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1. QUALIFICATIONS
1.

My name is Paul Shipp and I am a Director of Urban Enterprise Pty Ltd, at Level 1, 302-304 Barkly Street,
Brunswick.

2.

Urban Enterprise is a firm of urban planners, urban economists and tourism planners. The firm has 30 years
experience providing consultancy services to all levels of Government and a wide range of private sector
organisations in Victoria and in other States of Australia.

3.

I am a qualified urban planner and economist with 15 years experience and specialise in the field of
development contributions.

4.

I have been involved in the preparation and review of many Development Contributions Plans, Infrastructure
Contributions Plans and public open space contributions for Councils and developers across Melbourne and
regional Victoria.

5.

I have appeared as an expert witness on numerous occasions in respect of development contributions at
Planning Panel and Advisory Committee hearings.

6.

My educational qualifications and memberships of professional associations include:


Bachelor of Urban Planning and Development, University of Melbourne;



Master of Commerce, RMIT University;



Member and Registered Planner (RPIA), Planning Institute of Australia; and



Member, Victorian Planning and Environmental Law Association.
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2. ENGAGEMENT
2.1. INSTRUCTIONS
7.

I have been instructed by Hall and Wilcox Lawyers on behalf of the Victorian Planning Authority (VPA) to
prepare an expert evidence statement to present at the Planning Panel hearing in relation to this matter.

8.

My instructions are to prepare an expert witness statement addressing planning matters associated with the
ICP and to appear at the final hearing to give evidence. In preparing my witness statement, I was instructed
to:


Have regard to the exhibited Amendment and background documents and the expert traffic, design
and costings evidence filed in the Amendment to date;



Have regard to the expert conclave statements on design and costs;



Specifically consider the matters raised in Stockland’s submission;



Consider how infrastructure in the surrounding precincts has been funded;



Provide my opinion on how the infrastructure items in the ICP should be funded and apportioned;
and



Provide my opinion on the appropriateness of the lot cap trigger in the UGZ.

2.2. INFORMATION REVIEWED
9.

I have reviewed the amendment documentation and other relevant documents, including:


Amendment C269;



Minta Farm Precinct Structure Plan, October 2018 (gazetted January 2019) (the PSP);



Approved Gazetted Minta Farm Infrastructure Contributions Plan, May 2019 (the Interim ICP);



Exhibited Minta Farm Infrastructure Contributions Plan, July 2019 (the Exhibited ICP);



The Ministerial Direction on the Preparation and Content of Infrastructure Contributions Plans (the
Ministerial Direction);



Infrastructure Contribution Plan Guidelines, Department of Environment, Land Water and Planning,
November 2019 (the ICP Guidelines);



Strategic Transport Modelling Assessment (Ultimate Scenario), McPherson, Croskell and Minta Farm
Precincts, Cardno, 31 August 2015 (Cardno Modelling);



Traffic Engineering Assessment Additional Traffic Modelling at Minta Farm PSP 11, Traffix Group
(Traffix Modelling);



Minta Farm Precinct Structure Plan Concept Road Design Report, Traffic Works, 5 October 2017 (Traffic
Works Concept Designs);



Expert witness statements filed for Amendment C269 relating to traffic, costs and associated expert
conclave reports; and



Other Development Contributions Plans and Infrastructure contributions plans as relevant.

10. I am familiar with the Minta Farm precinct and the surrounding area.
11. A copy of the relevant information that is required to accord with the Planning Panels Victoria – Expert
Evidence is attached at Appendix B to this report.
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2.3. SCOPE
12. I was not involved in the preparation of the Interim or Exhibited ICP, other than to prepare the financial
calculations of borrowing costs associated with the early delivery of the north-south arterial road. This was
undertaken as part of a discrete engagement for the VPA.
13. The scope of this statement relates specifically to infrastructure contributions planning – my expertise does
not extend to engineering or quantity surveying.
14. I note that my instructions include reference to expert witness statements filed by others in relation to the
Amendment. The Statements available are all prepared by experts in transport planning, engineering or cost
estimating. No statements have been filed by experts in infrastructure contributions. I have reviewed the
statements and made reference to relevant points as they impact on my opinions relating to infrastructure
contributions, but I have not undertaken a detailed review of the technical aspects of the statements given
that the majority of content falls outside my expertise.

2.4. STRUCTURE OF STATEMENT
15. My statement includes the following sections:
a. In Section 3, I provide an overview of the proposed Amendment and the Exhibited ICP;
b. In Section 4, I provide details of the north-south arterial road;
c. In Section 5, I summarise issues raised in submissions and evidence relevant to my instructions;
d. In Section 6, I provide my views on the appropriateness of the ICP and respond to relevant issues raised
in submissions;
e. In Section 7, I set out my conclusions.
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3. THE AMENDMENT AND THE ICP
3.1. OVERVIEW
16. In this section, I summarise the most relevant content of the Amendment and the Exhibited ICP.

3.2. AMENDMENT C269
17. The Amendment seeks to introduce the Exhibited ICP into the Casey Planning Scheme.
18. The Exhibited ICP applies to land affected by the Minta Farm Precinct Structure Plan (PSP) and will replace
the Interim ICP that is currently incorporated in the Casey Planning Scheme.
19. Specifically, the Amendment seeks to:


Amend Clause 45.11 Infrastructure Contributions Overlay Schedule 2 (ICO2) to include details specified
in the Minta Farm ICP, July 2019;



Amend Clause 72.04 to delete the existing incorporated document (Minta Farm Infrastructure
Contributions Plan, May 2019) and include a new incorporated document titled Minta Farm
Infrastructure Contributions Plan, July 2019; and



Apply a Public Acquisition Overlay (PAO3) over the north-south arterial road identified in the Minta Farm
PSP. The PAO is in favour of Casey City Council.

