the Act.  Council submitted the proposed 
ordinance and map changes have been prepared in accordance with the relevant 
requirements of the Ministerial Direction, noting there were some mapping errors in 
exhibition. 

Ministerial Direction 9 – Metropolitan Planning Strategy 

The Amendment is consistent with the Direction by implementing Plan Melbourne.  It 
promotes balanced growth, and 20 minute neighbourhoods that provide convenient 
accessible activity centres within the Melbourne Urban Growth Boundary.  The alignment of 
the Strategy with Plan Melbourne is addressed in Chapter 2.2 (i). 

Ministerial Direction 11 – Strategic Assessment of Amendments 

The Explanatory Report addressed the requirement of Ministerial Direction 11 and the 
Amendment complies with this Direction. 

Ministerial Direction 15 The Planning Scheme Amendment Process 

This Ministerial Direction sets out timelines to be adhered to in the amendment process.  
Council sought and was granted additional time in which a Panel would consider submissions 
to the Amendment through a public Hearing process. 
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Ministerial Direction 18 – VPA Advice on Planning Scheme Amendments 

The Amendment affects land that the VPA has or has previously planned for.  The Amendment 
was referred to the VPA, who noted its support for the Amendment. 

Planning Practice Notes 

Two Planning Practice Notes (PPN) are relevant to this Amendment as follows: 

• PPN08 - Writing a Local Planning Policy 
- Council submitted and the Panel concurs that draft local policy at Clauses 22.01 and 

22.02 have been prepared in accordance with this PPN. 

• PPN 46 – Strategic Assessment Guidelines 
- The Amendment was prepared and evaluated in accordance with this PPN, and 

requirements of the PPN were addressed in the Explanatory Report. 

2.5 Discussion and conclusion 

No Submitter opposed the broad direction of the Amendment or the overarching strategic 
justification for the Amendment.  While opposing a specific direction of the Amendment, 
Charbury submitted that it did not oppose the “general thrust of the Amendment”. 

For the reasons set out in the following chapters, the Panel concludes that the Amendment is 
supported by, and implements, the relevant sections of the PPF, and is consistent with the 
relevant Ministerial Directions and PPN.  The Amendment is well founded and strategically 
justified, and the Amendment should proceed subject to addressing the more specific issues 
raised in submissions as discussed in the following chapters. 
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3 Activity Centre Strategy wide issues 

A number of issues were raised in submissions that relate to the Strategy more broadly, these 
include: 

• the methodology used in the economic analysis 

• various issues raised by Woolworths 

• safe places in activity centres 

• revegetation of Casey. 

3.1 Methodology 

(i) The issue 

The key issue to be resolved is: 

• whether aspects of the methodology used in the analysis in the SGS Report are 
appropriate. 

(ii) Evidence and submissions 

Two aspects of the methodology were criticised in submissions, these being the failure to use 
actual retail performance data in the SGS analysis underpinning the Strategy and the use of 
the gravity model in that analysis. 

Woolworths submitted the methodology used in developing the Strategy was flawed in that 
it used centre average data and did not take account of actual trading data.  With respect to 
the approach used, Woolworths submitted: 

Woolworths strongly disagree with this approach and believe that average models, 
cannot and will not ever be a substitute for real data.  Indeed, Woolworths collect and 
analyse their own performance data at local, municipal, metropolitan and national 
scale6. 

Woolworths submitted that its own performance data showed that there is an over-supply of 
retail floorspace in the network. 

With respect to the use of the gravity model, Charbury submitted it was concerning because: 

• the manner in which it represented the attractiveness of a centre was subjective 

• attractiveness was based on centre’s turnover and there was a lack of transparency on 
data used to measure this 

• the way the model was used was not centre specific. 

Economic evidence was called from: 

• Mr Duane of Location IQ by Charbury Pty Ltd 

• Mr Stephens of Ethos Urban by Charbury Pty Ltd 

• Mr Szafraniec of SGS by Casey City Council. 

This position was supported by the evidence of Mr Duane who stated his greatest concern 
with the use of the model was the subjective nature of the way in which it measured the 
attractiveness of a centre.  Mr Stephens gave evidence that he did not agree with the use of 
the gravity model but did not elaborate on why. 

 
6 Woolworths submission para 23 
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Woolworths was critical of the use of the gravity model in that it would not be able to replicate 
the reasons why people visited a particular centre and the way in which they shopped. 

Council supported the use of the gravity model, relying on the evidence of Mr Szafraniec who 
acknowledged that the gravity model has limitations, but that these do not undermine its 
usefulness within the broader optimal centre roll out process used by SGS. 

(iii) Discussion 

With respect to the use of actual performance data, the Panel accepts that the use of that 
data to underpin a strategy, as is being assessed here, could be very useful.  The reality is that 
actual performance data is not available on a comprehensive basis.  In fact, it is usually, and 
quite understandably, jealously guarded by major retailers.  Woolworths’ offer at the Hearing 
to make individual store performance data available to Council on a confidential basis to 
underpin a review of the Strategy was unacceptable and contrary to the transparency this 
Hearing process requires.  Further, it would not permit the analysis to be subject to peer 
review, another key tenet of this process. 

With respect to the claim by Woolworths that its stores are under performing, this may be 
true, but it remains at best, an untested claim.  The Panel makes two further observations.  
Firstly, it would not be surprising that retailers underperform in their first few years of 
operation in a new and developing area.  Supermarkets may choose a location in a growing 
area to position themselves against competitors.  Secondly, while making the claim of 
underperformance, the Panel notes Woolworths continues to open new stores.  Interestingly, 
at the Hearing, Woolworths through Mr Fetterplace chose to congratulate itself on the 
opening of another new store in Cranbourne West just days earlier. 

The Panel agrees with Woolworths that the gravity model will never be able to replicate actual 
behaviour.  Useful actual data on key aspects of retail behaviour is not available, so some retail 
behaviour must of necessity, be modelled.  Different approaches to retail modelling are used 
by different retail economists and each have their strengths and weaknesses.  Any modelling 
methodology will invariably have some weaknesses. 

The Panel does not see any purpose in a detailed critique of the gravity model.  It underpins 
but one aspect of the analysis upon which the Strategy is based, and any shortcomings of it 
do not in the Panel’s view, fundamentally undermine the broad integrity of the Strategy. 

As to the criticism that the gravity model has not been used for centre specific analysis, the 
Panel accepts that the Strategy has a broad strategic focus and that it is appropriate that the 
SGS analysis is similarly broad in its focus.  If the Strategy chose to include centre specific 
floorspace targets or guidelines, then centre specific analysis would be needed to underpin 
this.  However, it does not do this and in the Panel’s view, the broad strategic approach taken 
is appropriate. 

(iv) Conclusions 

The Panel concludes: 

• The methodology used in the SGS Report is appropriate to the purpose for which it is 
used. 

• A methodology based on actual retail performance, while useful, is not possible because 
data to support it is not publicly available. 
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3.2 Woolworths 

(i) The issues 

The key issues to be resolved are: 

• whether the distribution of activity centres has been fully considered in preparation of 
the Strategy 

• whether the definition of Medium NACs is too broad 

• whether urban design considerations should have regard to economic matters. 

(ii) Evidence and submissions 

Consistent with its position on the claimed under-performance of some of its stores, 
Woolworths submitted there are overlapping trade areas for many of the yet to be developed 
NACs in the southern part of the municipality.  It submitted: 

Whilst Woolworths accept that the location of existing Centres is a given and the location 
of future Centres has been generally ‘locked in’ by Precinct Structure Planning, it does 
not prevent the consideration of gaps or over supply in the network based on new data. 

Almost half of the Activity Centres in the south of the municipality have not yet 
commenced construction, as such the timing of this review is ideal to ensure the future 
distribution of Centres is adequate to meet population growth7. 

Under cross examination by Mr Fetterplace, Mr Szafraniec acknowledged that overlapping 
trade areas can impact on trading capacity and performance of centres but qualified his 
answer by noting that it provides consumers with more choice. 

Woolworths submitted that this may lead smaller retailers to fail.  Mr Szafraniec 
acknowledged under cross examination that he had taken the network of centres as given and 
had not undertaken a review of the hierarchy.  Woolworths submitted the Strategy should be 
reviewed before implementation. 

Council responded that this is not reasonable, and that the Strategy and the retail hierarchy is 
consistent with the State policy of creating 20-minute neighbourhoods. 

Woolworths submitted the definition of a Medium NAC was too broad and its principle 
concern was: 

… the revised definitions create anomalies of Activity Centre classification that will 
create confusion in implementation.  The definition and the broad indicative floor space 
ranges (5,000sqm to 20,000sqm) do not provide clear guidance for the role of Centres 
and how growth may occur.8 

Council responded that the Strategy is based on designations which are consistent with Plan 
Melbourne.  Further, the designation of NACs as ‘local’ and ‘medium’ is a refinement to 
differentiate between centres with the same category. 

With respect to taking account of economic considerations, the changing nature of retailing 
and technological change, Woolworths submitted there was not enough account taken of 
these factors in developing urban design guidelines.  Specifically, it contended: 

 
7 Woolworths submission paras 38 and 39 
8 Op cit para 54 
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Across all Woolworths’ centres in metropolitan Melbourne the most successful 
supermarkets and specialty stores provide ample visible car parking in the front of the 
Centre.  In this regard Woolworths believe that the Amendment should be more flexible 
in the approach to car parking design and configuration to assist retail performance.9 

Council did not respond directly to this aspect of the Woolworths submission. 

(iii) Discussion 

That trade areas overlap is not surprising.  In fact, this is normal and reflects the reality that 
many shoppers have a choice of more than one centre at which to shop.  The Panel has already 
commented on the issue of the claimed underperformance of Woolworths stores.  That the 
network of activity centres was not reviewed from first principles as part of this process is not 
surprising.  The activity centre network in the developing parts of Casey were developed 
through rigorous processes, including many PSP processes. 