3.3. HISTORY OF MINTA FARM ICP
20. The following summarises the chronology of the Minta Farm ICP:
a. In January 2019, the Minta Farm PSP was gazetted and incorporated into the Casey Planning Scheme.
The PSP foreshadowed the preparation of a future Infrastructure Contributions Plan and identifies
proposed ICP items and cost apportionments.
b. In July 2019, an Interim ICP was introduced to the Casey Planning Scheme through Amendment C266.
c. In July 2019, the Exhibited ICP (also described as the ‘final’ ICP) was prepared by the VPA and exhibited
through Amendment C269 in August and September 2019.
d. In March 2020, the VPA circulated updated 60km/hour design speed interim plans for the north-south
arterial road.
e. In May 2020, a Functional Design Expert Witness Meeting Statement was circulated.
f.

In July 2020, a Cost Estimates (expert witness meeting) Statement was circulated.

21. The differences between the Interim ICP and the Exhibited ICP can be summarised as follows:


The Standard Levy rate was adjusted to reflect the higher 2019/20 levy, as opposed to the original
2018/19 rate used in the Interim ICP;



Subsequent changes were made to the distribution of the cost of item IN-3 between the Standard and
Supplementary levies; and



Revised costs estimates and subsequent levy changes were applied to three items: PS-01 (pedestrian
signals); CU-01 (culvert) and BR-01(pedestrian and cyclist bridge).

22. Following exhibition of the Amendment, I am instructed that discussions were held between government
agencies and private organisations to resolve issues in dispute and to determine the suitable cost and
configuration of traffic items to be included in the ICP (including the ultimate layout and configuration of the
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north-south arterial road and connector streets). This resulted in the preparation of updated plans by Cardno
to reflect the revised 60km/hour design speeds. The updated plans resulted in the following changes which
will require a revised post-exhibition version of the ICP to be prepared, including recalculation of the
Supplementary Levy:


The removal of items RD-01, RD-02 and RD-04 from the DCP;



RD-01-04 being renamed RD-01; and



EDW-01 now relating to items IN01, RD01 and IN05.

3.4. THE EXHIBITED ICP
INFRASTRUCTURE ITEMS
23. The Exhibited ICP seeks to fund the following infrastructure types:


A north-south arterial road and associated intersections and culvert;



Two pedestrian crossings (one set of pedestrian signals and one pedestrian bridge);



A community centre;



A sports reserve;



Public land for the above items and for local open space; and



Borrowing costs associated with the early delivery of the north-south road in its ‘interim’ form.

24. A map showing the location of transport infrastructure items in the ICP is provided in Figure 1. Two ICP items
are not shown on this plan, being the community facility and sports reserve.
F1. ICP INFRASTRUCTURE ITEM MAP

Source: Exhibited ICP.
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COSTS AND COST APPORTIONMENT
25. The Exhibited ICP seeks to fund construction and borrowing costs totalling $69.985m.
26. All costs are apportioned to the Minta Farm ICP except for the two pedestrian crossings which are apportioned
equally between the ICP and the neighbouring area. The external apportionment amount is $1.02m, with the
resulting cost apportioned to the Minta Farm ICP being $68.96m.
27. I note that the community and recreation cost of $20.7m exceeds the revenue which can be collected under
the current Standard Community and Recreation Levy ($12.95m).
LEVIES
28. The Exhibited ICP includes the following levies:


A Standard Transport Levy;



A Supplementary Transport Levy;



A Standard Community and Recreation Levy; and



A Public Land Contribution.

29. The Supplementary Levy for Transport seeks to fund 6 projects, including three intersections, one bridge, one
culvert and the borrowing costs associated with the early delivery of the north-south arterial road.
30. The resulting overall monetary levy is $319,129 per hectare for residential development and $229,611 per
hectare for commercial and industrial development.
31. Public land contributions are to be made in accordance with an equalisation scheme set out in the ICP that
follows the relevant provisions of the Planning and Environment Act.
T1. SUMMARY OF EXHIBITED ICP LEVIES (2019/20)
Levy Type
Standard Levy
Supplementary Levy
Total

$124,344

Community and
Recreation
$89,518

Total monetary
levy ($/ha)
$213,862

Commercial and Industrial

$124,344

$0

$124,344

Residential

$105,267

$0

$105,267

Commercial and Industrial

$105,267

$0

$105,267

Residential

$229,611

$89,518

$319,129

Commercial and Industrial

$229,611

$0

$229,611

Class of Development

Transport

Residential

Source: Exhibited Minta Farm ICP, 2019.
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4. THE NORTH SOUTH ARTERIAL ROAD
4.1. OVERVIEW
32. In this section, I provide details of the north-south arterial road that is funded by the ICP and the basis for its
inclusion in the ICP.

4.2. DESCRIPTION OF THE ROAD SECTIONS INCLUDED IN THE ICP
33. Figure 2 shows the cross section of the north-south arterial road in its ultimate form (being a 6-lane primary
arterial road) taken from the PSP.
F2. PRIMARY ARTERIAL ROAD CROSS SECTION

Source: Minta Farm PSP, VPA, October 2018.

34. Four road items and five intersection items form the north-south arterial road which traverses through the
precinct. There are four main elements to the road included in the Exhibited ICP:


Land for the ultimate road reservation (41 metres);



Phase 1: construction of one through lane in each direction (RD-01-04) and delivery of interim
intersections at the northern and southern boundaries of the precinct (IN-01 and IN-05);



Phase 2: construction of one additional south-bound through lane (RD-01, RD-02 and RD-04) (note: this
Phase is to be removed based on the revised design speeds to 60km/hour); and



Construction of the remaining intersections internal to the precinct (IN-02, IN-03 and IN-04).

35. The Exhibited ICP also includes borrowing costs associated with the early delivery of Phase 1 (EDW-01).
36. Details of each ICP item are provided in Table 2, including the content of the Exhibited ICP and the changes
that are proposed as a result of the updated plans to reflect the revision to 60km/hour design speeds and the
findings of the expert conclaves on design and cost estimates.
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T2. NORTH SOUTH ARTERIAL ROAD INFRASTRUCTURE ITEMS
Item ID

Description (Exhibited ICP)

Cost (Exhibited
ICP)

RD 01-04

North-South Arterial Road - Construction of 1 through
lanes in each direction (Interim treatment)

$5,634,000

RD-01

RD-02

RD-04

IN-01
IN-02

IN-03

IN-04

IN-05

EDW-01

North-South Arterial Road - Construction of 1 additional
southbound through lanes to support IN-01 and IN-02
(Interim treatment)
North-South Arterial Road - Construction of 1 additional
southbound through lanes to support IN-02 and IN-03
(Interim treatment)
North-South Arterial Road - Construction of 1 additional
southbound through lanes to support IN-04 and IN- 05
(Interim treatment)
Intersection: O'Shea Road/North-South Arterial Road
Construction of a primary arterial to primary arterial Tsignalised intersection (interim treatment)
Intersection: North- South Arterial Road/ East-West
Connector (North)
Intersection: North- South Arterial Road/ East-West
Connector (Central) Construction of an arterial to
connector signalised 4-way intersection (interim
treatment)
Intersection: North- South Arterial Road/ East-West
Connector (Central) Construction of an arterial to
connector signalised 4-way intersection (interim
treatment)
Intersection: North South Arterial Road/ Grices Road
Construction of a modification to an existing
intersection, including truncation of Soldiers Road and
addition of new northern leg (interim treatment), to
connect to the north south arterial road.
Early Delivery of Works (EDW). Financing first two lanes
of North-South Arterial Road from and including IN-01
to IN-05.

Post exhibition
change
Re-named to RD01, re-designed
and re-costed.

Revised
cost

$917,000

Deleted

$0

$931,000

Deleted

$0

$1,494,000

Deleted

$0

$6,799,000

Re-designed and
re-costed

$3,818,293

$6,575,000

Re-designed and
re-costed

$6,569,925

$5,170,000

Re-designed and
re-costed

$5,098,310

$4,187,000

Re-designed and
re-costed

$4,542,240

$6,789,000

Re-designed and
re-costed

$9,449,248

$8,015,430

To be recalculated
to reflect revised
costs above.

TBC

$6,111,433

Source: Minta Farm ICP, 2019. Revised cost source: Conclave statement on costings, Cardno costings, option 1.

EARLY WORKS COMPONENT
37. The Exhibited ICP includes a Supplementary Transport item which seeks to fund the borrowing costs
associated with the early delivery of Phase 1 of the north-south arterial road.
38. The borrowing costs were calculated by Urban Enterprise for the VPA in 2019. Details of the calculations are
set out in the report titled Minta Farm ICP Early Works Financing Report (Urban Enterprise, April 2019).
39. I am instructed that the rationale for including borrowing costs in the ICP was that:


The existing road network outside the precinct (particularly Soldiers Road) is expected to be at capacity
once 1,000 residential lots are occupied within the Precinct, necessitating the delivery of the north-south
arterial road in its interim form to create a road connection from the precinct through to O’Shea Road
to the north.



The alignment of the north-south arterial road traverses land designated for employment uses to the
north that is not expected to be developed at the time that the road will be needed to support the ongoing
residential development in the southern section of the precinct.
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Given that the employment land is in different ownership to the residential land, it is unlikely that the
northern section of the road will be available for delivery (in terms of land) and constructed as works inkind at the time that the residential section of the precinct will require it.



Council intends to acquire the land and bring forward its interim construction along the full length of the
road. This is expected to result in significant borrowing costs being incurred given that the expenditure
will exceed the levy income received by the council over a period of time.

4.3. STANDARD AND SUPPLEMENTARY LEVY
40. The Exhibited ICP includes some of the north-south arterial road items in the Standard Transport Levy and
others in the Supplementary Transport Levy. I have summarised the arterial road items by levy type in Table
3.
T3. NORTH-SOUTH ARTERIAL ROAD ITEMS BY LEVY TYPE (EXHIBITED ICP)
Standard Levy
RD 01-04
RD-01
RD-02

Split between Standard and
Supplementary Levies
IN-03
(66% Standard Levy, 34%
Supplementary Levy)

Supplementary Levy
IN-02
IN-04
EDW-01

RD-04
IN-01
Source: Exhibited ICP, VPA, 2019.

41. IN-03 is split between the Standard and Supplementary Levies so that, as a Supplementary Levy item, the
item is used to ‘take up’ the spare capacity within the Standard Transport Levy amount. That part of the IN03 cost which could be funded by the Standard Levy was included as a Standard Levy item, with the balance
shown as a Supplementary Levy item.
42. The cost of further Supplementary Levy items associated with the north-south arterial road (IN-02 and IN-04)
could not be accommodated within the Standard Levy and are shown wholly as Supplementary Levy items.
43. The Early Delivery of Works item is shown as a Supplementary Levy item.

4.4. TECHNICAL BASIS FOR THE ROAD
44. The PSP identifies the north-south arterial road as a Primary Arterial Road and identifies that land for the
ultimate 41 metre reservation will be provided through the ICP along with “construction of a two-lane
carriageway (interim treatment)” (p.49).
45. The PSP was informed by the following three technical reports:


Strategic Transport Modelling Assessment (Ultimate Scenario), McPherson, Croskell and Minta Farm
Precincts, Cardno, 31 August 2015 (Cardno modelling);



Traffic Engineering Assessment Additional Traffic Modelling at Minta Farm PSP 11 Traffix Group (Traffix
modelling); and



Minta Farm Precinct Structure Plan Concept Road Design Report, Traffic Works, 5 October 2017 (Traffic
Works Concept Designs).