It is acknowledged that traditional retailing is undergoing significant change and is highly likely 
to continue to evolve, possibly further accelerated by the impact of Covid-19.  This is likely to 
impact the look and structure of some retail centres.  However, change in retailing is hardly 
new.  What is important as far as this process is concerned is that no evidence was presented 
to convince the Panel that Casey’s broad activity centre structure or hierarchy should be 
further reviewed at this point.  Nor was evidence presented that any particular centre was 
likely to suffer unacceptable adverse impacts.  The Panel accepts Woolworths’ contention that 
some small retailers may fail.  Again, this is not new and is not reason enough to justify a 
review of the Strategy. 

The purpose of strategic planning is not to prevent retail failures, but to provide the broad 
planning framework within which individual retailers, large and small, make business 
decisions. 

The Panel agrees with Council that its classification of centres is both consistent with Plan 
Melbourne and is appropriate.  The refinement of the classification of NACs into ‘local’ and 
‘medium’ is appropriate.  A centre of 5,000 square metres of floor space can perform very 
different functions to a centre of around 20,000 square metres.  The latter can perform a 
range of activity centres functions, whereas at the lower end of the range, these are more 
likely to be traditional shopping centres. 

The Panel is not convinced that the urban design guidelines require any adjustment.  It accepts 
that visible car parking can attract a greater number of shoppers, but it is one factor amongst 
many that must be considered in planning for the future of activity centres. 

(iv) Conclusions 

The Panel concludes: 

• The network of activity centres in Casey on which the Strategy is based is appropriate. 

• While NACs may perform widely varying roles, the refinement in classifying them as either 
‘local’ or ‘medium’ is helpful in differentiating these roles, especially in a fast growing 
municipality. 

• The urban design guidelines proposed in the Strategy are appropriate to provide relevant 
guidance. 

 
9 Woolworths submission, para 62 
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3.3 Safe places and tree planting in activity centres 

Submission 5 contended that when designing activity centres, greater account should be taken 
to provide safe places for marginalised members of the community who use and congregate 
in such centres.  The submission raised issues about: 

• safe places for the homeless 

• the need for daytime shelter 

• the need to consider providing social housing 

• public toilet access in the evening 

• appropriate lighting 

• public transport accessibility 

• appropriate storage facilities 

• appropriate security 

• affordable food options. 

Council responded: 

Many of the issues raised are operational issues, to be addressed through public space 
design, and facility operation rather than planning scheme controls.10 

The Panel understands the importance of the issues raised through this submission and the 
challenges faced by the various societal groups noted.  The Panel further notes that this issue 
will likely be more significant in a high unemployment post pandemic environment.  That said, 
the Panel understands the Council response but notes it is not just an operational matter for 
the centres.  Safe and accessible spaces provide an important role in all activity centres and 
should be encouraged through appropriate design. 

The Panel notes that Clause 22.01-7 Great places for people has two policy guidelines relating 
to principles of Crime Prevention through Environment Design and “Achieve safe, attractive 
and vibrant public spaces, both during the day and at night, and integration between different 
land uses”. 

Submission 3 noted the Strategy does not take sufficient account of what it argued, a 
‘revegetation crisis’.  The submission said: 

The Activity Centre Strategy has ignored the fragility and capacity of the natural 

environment to sustain continuous urban expansion11. 

Council responded that the Strategy acknowledges the benefits of trees and that: 

Officers believe the Activity Centres Strategy addresses all issues it should, and that all 
land related issues are then addressed in the Casey Planning Scheme and weighed up 
at planning permit assessment time.12 

The Panel observes that it can find little encouragement in the Urban Design objectives that 
encourage tree planting.  The Panel notes that public spaces should be increasingly important 
feature of activity centres and that tree planting can be an integral part of such spaces.  For 
this reason, the Panel encourages Council to strengthen the urban design objectives in Table 
6 of the Strategy to provide greater encouragement for appropriate tree planting to assist 
create great spaces.  The Panel agrees with Council that effective implementation comes at 

 
10 Table of Council responses to submissions 
11 Submission 3 
12 Table of Council responses to submissions 
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the planning permit stage and agrees that the Strategy provides an appropriate platform for 
this consideration. 

The Panel concludes: 

• Creating safe places in activity centres is important and is acknowledged in Clause 22.01-
7. 

• The Urban Design objectives in the Strategy do not give appropriate weight to the benefits 
that trees can provide in enhancing the public realm in activity centres. 

3.4 Recommendation 

The Panel recommends: 

 Amend Clause 22.01-7 to add an additional Policy guideline to read: “enhance the 
public realm through tree planting that provides for shade, amenity, interest and 
noticeable greening”. 
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4 Eden Rise/Berwick Springs 

Eden Rise and Berwick Springs are proposed to be recognised as two ‘Medium’ NACs, aspiring 
to be a MAC in the Strategy.  The existing centres are located on the south east and north west 
corners of the intersection of Clyde Road and O’Shea Road/Greaves Road, Berwick, diagonally 
opposite each other. 

The key issues to be resolved are: 

• whether designating the Berwick Springs centre as a Medium NAC is strategically justified 

• whether there is an economic need for the Berwick Springs centre to be designated as a 
Medium NAC 

• the role and function that Berwick Springs should play if it is designated as a Medium NAC 

• whether the designation of a combined Eden Springs Medium NAC and a prospective 
Medium NAC at Berwick Springs as an aspiring MAC is appropriate. 

Various strategies and reports prepared over time have denoted the area proposed by Council 
as the Berwick Springs Medium NAC in different ways. 

4.1 Relevant policies, strategies and studies 

In addition to the planning context for this Amendment as set out in Chapter 2, there are a 
number of policies, strategies and other analysis which are particularly relevant in considering 
the strategic justification both for and against Berwick Springs becoming a Medium NAC. 

(i) Cell T Development Plan, 2005 

Prepared and adopted by Council in 2005, this Development Plan provides a framework for 
residential development in the area designated Cell T, which includes Berwick Springs.  At the 
time of this plan, the developer had commenced some development on the land it owned.  
The plan set out a number of proposed uses for the site, including fast food restaurants and a 
pizza restaurant.  These are discretionary uses in the GRZ.  The Development Plan noted the 
site provided an opportunity for a medical centre, convenience shops community centre and 
education facilities in addition to residential development.  In Plan 1, Berwick Springs was 
denoted as ‘comprehensive development’. 

(ii) Cell T Development Plan, 2009 

An updated version of the 2005 plan was adopted by Council in 2009.  It noted a 
comprehensive development proposal was proposed for the land (formerly approved medium 
density housing site) to include a range of restaurants, fast food outlets and a childcare centre.  
The 2009 Development Plan continued to denote Berwick Springs for ‘comprehensive 
development’. 

(iii) Berwick South Retail and Commercial Needs and Projections Analysis and Review, 
2016 

This report was prepared for Council by Charter Keck Cramer in 2016 to assess the commercial 
floorspace needs for the Berwick South area and how this should be accommodated across 
the precinct.  The study area was much broader than Eden Rise/Berwick Springs but had that 
precinct near its centre.  It identified the need for a further full-line supermarket in the area 
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and nominated the vacant land west of the tavern at the intersection of Clyde and Greaves 
Roads as a possible location.  The report referred to Berwick Springs as a ‘fast food precinct’ 
and identified it as one of a small number of potential sites for a new NAC. 

(iv) Berwick South Development Plan, 2018 

This plan covered 293 hectares of land that included Eden Rise, but not Berwick Springs.  Its 
purpose was to guide both private sector and public authority investment decisions in the 
precinct.  It designated Eden Rise as an activity centre. 

(v) Activity Centres Strategy Background Paper, 2019 

This was prepared by Council and exhibited as a background paper to the Strategy.  It 
described Berwick Springs as currently comprising an ad hoc grouping of retail developments.  
Its purpose, together with the SGS Report, was to provide more detail on the strategic 
justification of the directions of that Strategy where these were not provided in the Strategy 
itself. 

(vi) Municipal Strategic Statement 

Currently, the map at Clause 21.10-5, designates Eden Rise as a NAC and Berwick Springs as a 
‘mixed use area’. 

Of the strategies already listed in Chapter 2, the following are of particular relevance to the 
issues addressed in this Chapter: 

• In the City of Casey Activity Centres Strategy 2006, NACs are not listed, but in Figure 1 
which shows existing centres, Eden Rise is not shown, as it was under construction as the 
2006 Strategy was being prepared. 

• In the Activity Areas and Non Residential Uses Strategy 2012, Eden Rise is identified as a 
Large Neighbourhood Activities Area.  The extent of Eden Rise is not specifically defined, 
but in Figure 3 which shows existing and proposed activity centres, it is clearly located on 
the south east corner of the intersection of Clyde road and O’Shea Road.  However, in the 
implementation table on page 38, the preparation of a Structure Plan for Berwick South 
is discussed, and reference is made to the possibility of locating a small supermarket on 
the west side of Clyde Road. 

• The SGS Report was prepared to inform the preparation of the Strategy now before the 
Panel. 

(vii) Clause 22.01 Retail Policy 
The existing Retail Policy designates Eden Rise as a NAC and makes no mention of Berwick 
Springs. 

4.2 Existing planning scheme controls 

Eden Rise is located in the C1Z and is covered by Development Plan Overlay Schedule 1 (DPO1).  
Berwick Springs is entirely within the GRZ and DPO1 also applies. 
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4.3 Strategic justification for Berwick Springs to be a Medium NAC 

(i) Issues 

The key issues to be resolved are: 

• whether there is policy support for the proposal 

• the future role and function of Berwick Springs 

• whether Berwick Springs should compete with or complement the functions of Eden Rise 

• whether there is a net community benefit. 

(ii) Evidence and submissions 

Centre descriptions 

Submissions and evidence were presented on the nature of the development that has 
occurred at Berwick Springs.  Council characterised it as out of centre development.  Ms Sharp 
for Kameel submitted that it had developed opportunistically over a period of time, noting: 

Accordingly, the existing land uses in the Berwick Springs strip appear to have 
developed opportunistically through amendments to the relevant Development Plan. 
These iterative developments have effectively shifted the desired land use away from 
medium density residential development to a ribbon of non-residential development with 
poor presentation and limited integration.13 

The approach by Kameel was to describe what Berwick Springs comprises now, not how it has 
developed.  Mr Peggie, who was called as a planning expert by Kameel Pty Ltd, gave evidence 
that the centre currently provides for a “multitude of different commercial and retail uses”. 

Mr McGurn who was called as a planning expert by Charbury Pty Ltd, described Berwick 
Springs as a “mixed use area”. 

Policy support 

Kameel submitted there is strong policy support to designate Berwick Springs as a Medium 
NAC, citing: 

• the designation of the area for “comprehensive development in the Cell T Development 
Plan” 

• the reference in the 2012 Review which identified the southern part of Berwick Springs 
as a potential candidate for rezoning 

• the Charter Keck Kramer report of 2016 which identified Berwick Springs as one of a small 
number of potential sites for a NAC 

• the SGS Report which identified Berwick Springs as an out of centre activity area with a 
recommendation to integrate Berwick Springs into the activity centre hierarchy 

• Clause 21.10-5 which since 2017 has identified Berwick Springs as a mixed use precinct 
which should be developed in a manner complementary to Eden Rise. 

The policy basis for the proposed designation for Berwick Springs was disputed by Ms Brennan 
who submitted: 

 
13 Submission by Charbury, para 28 
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The Berwick Springs strip is an ad hoc development that, contrary to both existing and 
proposed activity centre policy, has developed in the absence of clear strategic work 
dictating that the centre is either necessary or desirable14. 

Mr McGurn cited a number of extracts from existing Council policy which made no reference 
to Berwick Springs as an activity centre or a potential activity centre.  This position was 
supported in the submissions of Ms Brennan who emphasised the support in policy for Eden 
Rise being the only nominated NAC in the Berwick South area. 

In response, Kameel submitted the focus should be on the proposed policy and not existing 
policy, noting: 

It is entirely appropriate and necessary that the Planning Scheme reflect the future 
direction for Berwick Springs.15 

Designation of Berwick Springs as a Medium NAC 

Mr McGurn outlined the role and function of both a Medium and Local NAC.  He concluded 
that Berwick Springs does not meet the threshold definition of either and that it is 
appropriately designated as mixed use area in an out of centre location. 

Mr Szafraniec’s evidence was that it is an area of “zoning irregularity” and without specifically 
addressing the issue of whether it meets any particular threshold to be a NAC, focussed his 
evidence on the quantum of floorspace and range of uses.  Under cross examination by Ms 
Sharp, he acknowledged that given its current form, it would be logical to give it activity centre 
status.  Under cross examination by Ms Brennan, he further acknowledged that it does not 
meet the role and function today for it to be designated a NAC.  Mr Peggie stated that “not 
recognising Berwick Springs as an activity centre would be tantamount to ignoring what is”.16 

In presenting Charbury’s submission, Ms Brennan contended that it was a big step up for 
Berwick Springs to change from no designation as any type of activity centre, to become a 
Medium NAC. 

Role and functions 

With respect to the roles and functions of both Eden Rise and Berwick Springs, submissions 
and evidence focussed on the limited role and functions that each currently plays in respect 
of a Medium NAC, as set out in the table in Clause 21.05-7. 

Mr McGurn gave evidence that: 

Berwick Springs mixed use area does not meet the threshold definition of a Local 
Neighbourhood Centre and certainly not the definition of a Medium Neighbourhood 
Centre.  There is a notable absence of retail land uses (and) absence of a supermarket 
… 17 

In response, Kameel submitted: 

… submissions and the evidence of Mr McGurn that Berwick Springs does not meet the 
characteristics and function identified for a Medium NAC in the AC Strategy and Clause 
21.05-7, Kameel submits that this approach incorrectly applies these policies in a 
prescriptive manner.18 

 
14 Op cit para 54 
15 Submission by Kameel, para 71 
16 Expert evidence of Mr Peggie, para 44 
17 Expert evidence of Mr McGurn, para 73 
18 Submission by Kameel, para 59 
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Mr Montebello for Council was at pains to point out that the table at that Clause was not a 
checklist of criteria where all had to be met for particular designation in the hierarchy.  He 
submitted there is capacity for a range of different types of NACs, with a significant emphasis 
recently on the employment generating role they should play. 

The range of uses that could locate in a NAC was reinforced by Mr Peggie, who stated: 

Importantly Plan Melbourne also reinforces the importance that “activity centres have 
the capacity to continue to grow and diversify the range of activities they offer” (P37). 
Clearly, Berwick Springs has significant locational attributes (that it shares in common 
with the adjacent Eden Rise centre) that make it an attractive destination within its local 
catchment. In addition, it has the ability to intensify and further develop as the 
surrounding area matures19. 

Kameel further submitted that Plan Melbourne makes it clear that planning for activity centres 
is not just about planning for retail, a point reinforced by Mr Montebello.  Mr Peggie stated 
the current land use of Berwick Springs is reflective of a NAC. 

With respect to the extent to which Eden Rise currently performs the roles and function of a 
Medium NAC, as set out in the proposed Clause 21.05-7, in its closing submission Council 
submitted a useful summary. 

In its Part C submission, Council included a Table which demonstrated that Eden Rise currently 
performs two of the roles and functions of a Medium NAC as set out in the proposed Clause 
21.05-7, partially performs two and does not perform three (paragraph 4, Document 100). 

Net community benefit 

Ms Sharp submitted the proposal for Berwick Springs as a medium NAC generated a net 
community benefit, summarised as follows: 

• it will recognise existing uses for what they are 

• it provides a catalyst for appropriate future rezoning 

• it will facilitate a range of uses in Berwick Springs not currently permitted 

• it potentially provides choice, variety and competition 

• it will pave the way for development of a large undeveloped site 

• it will provide additional employment opportunities 

• it provides an opportunity for urban design improvements 

• it will provide stimulus for new public and private sector investment. 

Complement or compete 

With respect to whether development at Berwick Springs should complement or compete 
with Eden Rise, Ms Brennan quoted from a Panel Report for Yarra Ranges Amendment C103 
on a similar situation in Yarra Ranges some years ago.  These passages are not repeated here 
but they led Ms Brennan to conclude that any meaningful offer at Berwick Springs will not 
complement the offer at Eden Rise.  Under cross examination by Ms Brennan, Mr Stephens 
stated that competing uses are sometimes needed to meet consumer needs.  In responding 
to a question from the Panel, he further stated that centres can have both complementary 
and competing functions.  Mr Stephens stated that it would be inappropriate for Berwick 
Springs to operate as a standalone shopping centre, cut off from Eden Rise. 

 
19 Expert evidence of Mr Peggie, para 39 
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The Panel notes the submissions and evidence presented on the opportunities and challenges 
for the integration of the Eden Rise and Berwick Springs.  While this was not necessarily all 
focussed on the opportunities for two Medium NACs to be an aspiring Major MAC, the Panel 
discusses this further at Chapter 4.5. 

(iii) Discussion 

A starting point for the Panel is that the current position of Berwick Springs is not tenable in 
the medium term.  It has no clear role in the activity centre hierarchy; it comprises a mix of 
uses which would be found in some activity centres - but clearly not the comprehensive mix 
of uses expected in an activity centre; and is in the GRZ1 which is not appropriate for either 
its current role or if it was designated as an activity centre. 

A key driver in the Panel’s consideration of the designation of Berwick Springs as a Medium 
NAC is the strong emphasis by Council on the Strategy being an Activity Centre Strategy, not 
a Retail Strategy as it has previously been the focus.  This is more than just a consideration of 
what an appropriate mix of uses is for a centre, and more the need to ensure that appropriate 
employment creating uses are accommodated in line with the strategic 20-minute 
neighbourhood direction of Plan Melbourne. 

The Panel accepts that Berwick Springs has developed with a range of disparate ad hoc uses 
resulting from a number of permits for discretionary uses under the current zoning.  The Panel 
notes this history may not be the ideal way in which to advance to activity centre designation 
but notes that this is the way many activity centres have evolved over time.  The Panel agrees 
with Ms Sharp’s characterisation of the development to date as opportunistic.  The Panel 
agrees with Mr Peggie that what exists today is not insignificant in terms of floor space and 
that not acceding to the proposal for designation as a NAC is tantamount to ignoring what 
currently exists. 

The Panel does not accept that the proposal to designate Berwick Springs as a medium NAC 
has emerged out of ‘nowhere’.  It agrees with Council, Kameel and Mr Peggie that the proposal 
finds strategic support in the 2012 Review and the Charter Keck Cramer report which 
identified Berwick Springs as one of a small number of potential sites for a new NAC.  The 
Panel does not accept the evidence of Mr McGurn who stated that the proposal has no 
support in current policy.  While this is true that not all policy supports the proposed 
designation, the Panel agrees with Ms Sharp that that this is not surprising because current 
policy is based primarily on the now obsolete 2006 Retail Strategy.  The appropriate 
designation for Berwick Springs should be based on its potential future role, not just what is. 

The Panel accepts the argument of Ms Brennan that it is a big step up from no designation in 
the activity centre hierarchy to designation as a Medium NAC.  However, the Panel believes 
that it should accept such a step up if it can be justified.  In other words, the proposal should 
not be rejected on this basis alone. 