46. Although the technical content of these reports falls outside my expertise, the analysis and conclusions are
relevant to how the road items are to be treated in the ICP.
47. The Cardno modelling assessed traffic volumes generated by development within each of the three precincts
and considered whether the proposed road network was sufficient to support the expected traffic volumes.
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48. The Cardno modelling identified the north-south arterial road as a “key feature of the road network”(p.7) and
found that “The proposed Arterial Road and Connector Street network within the PSP is sufficient to cater for
the anticipated traffic volumes”. (p.25)
49. The anticipated traffic volumes generated by development within Minta Farm was estimated in the Cardno
modelling at between 51,596 and 54,746 vehicle movements per day (Table 6.3, p.20). Network modelling
shows that the north-south arterial was expected to carry between 42,500 and 47,500 vehicles per day (Figure
5,3, p.24).
50. The Traffix modelling subsequently considered the amount of development that would be possible within the
precinct before requiring the north-south arterial road to be constructed, having regard to the capacity of the
existing road network outside the precinct.
51. The Traffix modelling concluded that “we consider it acceptable, in the short‐ to medium‐term, for Soldiers
Road to accommodate the traffic volumes associated with the initial development of 1,000 dwellings on the
Minta Farm site” (p.17)
52. This assessment formed the basis for the lot cap included in the Urban Growth Zone Schedule, and that this
also contributed to the need for the Early Works borrowing costs to be included in the ICP.
53. The Traffic Works Concept Designs were then prepared for each intersection and road item identified in the
PSP. The Concept Designs report identifies that:
“A new north-south arterial through the development site will provide the last link in the major north-

south arterial network. This north-south arterial will provide access to the Princes Freeway at the
Beaconsfield interchange (via O’Shea Road) for the south-east development corridor, including the
Clyde North PSP area located south of the Minta Farm development site” (p.2)
54. The Concept Designs report states that “all concept road and intersection designs have been developed in
line with” the VPA’s standard cross sections. (p.4)
55. Expert evidence filed for this Planning Panel (Benjamin Mentha, Cardno, 7 April 2020) notes that consultation
between the VPA, the Department of Transport and the City of Casey in March 2020 resulted in agreed
changes to elements of the north-south arterial road. It was agreed that:

“The interim design speed for the North-South Arterial should be 60km/h (as opposed to the 80km/h
design speed previously adopted), which resulted in the need to revise turn lane and taper lengths for
the interim intersection layouts. Consequently, amended plans were prepared and circulated by
Cardno in March 2020.” (p.19)
56. The effect of these changes is that there is no longer the need for a third through lane to be constructed as
part of interim works, meaning that items RD-01, RD-02 and RD-04 are proposed to be deleted from the ICP
and the interim form of the north-south arterial road will be a two-lane carriageway only. There will also be
consequential changes to intersection costs (as noted earlier in my statement) and therefore ICP levies.
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5. STOCKLAND SUBMISSION
5.1. OVERVIEW
57. In this section, I set out the issues raised in the Stockland submission relevant to my expertise.

5.2. ISSUES RAISED
58. The Stockland submission argues that there should be external apportionment associated with the northsouth arterial road on the basis that:


The road services the wider road network and is regionally significant. As such, it does not classify
as a standard or supplementary levy item and should be removed from the ICP;



The early works package reinforces that the North-South Arterial has a status as a regional or statebased road item.



The Exhibited ICP appears to have been prepared on a full-cost recovery basis which is at odds with
the ICP Guidelines.

59. The Stockland submission also raises issues to do with how land was valued to arrive at public land
equalisation amounts included in the ICP. The issue of land values falls outside my expertise and I understand
that it is not being pursued by Stockland.

5.3. TRAFFIC EVIDENCE
60. Expert evidence filed by Stephen Hunt, Ratio Consultants for Stockland relates to the issues raised in the
Stockland submission.
61. The key conclusions of the statement relevant to how the north-south arterial road (termed ‘Bells Road’ in
the statement) is dealt with by the ICP are as follows:

“The street network is designed to not only service the local traffic requirements of the precinct, but to
also accommodate key strategic transport links which will supplement the arterial network servicing the
broader growth corridor.” (p.13)
“Approximately 50% of total ultimate volumes using Bells Road at its northern end are expected to be
generated by Minta Farm, reducing to less than 20% north of Grices Road. If the proportion of traffic is
used as the basis for determining the extent of external funding contribution, a model of 50% funding of
the total cost of construction of the road from the ICP and 50% from external funding sources is
considered appropriate. As such, the funding of one carriageway through the Final ICP as proposed is
appropriate and equitable.” (p.20)
“In effect, the adoption of an 80kph design speed through each intersection has resulted in the ICP not
only seeking to fund the construction of a single carriageway and interim intersections as specified in
the PSP, but to duplicate Bells Road. Effectively the ICP, as exhibited, is seeking to fund a four lane
regional arterial road between O’Shea Road and Grices Road through the Minta Farm PSP. This is
contrary to the gazetted PSP.” (p.26)
“Having regard to the function of Bells Road as a regional arterial and projected initial traffic volumes,
the construction of the road as a four-lane divided road as contemplated in the ICP is justified and
desirable. In my opinion however, given the regional function of the route, it is inequitable for construction
of the road as a four-lane divided arterial to be funded entirely through the ICP.” (p.29)
“In my opinion, the early works package is designed to cater for existing regional demands and should
arguably be funded outside of the ICP. From the perspective of the Minta Farm ICP, Bells Road would
EXPERT EVIDENCE STATEMENT – AMENDMENT C269
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then be considered as an “existing” arterial road running through the Minta Farm area, with the ICP
responsible for funding the construction of new connector road intersections to Bells Road, (IN-02, IN03 and IN-04), and potentially any further upgrading works to Bells Road required to support the
development of the area as proposed in the PSP beyond the existing regional function.” (p.29)
62. One comment in the statement is relevant to the cost of early works as follows:

“…the cost estimates for RD-01-04, IN01 and IN05, (defined as the early works in their cost report), are
already included in the cost estimates and in the Standard Levy, such that the additional amount of
$8.02m in the Supplementary Levy is potentially double counting.” (p.25)
63. Comments in the statement relevant to the use of a Supplementary Levy to fund elements of the north-south
arterial road are as follows:

“In my opinion, the introduction of a Supplementary Levy to fund additional upgrade works as proposed
in the ICP is allowable for the following reasons:


Bells Road will be located approximately 2.5 km east of Berwick Cranbourne (Clyde) Road, greater
than 1.6 km,



Intersections along Bells Road are proposed in the PSP at spacings of between 370m and 500m
which is less than the 800m spacings specified, and



The configuration of two through lanes in each direction as proposed exceeds the standard
requirement of one through and one short lane.” (p.28)

EXPERT CONCLAVE
64. The functional design conclave report includes the following key points relevant to the Stockland submission
and the ICP:

“5. It was agreed that the inclusion of the EWP was appropriate to facilitate the early delivery of a
road connection between the O’Shea Road extension and Grices Road.
6. SH [Stephen Hunt] noted that the EWP, which provides for the construction of IN-01, IN-05 and a
continuous two lane road through the PSP area provides only for the requirements for existing
regional traffic movements, passing through the PSP area. BM [Benjamin Mentha] noted that the
timely delivery of the road would be required for the precinct itself regardless given its key role in the
internal road hierarchy to distribute precinct generated traffic onto the surrounding network.
7. SH raised concerns that the costings in the exhibited ICP were unclear and potentially doublecosting items and that these matters should be clarified as part of the upcoming costings evidence
and conclave.
8. Cost apportionment of the EWP was not discussed and was agreed to defer consideration of the
cost apportionment Panel as part of broader planning argument….
…24. It was agreed that plans and tables within the exhibited ICP should be amended to reflect the
current design intent of the amended Cardno plans dated 11 March 2020, including amending or
removing projects and/or descriptions to reflect the current amended plans.”
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6. REVIEW OF ISSUES
6.1. OVERVIEW
65. In this section I respond to the questions raised in my instructions and provide my opinions on the issues
raised in the Stockland submission relevant to my expertise.

6.2. QUESTIONS IN INSTRUCTIONS
INFRASTRUCTURE FUNDING IN OTHER PRECINCTS
66. In my experience, it is standard practice for arterial roads (both primary and secondary arterials) to be included
in ICPs and Development Contributions Plans (DCPs) and scoped to include land for the ultimate road
reservation and construction of the first carriageway as an interim road prior to future duplication (where the
duplication is not funded by the DCP/ICP).
67. I have reviewed the approach to arterial road funding in surrounding precincts and in recently completed ICPs
across Melbourne’s growth areas. This includes both Development Contributions Plans and ICPs across the
following precincts:


Clyde North DCP (City of Casey, immediately south of Minta Farm);



Clyde DCP, incorporating Thomsons Road and Clyde Creek PSPs (City of Casey, south of Clyde North);



Cardinia Creek ICP (City of Casey, east of Clyde);



Donnybrook Woodstock ICP (City of Whittlesea and Mitchell Shire);



Mt Atkinson and Tarneit Plains ICP (City of Melton); and



Plumpton and Kororoit ICP (City of Melton).

68. A plan showing the location of the various precincts within the City of Casey is provided at Figure 3.
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F3. LOCATION OF GROWTH AREA PRECINCTS IN CITY OF CASEY

Source: Cardinia Shire Council, 2020.
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69. The six DCPs / ICPs reviewed fund a total of 55 arterial road items (including primary and secondary arterial
roads). In every case except one, the scope of the item includes land for the ultimate road reservation and
construction of an interim two-lane road. In one exception (a section of Grices Road in the Clyde North DCP),
the item includes a 4-lane duplicated arterial road.
70. In all cases except one, 100% of the costs of the ultimate land and interim construction are apportioned to
the respective DCP or ICP area. The only exception is a section of road that is located along the boundary of
two PSP areas (Clyde and Clyde North) with costs apportioned between the two.
71. The above confirms my view that it is standard (and almost ubiquitous) practice for arterial road scopes to
comprise ‘ultimate land / interim 2 lane construction’ in ICPs and recent DCPs in Melbourne’s growth areas.
72. It is also standard practice (where practical and physically possible) for these arterial roads to be provided as
part of a 1.6km grid network with alternating primary and secondary arterial roads. This includes both northsouth and east-west arterial roads.
73. I note that the Minta Farm ICP does not fund any east-west arterial roads. O’Shea Road, which runs east-west
along the northern boundary of the precinct, would ordinarily be funded by the ICP in interim form. Given that
this section of road is to be delivered by the State government in the short term as part of the Monash Freeway
Upgrade, there is no need for a contribution to be made by landowners through the Minta Farm ICP.
FUNDING AND APPORTIONMENT
74. I was instructed to provide my opinion on how the infrastructure items in the ICP should be funded and
apportioned.
75. In my view, infrastructure items in the ICP should be funded and apportioned in accordance with the
requirements of the Ministerial Direction, having regard to other considerations such as the content of the ICP
Guidelines and standard industry practice in the application of these documents.
76. In general, infrastructure items should be included in the ICP where those items are identified in a strategic
plan and are consistent with the definitions of Standard or Supplementary items in the Ministerial Direction.
External apportionment should be applied if the infrastructure is needed (and specifically designed) to cater
to demand from outside the precinct.
77. I have assessed the proposed Minta Farm ICP items relevant to the north-south arterial road against these
requirements in section 6.3 of my statement.
LOT CAP TRIGGER
78. I was instructed to provide my view on the appropriateness of the lot cap trigger in the UGZ.
79. The lot cap trigger relates to the maximum number of lots and therefore the maximum number of vehicles
per day that can utilise the existing road network before it reaches ‘capacity’.
80. This issue is primarily a matter for transport expertise. In so far as the lot trigger influences the time at which
an ICP item is required, in my opinion it is reasonable to apply such a trigger so that the needs generated by
development within the PSP area can be suitably met by providing the appropriate infrastructure (in this case,
a new road).
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6.3. ISSUES RAISED IN STOCKLAND SUBMISSION
81. The Stockland submission argues that either there should be external apportionment associated with the
north-south arterial road or the item should be removed from the ICP on the basis that it is not an ‘allowable
item’ under the Standard or Supplementary levies.
ALLOWABLE ITEMS
82. The Ministerial Direction identifies the allowable infrastructure and public purpose land items that may be
included in an ICP. The definitions relating to Standard Levy Allowable Items for arterial roads and
intersections are shown in Table 4.
83. Arterial road construction (whether an upgrade to an existing road or a new road) is an allowable item if the
standard of provision is “based on a typical 1.6km arterial road grid network”, “designed to generally
accommodate the forecast ultimate traffic volumes generated by the new development” and includes the
“construction of one through lane in each direction”.
T4. STANDARD LEVY ALLOWABLE TRANSPORT ITEMS
Standard levy allowable item