Further arguments both for and against the justification of Berwick Springs being designated 
as a Medium NAC were based around the role and function that such a NAC should play, or 
perhaps more importantly, the potential to play.  The Panel gives little weight in its 
considerations to arguments based on what exists now.  It sees as the more important criteria, 
the potential roles both Eden Rise and Berwick Springs may play in the future. 
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The Panel notes the submissions and evidence presented on the role and functions of NACs 
and the competing submissions about the extent to which both Eden Rise and Berwick Springs 
currently perform roles and functions set out in Table 1 at Clause 21.05-7.  The Panel agrees 
with Council that in order to be designated at a particular level in the hierarchy, not all roles 
and functions need to be present. 

The Panel accepts that Eden Rise has a number of non-retail functions and some limited 
capacity for more such uses.  However, it notes the plans for the current redevelopment 
presented at the Hearing focus on providing for a third supermarket, further emphasising its 
primary role as a retail centre.  The Panel is of the view that getting the role and function of 
Berwick Springs right is paramount to the future planning for the Berwick South precinct. 

The Panel understands that detailing the future role and function for Berwick Springs is 
appropriately undertaken in the context of a future strategic review and a potential rezoning 
of the site.  The Panel believes it would be remiss if it did not comment on aspects of this 
future role and function that have arisen through this process.  There seems little point in 
ignoring the important learnings from the significant work that has taken place through this 
current process and further discussion is provided in Chapter 4.6. 

The Panel notes submissions and evidence on the extent that Eden Rise and Berwick Springs 
should compete or play complementary roles.  The Panel notes the extracts from the Yarra 
Ranges C103 Panel Report quoted by Ms Brennan.  It agrees with the sentiments of that Panel 
and that significant duplication of functions across Eden Rise and Berwick Springs will not be 
helpful and could lead to fragmentation.  However, the Panel agrees with Mr Stephens that 
some duplication is required to meet consumer and economic needs. 

The Yarra Ranges C103 Panel concluded that a supermarket should not be prohibited in the 
emerging centre in that case.  The Panel agrees that supermarket should not be prohibited at 
Berwick Springs, but if the Woolworths proposal for locating at Eden Rise proceeds, it would 
appear unlikely that a further full-line supermarket would seek to locate at Berwick Springs in 
the short to medium term.  Woolworths appeared at the Hearing, but interestingly made it 
clear that it would not comment on its position on this issue, including its plans for Eden Rise. 

On balance, the Panel accepts that some competition between the two centres is appropriate 
and will assist in adding to the vibrancy of each centre.  However, it is of the view that future 
planning for Berwick Springs should focus on developing it as a centre that complements the 
primary retail role of Eden Rise rather than compete with it as another retail focussed centre. 

The Panel notes the submission on the extent to which there is a net community benefit 
associated with the proposal to designate Eden Rise/Berwick Springs as a Medium NAC.  The 
Panel accepts there are some disbenefits associated with the proposal, such as the risk of 
duplication of functions, the difficulties of physical integration (which are explored in Chapter 
4.5), that Berwick Springs currently has a strong focus on take away food, and the strip nature 
of the Berwick Springs development along Clyde Road means it is not a particularly walkable 
centre.  While not necessarily agreeing with every benefit listed by Ms Sharp, on balance the 
Panel agrees that there will be a net community benefit from the proposal to designate 
Berwick Springs as a medium NAC. 

Based on the arguments set out above, the Panel concludes that Berwick Springs should be 
designated as a Medium NAC in the Strategy. 
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Council suggested that a Comprehensive Development Zone for Berwick Springs could be its 
appropriate zoning.  Other submitters and witnesses made other suggestions ranging from 
C1Z to Mixed Use Zone.  The future zoning of this precinct is a matter for Council and for a 
process subsequent to this one.  Further strategic work in a properly developed Structure Plan 
needs to be undertaken prior to that process to ensure that the future role and function of 
the centre is clearly articulated and that the zoning proposed allows for that role and function 
to be effectively implemented.  It is not the role of this Panel to comment on the appropriate 
zone for Berwick Springs. 

(iv) Conclusions 

The Panel concludes: 

• Berwick Springs has appropriate policy support be designated as a Medium NAC. 

• Berwick Springs has the potential to broaden its range of uses which will in turn reinforce 
that it performs roles and functions appropriate to designation as a NAC. 

• The focus of development at Berwick Springs should be on functions which complement 
the retail focus of Eden Rise. 

• Uses which compete with Eden Rise should not be prohibited at Berwick Springs but they 
should play a very minor role in supporting the complementary focus of the NAC. 

• Designating Berwick Springs as a Medium NAC will generate a net community benefit. 

• The designation of Berwick Springs as a Medium NAC in the Strategy is supported. 

4.4 Economic need for a NAC at Berwick Springs 

(i) The issues 

The key issues to be resolved are: 

• whether there is a demonstrated economic need for a Medium NAC at Berwick Springs 

• the appropriate anchor uses for Berwick Springs 

• whether a medium NAC would have unacceptable adverse impact on Eden Rise. 

(ii) Evidence and submissions 

Economic need for Berwick Springs to be designated a medium NAC 

Kameel submitted: 

The economic justification for this Amendment is principally provided in the SGS 
Assessment and is supported by the evidence of Mr Szafraniec.  Council has already 
provided detailed submissions with regard to these.  Kameel supports these 
submissions.20 

Mr Szafraniec’s evidence concluded: 

Given the quantum of existing uses in that location and its proximity directly adjacent to 
Eden Rise it was recommended the ‘area should be reviewed holistically and a long 
term plan to integrate the two centres and apply an appropriate zone(s) over the area 
should be investigated.’  This combined centre would then have an existing floor space 
of 24,530 square metres (including 15,520 at Eden Rise and 9,010 at Berwick Springs) 
and a potential floorspace of 41,070 square metres by 2036 (including 16,540 additional 
square metres based on the optimal centre roll out analysis for Eden Rise).21 

 
20 Submission by Kameel, para 86 
21 Expert evidence of Mr Szafraniec, para 119 
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Mr Szafraniec gave evidence that the focus of the SGS Report had been on sub-regions within 
Casey, not individual centres.  Eden Rise and Berwick Springs fall within the Berwick South 
sub-region. 

Charbury, supported by the evidence of Mr Duane, were critical of the retail needs analysis 
undertaken by Mr Szafraniec and reported in the SGS Report.  Ms Brennan submitted: 

Within the Executive Summary of the SGS Report, the Optimal Rollout Map, 
demonstrates future capacity and demand for floorspace, developed using a gravity 
model.  Relevantly, it shows only demand for retail floorspace on the Eden Rise site, 
with no demand for retail facilities indicated in the Berwick Springs out of centre area.  
Based on the SGS Report there is no demand for additional commercial (including retail) 
floor space for the Berwick sub-region and no shortage of employment floorspace 
capacity at Eden Rise to meet the demand allocated by the SGS Report to the Eden 
Rise NAC.22 

Mr Duane summarised his assessment of the SGS Report by concluding the analysis 
substantially overstated the demand for retail floorspace at a city wide and consequently at 
centre level.  Mr Duane supported his claim of an over-supply of retail floorspace by stating 
the current supply of retail floorspace in Casey is 2.5 square metres per capita rising to 3.0 
square metres per capita by 2036.  He gave evidence that the typical provision of retail 
floorspace in Australia is 2.2 to 2.3 square metres per capita.  He concluded that the floorspace 
provision rate used by SGS resulted in too much floorspace being allocated to individual 
centres. 

Mr Duane undertook an independent trade area analysis which allowed him to project 
available retail expenditure to 2041, but he did not attempt to attribute this to particular 
centres to ascertain the floorspace the available expenditure might support.  He expanded on 
this analysis to examine likely demand for supermarket and Discount Department Store (DDS) 
floorspace. 

Mr Duane observed the SGS Report projected 32,800 square metres of floorspace at Eden Rise 
in an “optimal centre roll-out” but no floorspace for Berwick Springs.  He concluded this level 
of floorspace was very high. 

In competing evidence, Mr Stephens reminded the Panel that the SGS Report was a high level 
assessment and that it would be inappropriate for a broad strategic assessment such as this 
deal with centre specific issues.  He stated: 

… it is also true that SGS report never purports for the retail floorspace forecasts to be 
the basis for specific targets or allocations, either by centre or across the hierarchy, to 
be sought by policy23. 

Mr Stephens did not comment directly on whether the SGS Report overestimated floor space 
requirements as he did not undertake an independent analysis of this.  However, he 
emphasised there was a broader focus on employment floorspace, not just retail floorspace.  
He acknowledged under cross examination by Ms Brennan that he had not undertaken any 
independent analysis to demonstrate that there is a need for more floorspace at Berwick 
Springs. 

Under cross examination by Ms Brennan, Mr Szafraniec acknowledged there is an ample 
supply of employment floor space in the Berwick South sub-region. 

 
22 Submission by Charbury, para 44 
23 Expert evidence of Mr Stephens, para 2.42 
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Anchor uses for Berwick Springs 

At the Hearing, there was considerable emphasis on the need for uses that might typically 
anchor a NAC or a MAC, specifically supermarkets or a DDS. 

Submissions and evidence were presented on the need for a supermarket to anchor a NAC.  
Ms Brennan submitted there is at best, very limited potential for a supermarket and indeed a 
DDS to locate at Berwick Springs.  Failing this, she submitted that it would be unlikely that 
there would be any core retail tenant to anchor any development at Berwick Springs.  Under 
cross examination by Ms Brennan, Mr Stephens stated that a supermarket or other large 
format store is not needed in an activity centre.  In response to questioning by Mr Montebello 
on possible uses that might locate at Berwick Springs, Mr Duane acknowledged the message 
of the SGS Report was not just about retail, but also other employment floorspace uses.  Under 
further questioning, he stated it was less common not to have a supermarket in a NAC or 
activity centre. 

Mr Montebello submitted that a supermarket anchor was not essential and highlighted some 
NACs that do not have a full line supermarket. 

Ms Brennan submitted that Council’s position on this was inconsistent with its own policy, 
which she noted Clause 22.01-3 promotes supermarkets as anchors to NACs. 

Currently there is a full-line supermarket (Coles) and an Aldi at Eden Rise.  Charbury submitted 
plans at the Hearing for redevelopment of Eden Rise to accommodate a second full-line 
supermarket, which it submitted would be Woolworths.  Ms Brennan tabled a letter from 
Woolworths acknowledging that it had entered a Heads of Agreement to locate at Eden Rise 
(Document 99).  She further submitted: 

The findings of the work undertaken by Charter Keck Cramer were clear that three 
supermarkets are supportable in the Berwick South catchment in 2021; taking into 
account the Berwick Waterways centre and the current application for redevelopment 
of Eden Rise which includes a Woolworths’ supermarket, another supermarket in the 
area is not supportable24. 

This submission was supported by the evidence of Mr Duane who stated that a population of 
8,000 to 9,000 people is normally required to support a supermarket, and on this basis, six 
supermarkets could be supported in the trade area of Eden Rise.  With the proposed 
development of Woolworths at Eden Rise, the justified six stores would be provided and there 
was no justification for a further store at Berwick Springs. 

Mr Stephens did not comment directly on the supermarket issue other than to point out that 
it is policy not to support standalone supermarkets. 

Mr Duane undertook a detailed analysis of the location of DDSs in the trade area surrounding 
Eden Rise as part of his assessment to ascertain the likelihood of a DDS anchoring retail 
development at Berwick Springs.  He stated the typical DDS provision was one store to every 
40,000 to 50,000 people.  He provided information on existing DDS locations and concluded 
that on this basis, a further DDS might theoretically be supported in Eden Rise/Berwick 
Springs. 

Mr Duane acknowledged that a DDS was not likely to be able to be accommodated on the 
Eden Rise site, but in his analysis, it was very unlikely that one would choose to locate at 

 
24 Submission by Charbury, para 56 
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Berwick Springs.  He noted the main reason for this assessment was that the sector is facing 
tough trading conditions and is contracting, rather than expanding.  He cited the recent 
decision by Target to close a number of stores.  He acknowledged that Berwick Springs might 
attract mini-majors, medical facilities or a large format take away liquor stores to complement 
the existing tavern. 

Under cross examination by Ms Brennan, Mr Szafraniec disagreed that there was no prospect 
for a DDS locating at Eden Rise. 

Economic impact on Eden Rise 

Charbury submitted that retail development at Berwick Springs has the potential to 
undermine Eden Rise: 

The proposed inclusion of the Berwick Springs strip within the activity centre hierarchy 
has the potential to fragment and diminish the retail performance of Eden Rise and 
undermine the integrity of the hierarchy within the wider municipality.25 

Ms Brennan submitted that Eden Rise has consistently had retail vacancies which have 
increased as the retail market has become more competitive.  Mr Duane did not assess any 
possible impact on Eden Rise, which the Panel acknowledges would have been difficult in the 
absence of a specific proposal. 

Under cross examination by Ms Sharp, Mr Szafraniec stated that designating Berwick Springs 
as a Medium NAC will not undermine Eden Rise.  This was further reinforced by Mr Stephens 
under cross examination by Mr Montebello. 

Mr Stephens noted that the owners of Eden Rise state on their web site that Eden Rise is one 
of Victoria’s most successful neighbourhood shopping centres. 

(iii) Discussion 

The Panel is of the opinion that economic impact can be viewed not only as whether there is 
a demonstrated need to support a particular proposal, but also whether there is likely to be 
any unacceptably large trading impact on existing centres. 

The Panel is unable to draw any firm conclusion on the economic need for designating Berwick 
Springs as a Medium NAC.  The evidence of Mr Szafraniec shows a potential floor space of 
41,070 square metres by 2036, based on existing floor space in Berwick Springs and Eden Rise 
and a capacity at Eden Rise of a further 16,450 square metres.  There is no specific mention of 
potential capacity at Berwick Springs.  However, this is not particularly surprising as the focus 
of the 2017 analysis was on sub-regions rather than particular centres.  It is not appropriate 
to criticise Mr Szafraniec for this approach, as his approach was high level strategic. 

Mr Duane’s approach was to use per capita retail floorspace provision rates to show the 
potential over provision based on average provision rates across the country.  It appears that 
the floor space provision rates he derived at the municipality level are on the high side.  
However, there is little basis to conclude from these that there will necessarily be an over 
provision if Berwick Springs is designated as a Medium NAC.  The focus of Mr Duane’s 
approach was on the provision of supermarkets and a DDS in the trade area. 

 
25 Submission by Charbury, para 80 
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With respect to the likelihood that either a full line supermarket or DDS would anchor Berwick 
Springs, the Panel accepts that this is unlikely in the short term.  This observation assumes 
that Woolworths will locate at Eden Rise (Document 99).  If they do not, that could change the 
situation.  There is no evidence that a third full-line supermarket will be justified in the Berwick 
South precinct in the short term.  The Panel accepts Mr Duane’s assessment of the potential 
for a DDS to locate in either Eden Rise or Berwick Springs.  Without major two storey 
redevelopment, there does not appear to be additional space at Eden Rise.  There is clearly 
space at Berwick Springs, but the Panel agrees there is strong evidence of contraction in at 
least some parts of the DDS sector. 

The likely impact on Eden Rise of any retail development at Berwick Springs was supported by 
the evidence by Mr Duane.  The Panel recognises this is not surprising, because without the 
existence of a specific proposal, such analysis would be at best, speculative.  The Panel does 
not place a great deal of weight on Ms Brennan’s claim on recent retail vacancies.  Even 
strongly performing centres will have some vacancies as a result of tenant turnover and there 
was no suggestion that the vacancies at Eden Rise have been abnormally high.  There was no 
suggestion that Eden Rise is facing trading difficulties.  The Panel notes the anecdotal 
information from the centre owner’s web site quoted by Mr Stephens, together with the 
Panel’s own observations that suggest Eden Rise is trading well.  There was certainly no 
evidence presented of likely unacceptable adverse impacts. 

(iv) Conclusions 

The Panel concludes: 

• No conclusive evidence was presented that there is currently, or will be in the forecast 
period, a shortage of employment floorspace in the Berwick South sub-region. 

• No evidence was presented that lead the Panel to conclude that designating Berwick 
Springs as a Medium NAC will have an unacceptable trading impact on Eden Rise. 

4.5 An aspirational MAC for Eden Rise/Berwick Springs 

(i) The issues 

The key issue to be resolved is: 

•  whether the Scheme should recognise Eden Rise/Berwick Springs as an aspiring MAC. 

(ii) Evidence and submissions 

Council submitted: 

That the aspiration is that both these centres should combine to form one MAC and 
bring about significant advantages to the community through an increased offer of 
goods and services and significantly more employment.26 

It further submitted this position was supported and came directly from the SGS Report. 

However, Council acknowledged in its Part B submission that the aspirational status afforded 
to the combined centres in the Strategy was as much an advocacy tool as it is a strategy. 

 
26 Council Part B submission, para 183 
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Kameel supported the policy aspiration for designation as a MAC.  This position was supported 
by both Mr Peggie and Mr Stephens.  In supporting the designation Mr Peggie stated: 

I consider that there is distinct merit in aspiring to such a designation.  The concept of 
considering the two centres of Berwick Springs and Eden Rise as a broader entity is not an 
original concept of the 2019 strategy alone.  In fact, the now redundant 2012 Activity Areas 
and Non-Residential Uses Strategy (as adopted by Casey Council and prepared by Ratio 
Consultants) provided clear policy direction to prepare a consolidated structure plan for the 
Berwick South (Berwick Springs)/ Eden Rise Large Neighbourhood Activity Area. 27 

Aspirational status was opposed by Charbury, which submitted the Amendment remove all 
references to Eden Rise/Berwick Springs potentially functioning as a MAC.  This position was 
supported by Mr Duane.  He based his opinion on the floorspace that a combined Eden 
Rise/Berwick Springs would currently provide, which he stated would be lower than the 
30,000 square metres currently provided at the nearest MAC, Casey Central. 

The potential for both physical and economic integration of Eden Rise/Berwick Springs was a 
further focus of submissions and evidence. 

In its Part C submission, Council acknowledged that the two centres will always be separated 
by major multi-lane roads, but the notion that they could serve complementary functions was 
more important than a focus on integration.  Council submitted: 

As part of our arguments we cross examined Mr Duane and Mr McGurn on the centre 
and how it could complement Eden Rise whether as either a single or dual centres.  
That is an entirely logical line of questioning.  The answers to the questions make the 
point that together (whether as one or two centres) the combined offering to the 
community is better than what it can be with the current state of affairs given the its 
practical limitations on Eden Rise in terms of future expansions28 

Council gave examples of other MACs in metropolitan Melbourne which are bisected by major 
arterial roads. 

Kameel acknowledged the road separation between the two centres was not ideal but argued 
that there is support in the Scheme for giving greater priority to pedestrians.  This was 
supported by Mr Peggie who opined: 

Whilst I consider that the arterial road network is a current barrier to some degree, I 
note that this is not an issue that is isolated to this centre alone, with both Berwick 
and Cranbourne activity centres having similar issues.  The concept of Berwick 
Springs and Eden Rise ultimately being considered holistically as a consolidated 
Berwick South Central Major Activity Centre will be more achievable if pedestrian and 
cyclists are given greater priority and greater amenity.29 

Mr Peggie reinforced this point in the presentation of his evidence, stating there was an 
opportunity to engage with the road authority on this matter.  He further stated that an 
aspiring MAC was in his view broad a “sound strategic intent”. 