Arterial roads. This includes:




upgrades to existing
local roads to arterial
road standards; and
new arterial roads.

Standard of provision
Based on a typical 1.6 km arterial road
grid network with alternating:
Arterial road spacing

Arterial road design
Arterial road lanes

Intersections (traffic signals
or roundabouts) with council
or declared State arterial
roads This includes:


arterial and arterial road
intersections; and



arterial and connector
road intersections.

Intersection spacing
Through lanes at
intersection approach
Left turn lane/slip lane
Right turn lane
Traffic signals



primary (six lane) arterial roads comprising a 41 metre
wide reservation; and



secondary (four lane) arterial roads comprising a 34 metre
wide reservation.

Designed to generally accommodate the forecast ultimate
traffic volumes generated by the new development.
Construction of one through lane in each direction.
Based on a typical 800 metre spacing within the standard 1.6
km arterial road grid network.
One through lane plus one short through lane in each direction.
One left turn lane/slip lane where required in ultimate design.
As specified in the Precinct Structure Plan or equivalent
structure plan.
Signals to be located at the ultimate intersection position.

Source: Ministerial Direction on the Preparation and Content of Infrastructure Contributions Plans, p.12.

84. Table 5 shows the definition of Supplementary Levy Allowable Items for arterial roads and associated
intersections. An arterial road qualifies as an Allowable Item under the Supplementary Levy if any of a series
of criteria apply relating to road spacing, road design or precinct conditions.
T5. SUPPLEMENTARY LEVY ALLOWABLE TRANSPORT ITEMS
Supplementary levy
allowable item
Arterial roads. This
includes:




upgrades to
existing local
roads to arterial
road standards;
and
new arterial roads.

Criteria for applying a supplementary levy
At least one of the following apply:




The Precinct Structure Plan or equivalent strategic plan requires:


arterial road spacing above the standard set out in Table 3; or



the interim construction of two through lanes in each direction.

Construction costs of the council arterial road cannot be wholly or partially funded from
the standard levy because:


of the topographical, geographical, environmental or other physical conditions of the
land; or



the road is designed to primarily service industrial development; or
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Supplementary levy
allowable item

Criteria for applying a supplementary levy


Intersections with
council and declared
State arterial roads This
includes:


arterial and arterial
road intersections;
and



arterial and
connector road
intersections.

the area of the precinct in net developable hectares is limited.

At least one of the following apply:




The Precinct Structure Plan or equivalent strategic plan requires:


additional number of intersections above the standard set out in Table 3; or



intersection design requirements above the standard set out in Table 3.

Construction costs of the intersections cannot be wholly or partially funded from the
standard levy because:


of the topographical, geographical, environmental or other physical conditions of the
land; or



the road is designed to primarily service industrial development; or



the area of the precinct in net developable hectares is limited.

Source: Ministerial Direction on the Preparation and Content of Infrastructure Contributions Plans, p.13

85. Based on my review of the PSP, the supporting traffic modelling and the subsequent transport evidence
statements, it is my view that the north-south arterial road and associated intersections fit the broad
definitions of allowable items, subject to the removal of the third interim lane (which I understand is agreed
by all parties). The only question is whether the items should be funded through the Standard Levy or
Supplementary Levy.
86. Arterial roads are Supplementary Levy allowable items if the PSP “requires arterial road spacing above the
standard set out in Table 3”, being a ”typical 1.6km arterial grid network”. The north-south arterial road will be
a primary arterial located approximately 2.5km east of the closest primary arterial of Clyde Road. There is no
‘alternating’ secondary arterial road south of O’Shea Road.
87. In my view, it is not clear what a spacing “above the standard” 1.6km grid refers to. This could refer to a
greater distance between arterial roads (i.e. a spacing distance ‘above’ or greater than the standard spacing),
or to the contrary, it could refer to a lesser distance between arterial roads such that the number of roads
within an area is greater than or ‘above’ the standard). The latter would require additional roads to be included
in an ICP and therefore greater costs, which could lead to the need to apply a Supplementary Levy in addition
to the Standard Levy amount.
88. In this case, it is not clear whether the criteria for including the north-south collector road as a Supplementary
Item has been met. Therefore, it is my view that the road itself is appropriately categorised as a Standard Levy
item.
89. In my view, the associated intersections meet the definition of Supplementary Levy Allowable Items, given
that there are three internal intersections along the north-south arterial road, which in my opinion meets the
criteria of “an additional number of intersections above the standard” of 800m spacing. The PSP requires five
intersections within a space of approximately 1.7km, considerably greater than the three intersections that
would otherwise be needed under the standard spacing of 800m between intersections.
90. The allowable public purposes for land included in an ICP relevant to arterial roads and intersections are
shown in Table 6.
91. In my opinion, land for the ultimate road reservation and associated intersections is suitable for inclusion in
the ICP as a ‘permitted use’ in accordance with the criteria shown in Table 6.
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T6. ALLOWABLE PUBLIC PURPOSE TRANSPORT ITEMS
Allowable Public Purpose