As to economic integration, Charbury submitted there was no apparent economic rationale 
for the proposed integration.  Mr Duane focussed his evidence on the likely inability of Berwick 
Springs to attract an appropriate anchor tenant that he said, would be needed for the 
combined centres to function as a MAC. 

 
27 Expert evidence of Mr Peggie, para 50 
28 Council Part C submission, para 30 
29 Expert evidence of Mr Peggie, para 22 
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(iii) Discussion 

The Panel is concerned about the opportunity for the physical and economic integration of 
the two centres.  It acknowledges consideration of integration is not just about the 
aspirational MAC status proposed by Council.  Integration, both physically and in an economic 
sense is relevant to the extent both centres can operate with complementary functions where 
multipurpose trips would require visiting both centres. 

The Panel agrees with Council that the road network is and will continue to be a physical 
barrier that will likely result in little, if any pedestrian movement between the two centres.  
The location of the tavern on the north west corner of the intersection increases the physical 
distance between retail uses.  While understanding the increased priority given to pedestrian 
movements in planning, the Panel finds it hard to accept Mr Peggie’s view that the road 
authority could be convinced to give any significantly useful priority to pedestrians at this very 
busy intersection such that better physical integration could be achieved.  The Panel is 
prepared to accept that if Berwick Springs is able to attract appropriate development, these 
two centres may be able to operate as centres which have competing elements, but which 
have complementary elements such that it can be viewed as a single centre. 

As to the combined centres being designated as an aspirational MAC in the Strategy, the Panel 
notes Council’s acknowledgment that this is as much an advocacy position as it is strategy.  
The Panel notes that designating any centre as a MAC is a decision taken at State level.  While 
the Panel understands the position taken by Council, it does not believe that it is its role to 
comment on advocacy positions adopted by Council and consequently does not make a 
recommendation on this.  However, when considering the potential for a MAC the Panel has 
concerns including the fragmented nature of the centres, the overall size of the land available 
and the ‘strip’ nature of much of Berwick Springs. 

(iv) Conclusions 

The Panel concludes: 

• There are significant limits on the extent to which physical integration of Eden Rise and 
Berwick Springs can be achieved. 

• Economic integration where Berwick Springs complements the retail focus of Eden Rise is 
an acceptable objective. 

• Designating the combined Eden Rise and Berwick Springs as an aspiring MAC is an 
advocacy position adopted by Council and the Panel makes no recommendation on this. 

4.6 Future role and function of the Berwick Springs Medium NAC 

Due to the extent of submissions and evidence at the Hearing, the Panel believes it 
appropriate to provide some commentary on the future role and function of the Berwick 
Springs Medium NAC.  In doing so, the Panel recognises that further development of this NAC 
should be the focus of further strategic work.  If the Panel did not set out what has been 
learned about the appropriate role and function for a future Medium NAC at Berwick Springs, 
it is inevitable that others may interpret aspects of this report as input into future strategic 
work and processes.  Therefore, the Panel believes it is appropriate to set out what it believes 
are the major learnings going forward for the Berwick Springs NAC. 
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These include: 

• Berwick Springs should not be developed as a traditional retail focussed NAC that 
competes with Eden Rise. 

• Supermarket should not be a prohibited use. 

• If a third full-line supermarket establishes at Eden Rise, at most Berwick Springs could 
accommodate a small supermarket in the medium term. 

• There should be a strong focus on establishing uses at Berwick Springs that complement 
the retail focus of Eden Rise.  This is not to say that there should not be some retail uses 
that offer competition.  It is not the role of planning to manage competition but rather to 
establish frameworks in which competition occurs. 

• There appears little prospect in the short to medium term of establishing Berwick Springs 
as a DDS anchored centre. 

• The site could be explored to provide a wide range of employment generating uses, 
including office development co-locating with increased residential development.  
However, this would need to be some distance away from the tavern which operates 20 
hours each day, and which includes the State mandated maximum number of gaming 
machines.  This will impose some constraint on uses adjoining the tavern. 

• Alternatively, it may be an appropriate site for traditional homemaker uses. 

• While an appropriate anchor tenant is desirable in facilitating the development of a 
Medium NAC, the focus should be on identifying anchor uses other than a supermarket 
or a DDS. 

• Any development at Berwick Springs should not be premised on close physical integration 
of Berwick Springs and Eden Rise, as pedestrian trips between the two centres will be 
limited. 

• A Structure Plan in accordance with PPN58 should be prepared that involves community 
consultation to properly plan for the NAC. 
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5 Site specific issues 

A number of submissions referred to issues related to specific activity centres and sites. 

5.1 Fountain Gate 

The owner of this centre, Scentre Group raised the following issues with respect to the 
Fountain Gate Metropolitan Activity Centre: 

• the appropriateness of floor area targets for non-retail uses in centres in the various levels 
in the activity centre hierarchy 

• the Strategy fails to acknowledge the need for short, medium and longer term aspirations 
for the longer term development of the Fountain Gate activity centre. 

The first of these issues is addressed in Chapter 3. 

Scentre Group submitted the proposed Clause 22.01-5 fails to acknowledge the need for short, 
medium and long term aspirations for the Fountain Gate Narre Warren Metropolitan Activity 
Centre.  It submitted: 

Staged aspirations are a way to manage expectations around achieving the 
performance measures within council policy, of which is influenced by market demands 
which will change with the maturing of the activity centre over time.30 

Scentre Group made no specific suggested changes to Amendment documentation to address 
this issue. 

Council did not respond to this issue and the Panel notes this can be addressed as the Strategy 
is implemented. 

5.2 Lynbrook Village 

Urbis, on behalf of Lynbrook Pty Ltd, the owners of a site at 760 South Gippsland Highway 
Lynbrook, raised the following issue with respect to the Lynbrook NAC: 

• given site constraints, whether the site should be designated for commercial 
development and as such included within the Strategy. 

Lynbrook submitted the site is within a 500 metre Environment Protection Authority buffer 
surrounding the Hampton Park Recovery Precinct and that as such, its current zoning as GRZ 
is inappropriate because sensitive uses such as housing are not supported.  Lynbrook 
submitted that Council had previously indicated its support for rezoning the site.  It submitted 
omission of the site from the Strategy would hinder its efforts to secure a rezoning for the site. 

Lynbrook advised it currently has three live planning permit applications on the site 
(PlnA00329/19 - Hotel, PlnA00328/19 – Convenience Restaurant, PlnA00705/19 – Medical 
Centre). 

Lynbrook submitted that because of the constraints on the future uses on the site, it should 
be considered as a future commercial precinct and include in the Strategy as such. 
  

 
30 Scentre Group submission p3 
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Council submitted that: 

The Lynbrook and Lyndhurst Development Plan identifies this land as commercial, but 
not as an activity centre (which are identified separately).  Should the land-owner seek 
to rezone this land, separate investigations will need to be undertaken into the 
appropriate land uses and therefore zone.31 

Council further indicated that no analysis of future floorspace needs related to the site had 
been undertaken as part of the Strategy.  Council further observed the Strategy only 
recognised activity centres and not necessarily all commercial land where such developments 
that can exist outside activity centres.  Council opposed any change to the Strategy or 
Amendment documentation. 

The Panel was not provided with any further information about this site, such as its size and 
its location with respect to existing or proposed activity centres.  For this reason and because 
of the lack of any analysis upon which the Panel might consider the future designation of the 
site, it agrees with Council and proposes no change to the Strategy or other Amendment 
documentation. 

5.3 Cranbourne Park Shopping Centre 

ISPT Pty Ltd and Vicinity Centres own the Cranbourne Park Shopping Centre, part of the 
Cranbourne MAC. 

ISPT and Vicinity Centres support Council’s position with respect to the centre becoming an 
aspirational Metropolitan Activity Centre. 

Consistent with the position taken in respect of aspirational designation given to Eden Rise 
and Berwick Springs, the Panel makes no comment or recommendation on what was 
acknowledged by Council to be an advocacy position with respect to this designation. 

ISPT and Vicinity Centres further submitted some proposed wording and other changes to 
exhibited policy, these are addressed in Chapter 6. 

5.4 193 Golf Links Road, Narre Warren 

Ratio on behalf of Reech Pty Ltd raised the following issue with respect to its site at 193 Golf 
Links Road, Narre Warren: 

• the appropriate recognition in the Strategy and the Scheme of land at 193 Golf Links Road, 
Narre Warren. 

Reech submitted: 

… that Clause 21.24-5 (Narre Warren Local Area Map) of the exhibited documents be 
updated to ensure consistency with the Casey Planning Scheme as gazetted following 
Amendment C198 regarding the following 

- Show the part of 193 Golf Links Road, Narre Warren located within the General 
Residential Zone – Schedule 1 as a residential area 

- A notation be included on the Local Area Map designating the same area as a 
higher density housing site. 

 
31 Council table of responses to submissions – response to submission 7 
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In addition to the above we submit that Clause 21.10 (Berwick Southern Area) of the 
exhibited documents be updated to reference the approval of the Berwick Waterways 
PSP or indicate the activity centre which was included as part of Amendment C188.32 

Council responded to Reechs’ submission, stating: 

In response to submission 1 (Reech Pty Ltd) and to reflect the approved Amendment 
C198.  This should now be reflected in the final Amendment C258 documentation. 

These changes were made as a part of C198, but that amendment hadn’t been gazetted 
at the time C258 was exhibited.33 

The Panel accepts the Council response and notes that most of the changes requested by 
Reech appear to fall outside the scope of what was specifically exhibited for this Amendment, 
that is for the purpose of implementing the Strategy.  The Panel has perused these changes 
and is of the view that no person or entity other than the submitter is likely to be impacted by 
the requested changes and therefore has no issue to these changes being implemented. 

The Panel has not assessed these changes against the Panel Reports of Amendments C188 
and C198. 

The requested change directly relevant to this Amendment is to include Berwick Waterways 
as an Activity Centre (not specified) in the Amendment documentation.  No detail was 
provided by Council or Reech what specific changes were required.  The Panel has no issue to 
appropriate changes being made, but these are matters for Council to take further.  The Panel 
does not make a recommendation in this regard. 

 
32 Supplementary submission by Reech Doc 84, p1 
33 Council Part C submission para 72 
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6 Proposed changes to the Amendment 

As part of the Amendment, Council proposed to make changes to the following: 

• Casey Activity Centre Strategy 2019 

• Clause 21.05 Economic Development 

• Clause 22.01 Retail policy 

• Clause 22.02 Non-residential uses in residential and future residential areas 

• other minor changes to Clause 21. 

Council addressed issues raised by submitters in its: 

• Report to Council (3 March 2020) 

• Part A Submission (Document 43) 

• Repeated in its Part B submission (Document 85) 

• Updated and slightly added to in its Part C submission (Document 100). 

This Chapter addresses the proposed substantive changes recommended by Council and 
submitters in response to  submissions and evidence. 

6.1 Activity Centre Strategy 

In its Part C submission, Council indicated that Attachment 6.2.3 to the Report to Council for 
its 3 March 2020 meeting listed a number of changes to the Strategy.  The attachment listed 
11 changes, most of which were described as inconsequential or corrections.  One was 
described as a change to the Strategy, but not altering the direction of it.  The changes were 
mainly minor changes to wording, addition of clarifying sentences, changes to headings and 
captions and addition of a Strategy 7.8.  There was no discussion about these at the Hearing, 
nor were they raised by any submitter.  While the changes are not listed, the Panel has 
reviewed and supports these changes. 

Charbury submitted the Amendment documentation be altered to remove all reference to 
Berwick Springs as a Medium NAC and the combined Eden Rise and Berwick Springs as an 
aspirational MAC, supported by the evidence of Mr McGurn.  Consistent with its discussion 
and conclusions in Chapters 4.3 and 4.5, the Panel does not support this submission and 
evidence. 

6.2 Proposed changes to Clause 21 and Clause 22 

(i) Clause 21 

The proposed changes to Clause 21, the Council response and the Panel recommendations 
are based on Council’s Part A submission version, supplemented with Council’s final position 
in its Part C submission (Document 100), as set out in Table 2. 

The Panel would have included the relevant Clauses as a combined document in an appendix 
to this report but the revised system of drafting and amending controls through the 
Amendment Tracking System makes it too convoluted and unworkable.  Therefore, the 
changes to Clause 21 from the Council Part A submission are not listed in the Appendix as has 
been past practice.  As previously mentioned, the Panel used Council’s Part A submission, 
Attachment 3 as its base document for the purposes of this Hearing. 
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Table 2 Proposed changes to Clause 21, subsequent to Council’s Part A submission 

Submission Council response 
Panel 
Recommendation 

Clause 21.03 – Settlement and housing 

Woolworths submitted that the last 
dot point under the heading policy 
in 21.03-3 be changed to further 
spell out the intent of this aspect of 
policy. 

Council rejected this on the grounds 
that its proposed wording faithfully in 
the Strategy. 

Agree with Council. 

Clause 21.05 – Economic Development 

ISPT submitted that wording in 
Table 1 of Clause 21.05-7 be 
strengthened to discourage large 
format supermarkets in restricted 
retail precincts. 

Council agreed to support this intent 
by adding a new Strategy (3.10) to 
Clause 21.05-4. 

Agree with Council. 

Clause 21.15 – Cranbourne 

ISPT submitted that wording 
changes be made to reflect the 
aspirational status of the 
Cranbourne MAC. 

Council agreed to amend the fifth 
bullet point in Clause 21.15-2 and to 
add a further strategy at in the third 
dot point of Clause 21.15-3. 

For reasons outlined in 
Chapters 4.5 and 5.3, the 
Panel makes no 
recommendation on the 
recommended change to 
Clause 21.15-2 and the 
first part of Clause 21.15-
3.  The Panel notes the 
third Strategy under 
Clause 21.15-3 
adequately deals with 
consistency with the 
Cranbourne Town Centre 
Plan. 

Clause 21.24 – Narre Warren 

Reech submitted that changes 
should be made to reflect the now 
approved Amendment C198 as it 
applies to its land at 193 Golf Links 
Road Narre Warren. 

Council agreed update clause 21.24 to 
show the subject land as zoned 
residential and to designate the land 
for medium density development. 

Lack of clarity on where 
this land, so while not 
disagreeing with the 
Reech submission and 
Council position, no 
recommendation made. 

(ii) Clause 22.01 Activity centres policy 

The proposed changes to Clause 22.01, the Council response and the Panel recommendations 
are based on Council’s Part A submission version, supplemented with Council’s final position 
in its Part C submission (Document 100), as set out in Table 3. 
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Table 3 Proposed changes to Clause 22.01, subsequent to Council’s Part A submission 

Submitter Council response 
Panel 
Recommendation 

Clause 22.01-5 

Scentre group opposed the 
proposed wording of the policy and 
proposed changed wording, 
Woolworths suggested similar 
changes. 

Council agreed to amended wording 
proposed by Scentre but rejected 
further changes suggested by 
Woolworths. 

Agree with Council. 

Scentre and Woolworths submitted 
that Table 1 which sets out the 
proposed non-retail floor area 
targets for each level in the activity 
centre hierarchy be deleted. 

Council rejected this as it considers 
this would undermine the broad intent 
of this clause. 

Agree with Council. 

Woolworths submitted that 
reference to “ceiling heights” be 
deleted from the first dot point 
under policy. 

Council rejected this on the basis that 
supermarkets are a good candidate for 
re-use. 

Agree with Council. 

Clause 22.01-6 

Woolworths submitted that change 
be made to reflect the impact of 
technological change on centres. 

Council agreed to add the word 
‘technology’. 

Agree with Council, the 
Objective to Clause 
22.01-6 be changed to 
read “to support the on-
going economic viability 
of activity centres across 
the network, having 
regard to evolving 
technology, retail and 
commercial trends”. 

Woolworths proposed that a 
further policy be added to reflect 
the changed objective. 

Council responded that the change in 
the objective which it has agreed to is 
sufficient. 

Agree with Council. 

Woolworths submitted that the 
word “Medium” when referring to 
NACs be deleted. 

Council rejected this. Panel agrees with Council 
as this is consistent with 
the refinement of NACs 
as “local” or “medium”. 

6.3 Recommendations 

The Panel recommends: 

 Amend the Casey Activity Centre Strategy 2019 to include the 11 minor changes 
adopted by Council at its meeting of 3 March 2020 and included as Attachment 6.2.3 
to the report to that meeting. 

 Adopt the changes included in Council’s Part A submission as these relate to the 
following Clauses: 

a) Clause 21.01: Regional Context map 
b) Clause 21.02: Strategic Framework Plan, subject to Recommendation 4 
c) Clause 21.03-3: Objective 2.8 
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d) Clause 21.05-7: the end-note to Table 1 (noting the spelling error of the word 
‘outcome’) 

e) Clause 21.10-5: Berwick Southern Area Local Area Map 
f) Clause 21.24-5: Narre Warren Local Area Map 
g) Clause 22.01-5: Employment in Activity Centres 
h) Clause 22.01-7: Great places for people. 

 Review the Strategic Framework Plan at Clause 21.02-6 to ensure it accurately 
reflects all current and future Activity Centres. 

 Insert the following new Strategy 3.10 at Clause 21.05-4: “Discourage supermarkets 
and other non-restricted retail uses from establishing in restricted retail precincts and 
other designated employment areas outside Metropolitan, Major and 
Neighbourhood Activity Centres”. 

 Amend the Objective at Clause 22.01-6 to read: “To support the on-going economic 
viability of activity centres across the network, having regard to evolving technology, 
retail and commercial trends”. 
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Appendix A Submitters to the Amendment 
 

No. Submitter 

1 Reech Pty Ltd 

2 South East Water 

3 Mr Glazebrook 

4 Cardinia Shire Council 

5 Ms Snook 

6 Scentre Group 

7 Urbis Pty Ltd for BC Lynbrook Pty Ltd 

8 ISPT Pty Ltd and Vicinity Centres 

9 Charbury Pty Ltd 

10 Kaufland Australia 

11 VicRoads 

12 Environmental Protection Authority Victoria 

13 Woolworths Ltd (Regional Head Office) 

14 Country Fire Authority 

15 Kameel Pty Ltd 
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Appendix B Parties to the Panel Hearing 
 

Submitter Represented by 

Casey City Council Terry Montebello and Briana Eastaugh of Maddocks 
Lawyers, with Daniel Borton and Bryan Colbourne of 
Council, who called expert evidence on: 

− Retail economics from Julian Szafraniec of SGS 
Economics and Planning 

Charbury Pty Ltd Susan Brennan SC with Carly Robertson of Counsel, 
instructed by Hugh Smythe of SJB Planning who called 
expert evidence on: 

− Retail economics from Gavin Duane of Location IQ 

− Planning from Stuart McGurn of Urbis 

Kameel Pty Ltd Jane Sharp of Counsel instructed by Sarah North of Reeds 
Consulting who called expert evidence on: 

− Retail economics from Sean Stephens of Ethos Urban 

− Planning from Tim Peggie of Ethos Urban 

ISPT Pty Ltd and Vicinity Centres  Rhodie Anderson and Gemma Robinson of Rigby Cooke 
Lawyers 

Woolworths Group Jonathon Fetterplace of A Different City Pty Ltd 
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Appendix C Document list 

No. Date Description Presented by 

1 5/03/2020 Full Amendment Clauses, Exhibition, 16 October 2019 Mr Borton, City of 
Casey 