Permitted use or development of public purpose land

Transport infrastructure

Council arterial road reservations

The construction of an arterial road in accordance with the ultimate design for the
construction of an arterial road as set out:


in Table 3 if a standard levy applies to the construction; or



in Table 4 if a supplementary levy applies to the construction.

The construction of an intersection in accordance with the ultimate design for the
construction of an intersection to accommodate all intersection works as set out:
Intersections with council arterial
roads



in Table 3 if a standard levy applies to the construction; or



in Table 4 if a supplementary levy applies to the construction.

This may include land within a Public Acquisition Overlay if the land is required for a
connection between the development and a council arterial road.
The construction of an intersection in accordance with the ultimate design for the
construction of an intersection to accommodate all intersection works as set out:
Intersections with declared State
arterial roads



in Table 3 if a standard levy applies; or



in Table 4 if a relevant supplementary levy applies.

This may include land within a Public Acquisition Overlay if the land is required for a
connection between the development and a State arterial road.
Source: Ministerial Direction on the Preparation and Content of Infrastructure Contributions Plans, p.16.

92. Table 7 shows the definition of ‘other Supplementary Levy allowable items’ associated with the early delivery
of works, services or facilities. The following criteria apply that are relevant to the Exhibited ICP:


The early delivery must be “essential to the orderly development of the area”;



The financing costs must be incurred by the development agency; and



The financing costs must be associated with a Standard or Supplementary Allowable Item.

T7. OTHER SUPPLEMENTARY LEVY ALLOWABLE ITEMS
Supplementary
Allowable item

Levy

Early delivery of works,
services or facilities

Criteria for applying a supplementary levy


The early delivery of the item is essential to the orderly development
of the area; and



The financing costs are:


incurred by the development agency responsible for providing
the item; and



associated with the early delivery of the item which is listed as
a standard levy allowable item or a supplementary levy
allowable item; or



associated with the early acquisition of public purpose land
referred to in section 46GV(8) of the Act which is required for
the early delivery of the item.

Source: ICP Ministerial Direction.

93. As described earlier in my statement, it is my view that the early delivery of the north-south arterial road is
essential to the orderly development of the precinct due to the need for a road connection to be created to
the north to service precinct residents and the associated lack of suitable capacity in the existing road network
which will provide an alternative in the short term.
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94. The other criteria are also met in my opinion, in that the financing costs would be borne by the City of Casey
as the development agency for the early works, and the items are in my opinion appropriately classified as
either Standard or Supplementary allowable items.
95. It is therefore my view that the early works are appropriately categorised as a Supplementary Levy Allowable
Item.
96. Clause 17 of the Ministerial Direction also requires that “when deciding whether to impose a supplementary
levy, the planning authority must consider” the following:


(a) whether the plan preparation costs, works, services or facilities can be wholly or partially funded
from a standard levy, unless the applicable Annexure to this Direction specifies those supplementary
levy allowable items must not be funded from a standard levy;



(b) whether the works, services or facilities are essential to the orderly development of the area;



(c) whether the works, services or facilities are identified in a precinct structure plan or equivalent
strategic plan applying to the land;



(d) whether the land has particular topographical, geographical, environmental or other physical
constraints or conditions that significantly affect the estimated cost of allowable items to be funded
through the infrastructure contributions plan; and



(e) any other criteria specified in the applicable Annexure to this Direction.

97. The Exhibited ICP uses the unused ‘balance’ of the Standard Levy to fully fund two of the five intersections
along the north-south arterial and partially fund a third (IN-03). In my view, this approach appropriately
considers criteria (a) of Clause 17. This approach has also been applied in the recently completed Final
Donnybrook Woodstock ICP and was endorsed by the Planning Panel in that case which concluded that “the
phrase ‘wholly or partially funded from a standard levy’ in the Ministerial Direction is intended to encourage
the use of any funds ‘left over’ in the standard levy pool to fund any supplementary levy allowable items before
a supplementary levy is applied.”1
98. I am also of the view that the works are essential to the orderly development of the area which satisfies criteria
(b), and the works are identified in the PSP which satisfies criteria (c).
99. It is therefore my view that the planning authority has appropriately considered the relevant factors in deciding
to apply a Supplementary Levy as part of the ICP and has appropriately calculated the Supplementary Levy in
relation to the Standard Levy.
COST APPORTIONMENT
100. The Exhibited ICP seeks to fully fund the costs associated with the ultimate land requirement and the interim
construction of the north-south arterial road and associated intersections.
101. In my view, this approach is consistent with standard practice applied across Melbourne’s growth areas and
consistent with the Ministerial Direction and ICP Guidelines.
102. Across Casey and other growth area municipalities, newly developed precincts have been required to set aside
land for primary and secondary arterial roads which are intended to ultimately accommodate duplicated 4- or
6-lane roads. These precincts are also required to construct the local and collector roads which provide access
from the precinct to the broader road network.
103. In most cases, several precincts form broader contiguous growth areas. These growth areas develop over
time to establish an infrastructure network which is utilised and shared by residents of multiple precincts,
each having funded their section of the network, at least in its interim form.