2 “ Full Amendment Clauses – Exhibition, showing 
changes, 16 October 2019 

“ 

3 “ Explanatory Report Exhibition “ 

4 “ Draft Casey Activity Centres Strategy, 2 April 2019 “ 

5 “ City of Casey Activity Centres Strategy Action Plan 
2019 Final 

“ 

6 “ Submissions, 5 March 2020 “ 

7 “ List of Submitter Details “ 

8 “ Casey Activity Centres Retail and Other Employment 
Floorspace Assessment (SGS Economics and Planning), 
November 2017, Final 

“ 

9 “ Activity Centres Strategy Background Paper (2019)  “ 

10 “ Council Agenda, Officers Report, 3 March 2020 “ 

11 “ Submissions issues and position at Panel “ 

12 “ Proposed edits to Activity Centre Strategy, post 
exhibition 

“ 

13 “ Draft text to potentially address non-retail use in 
special zones, Mr Borton, 7 January 2019 

“ 

14 25/03/2020 Correspondence from Panel, Directions Hearing Letter Ms Mitchell, Chair 

15 31/03/2020 Late submission, Kameel Pty Ltd (Submission 15) Mr Borton  

16 7/04/2020 Correspondence from Planning Property Partners on 
withdrawal of Kaufland Submission 

Mr Borton  

17 16/04/2020 Correspondence from Panel, Supplementary 
Directions Hearing letter  

Ms Mitchell 

18 20/04/2020 Correspondence from Kameel Pty Ltd Submission to 
Panel  

Ms North, Reeds 
Consulting Pty Ltd 

19 21/04/2020 Charbury Pty Ltd letter, request for deferment of 
proceedings 

Mr Smyth, SJB 
Planning,  

20 23/04/2020 Correspondence from Panel  Ms Mitchell 

21 29/04/2020 Extracts of Covid-19 Omnibus Act Ms Brennan SC  

22 4/05/2020 Correspondence from Panel, Directions and Hearing 
Timetable (version 1) and Distribution List 

Ms Mitchell 

23 6/05/2020 Letter from Council circulating material previously 
provided to Panel and other material 

Mr Montebello, 
Maddocks Lawyers  
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No. Date Description Presented by 

24 “ Letter of Authorisation with Conditions, DELWP, 12 
September 2019 

“ 

25 “ Council Meeting Agenda of 2 April 2019 “ 

26 “ Council Meeting Minutes of 2 April 2019 “ 

27 “ Council Meeting Minutes of 3 March 2020 “ 

28 8/05/2020 Confirmation of Witness, Charbury Pty Ltd Mr Smyth 

29 12/05/2020 Correspondence to Council and Charbury Pty Ltd 
seeking comments on draft expert witness declaration 

Ms Selvaraj, PPV 

30 12/05/2020 Correspondence from Council, comments on draft 
expert witness declaration 

Ms Eastaugh, 
Maddocks Lawyers  

31 14/05/2020 Letter from Council to Panel, site inspection locations  Mr Colbourne, City 
of Casey 

32 18/05/2020 Correspondence from Kameel Pty Ltd, site visit 
location 

Ms North  

33 18/05/2020 Correspondence to Parties on request from Kameel 
Pty Ltd to be heard at hearing 

PPV 

34 18/05/2020 Correspondence from Kameel Pty Ltd confirming 
timing request for hearing 

Ms North 

35 19/05/2020 Letter from Panel to Parties, response to Kameel 
request to be heard at the hearing  

Ms Mitchell 

36 19/05/2020 Email from Kameel Pty Ltd, confirming Kameel Pty Ltd 
property locations 

Ms North 

37 “ Kameel land holdings plan “ 

38 “ Kameel land holdings plan aerial photograph “ 

39 “ Correspondence from Charbury Ltd, comments on 
draft expert witness declaration 

Mr Smyth 

40 22/05/2020 Correspondence from Council to Parties with link to 
tabled documents 

Mr Borton 

41 26/05/2020 Correspondence from Panel, Hearing Timetable and 
Distribution List (v2) 

Ms Mitchell 

42 28/05/2020 Letter from Council to Parties, circulation of Part A and 
evidence - 28 May 2020 

Ms Eastaugh 

43 “ Part A Submission, Casey C258 with attachments “ 

44 “ Casey City Council, Mr Szafraniec - expert evidence, 
SGS  

“ 

45 “ Correspondence from Council to parties, RFQ and brief 
with documents provided to SGS  

Mr Colbourne 

46 “ SGS, Activity Centres Strategy Review, RFQ No 000709 “ 
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No. Date Description Presented by 

47 “ SGS, Index, Reference Documents for SGS “ 

48 “ SGS, 1 Casey C21 Building a Great City, Casey, 2011 “ 

49 “ SGS, 2 Activities Areas and Non-Residential Uses 
Strategy Volume 1, Casey , December 2012 

“ 

50 “ SGS, 3 Activities Areas and Non-Residential Uses 
Strategy Volume 2 ,Casey, 19 April 2011 

“ 

51 “ SGS, 4 Activity Centres Strategy 17 October 2006 “ 

52 “ SGS,- 5 Housing Strategy ,Casey ,December 2015 “ 

53 “ SGS, 6 Cranbourne Town Centre Structure Plan 2011 “ 

54 “ SGS, 7 Casey Economic Development Strategy 2010-
2015 Part 1 

“ 

55 “ SGS, 7 Casey Economic Development Strategy 2010-
2015 Part 2 

“ 

56 “ SGS, 8 Casey Cardinia Employment Land Provision 
Study Discussion Paper 2014 

“ 

57 “ SGS, 9 AEC Report Casey Cardinia Economic 
Development Strategy February 2015 

“ 

58 “ SGS, 10 Working Draft ACS Key Issues Paper “ 

59 “ SGS, 11 Housing Market Assessment, Casey, Charter 
Keck Cramer 2015 

“ 

60 “ SGS, 12 Fountain Gate Narre Warren MAC Background 
Economic Report 2016 

“ 

61 “ SGS, 13 Berwick South Retail and Commercial Needs 
Assessment, Charter Keck Cramer,2016 

“ 

62 “ SGS, 14 Cranbourne Retail and Commercial Floorspace 
Requirements, Renaissance Planning, 2013 

“ 

63 “ SGS, 15 South East Growth Area Activity Centre 
Requirements, Renaissance Planning, 2011 

“ 

64 “ SGS, 16 Endeavour Hills Commercial Feasibility Study 
Site Assessment, MacroPlan, 2010 

“ 

65 “ SGS ,17 Economic Development and Employment 
Analysis Growth Corridor ,Essential Economics ,2009 

“ 

66 “ SGS, 18 Commercial Office Assessment, Berwick 
Village, MacroPlan ,2009 

“ 

67 “ SGS 19 Activity Centre Review, Hampton Park, Ratio 
Consultants, 2006 

“ 

68 “ SGS 20 Office Floorspace Planning Budgets, Casey 
Activity Centres, SGS, 2005 

“ 
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No. Date Description Presented by 

69 29/05/2020 Response from Council to Cardinia Shire in relation to 
their submission 

Mr Borton,  

70 2/06/2020 Letter from Charbury Pty Ltd - circulation of evidence Ms McFall, SJB 
Planning  

71 “ Charbury Pty Ltd, Expert Evidence, Mr Duane, 
Economics  

“ 

72 “ Charbury Pty Ltd, Expert Evidence, Mr McGurn 
Planning 

“ 

73 “ Kameel Pty Ltd, Expert Evidence, Mr Peggie, Planning Ms North 

74 “ Kameel Pty Ltd, Expert Evidence, Mr Stephens, 
Economics 

“ 

75 3/06/2020 Correspondence from Panel, Hearing Timetable 
(version 3) 

Ms Mitchell 

76 5/06/2020 Correspondence from Panel, clarification of Direction 6 Ms Mitchell 

77 “ Electronic ‘Panel Hearing’ Book: 

https://conversations.casey.vic.gov.au/activity-centre-
strategy-panel-docs 

Mr Borton 

78 9/06/2020 Correspondence to Parties from Panel, expert witness 
declaration for video conferencing 

PPV 

79 10/6/2020 Expert witness -supplementary declaration, Mr 
Stephens 

Ms North 

80 “ Expert witness -supplementary declaration, Mr Peggie   Ms North 

81 “ Expert witness -supplementary declaration, Mr 
Szafraniec 

Mr Montebello 

82 “ Expert witness -supplementary declaration, Mr Duane Ms McFall 

83 “ Expert witness -supplementary declaration, Mr 
McGurn 

Ms McFall 

84 “ Further written submission, Reech Pty Ltd Mr Johnstone 

85 “ Council Part B submission Mr Montebello 

86 “ Supplementary statement, Mr Szafraniec “ 

87 12/6/2020 Submission, Charbury Pty Ltd Ms Brennan 

88 “ Correspondence from Department of Transport “ 

89 16/6/2020 Submission, Vicinity Centres and ISPT Ms Robinson  

90 “ Submission, Woolworths Mr Fetterplace, A 
Different City 

91 “ Submission, Kameel Pty Ltd Ms Sharp  

92  Attachment, Cell T Development Plan  “ 

about:blank
about:blank


Casey Planning Scheme Amendment C258case  Panel Report  21 July 2020 

Page 45 of 45 

No. Date Description Presented by 

93  Attachment, VCAT Order P397/2007 and P117/2007 “ 

94  Attachment, Letter from Metcash  “ 

95  Attachment, Berwick Springs draft precinct plan “ 

96 17/6/2020 Letter from Woolworths Group Mr Fetterplace 

97 “ Amended submission, Woolworths Group “ 

98  Marked up version of Clause 22.01, Woolworths Group “ 

99  Letter, Woolworths Group Ms Brennan 

100  Council Part C submission Mr Montebello 

 