1

Mitchell and Whittlesea Planning Schemes Amendment GC102  Panel Report  9 December 2019, Executive Summary.
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104. In my view, having regard to the traffic analysis which informs the PSP and Exhibited ICP, it is appropriate for
the north-south arterial road to be fully funded in its interim form by the Minta Farm precinct. This is because
it is designed to meet the needs of the precinct residents and to accommodate the internal traffic demands.
The fact that the road is likely to be used by residents of other precincts is not, in my view, a relevant
consideration, given that the Minta Farm precinct would require the road whether there were other ‘occupied’
precincts in the vicinity or not.
105. This view is supported by the evidence of Mr Mentha, as well as the Panel Report for the Minta Farm PSP
which noted that “the road is also a key element of the Minta Farm PSP street network and its construction
will be required to enable development of the Precinct.”(p.57)
106. In my view, this approach is also consistent with the principles set out in the ICP Guidelines. The ICP Guidelines
in various places discusses the importance of relating the infrastructure items to be funded to the ‘need’
generated by the new development. For example, at page 9 the ICP Guidelines state that “the contribution
made by development should be proportionate to the need it is projected to generate.”
107. At page 46, the ICP Guidelines also state that:

“If the cost of an infrastructure item is to be apportioned, the responsible authority will need to:
• quantify the proportion of the need for the item that will be generated by the proposed development
of land in the ICP plan area
• identify how the remaining proportion of the item’s cost will be funded, and the staging of the
provision of the item by the development agency.”
108. Although the ICP Guidelines also indicate that the contributions will “not necessarily fund the full cost of
infrastructure to be provided through an ICP”, in my view it is clear that the starting point for assessing
equitable apportionment is whether an item is ‘needed’ by the new development within the relevant precinct.
109. In the case of the north-south arterial road, the PSP and supporting traffic analysis identifies that the interim
construction of the road (and associated intersections) is needed to support the development of the precinct.
Therefore, it is not appropriate, in my view, to apply any external cost apportionment to this item.
110. I note that the traffic evidence of Mr Hunt supports this view, albeit from the different perspective of the ‘share
of usage’ generated by the precinct compared with the expected ‘through traffic’. Mr Hunt concluded that:
“If the proportion of traffic is used as the basis for determining the extent of external funding

contribution, a model of 50% funding of the total cost of construction of the road from the ICP and
50% from external funding sources is considered appropriate. As such, the funding of one carriageway
through the Final ICP as proposed is appropriate and equitable.” (p.20)
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7. CONCLUSIONS
111. Based on the analysis outlined in this statement, my conclusions on this matter are as follows:
a. Infrastructure items should be included in the ICP where those items are identified in a strategic plan and
are consistent with the definitions of Standard or Supplementary items in the Ministerial Direction.
External apportionment should be applied if the infrastructure is needed (and specifically designed to)
cater to demand from outside the precinct.
b. It is standard practice for arterial roads to be included in ICPs, including land for the ultimate duplicated
road and construction of an interim 2-lane carriageway.
c. The north-south arterial road and associated intersections fit the broad definitions of allowable items,
subject to the removal of the third interim lane from the ICP.
d. The north-south arterial road itself is appropriately categorised as a Standard Levy allowable item and the
associated intersections are appropriately categorised as Supplementary Levy allowable items.
e. Land for the ultimate road reservation and associated intersections is suitable for inclusion in the ICP as
a ‘permitted use’.
f.

Early works borrowing costs for the delivery of the arterial road are appropriately categorised as a
Supplementary Levy Allowable Item.

g. The planning authority has appropriately considered the relevant factors in deciding to apply a
Supplementary Levy as part of the ICP and has appropriately calculated the Supplementary Levy in
relation to the Standard Levy.
h. The changes to the road and intersection designs and costings as agreed in the expert conclaves should
be included in a revised ICP and levies recalculated accordingly. This should include recalculating
financing costs associated with the early delivery works to reflect the revised cost estimates and using
any surplus Standard Levy amount to wholly or partially fund Supplementary Levy items to ensure that
the Standard Levy amount is fully utilised.
i.

The ICP appropriately apportions all costs associated with the interim construction of the north-south
arterial road to the Minta Farm ICP. This approach is consistent with standard practice, consistent with
the way other comparable roads in the area and across Melbourne have been funded over many years,
and consistent with the principles of the ICP Guidelines.

j.

Given the above conclusions, I do not agree with the submission by Stockland that the north-south arterial
is not suitably categorised as an allowable item, nor that any external apportionment should apply.

k. The issue of the lot trigger is primarily a matter for transport expertise, however in so far as the lot trigger
influences the time at which an ICP item is required, in my opinion it is reasonable to apply such a trigger
so that the needs generated by development within the PSP area can be suitably met by providing the
appropriate infrastructure.
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DECLARATION
I have made all the enquiries that I believe are desirable and appropriate and that no matters of significance that I
regard as relevant have to my knowledge been withheld from the Panel.

Paul Shipp
Director, Urban Enterprise Pty Ltd
BUPD, MCom, MPIA, RPIA
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APPENDIX A OTHER ARTERIAL ROADS
DCP / ICP

Item
Number

Clyde North

RD04

Clyde North

RD05

Clyde North

RD06

Clyde North

RD14

Cardinia Creek

RD01

Cardinia Creek

RD02

Cardinia Creek

RD03

Cardinia Creek

RD05

Cardinia Creek

RD06

Clyde DCP
Thompsons Rd
PSP

RD- 53 01A

Clyde DCP
Thompsons Rd
PSP
Clyde DCP
Thompsons Rd
PSP

RD- 53 01B

RD- 53 02

Item Description
North-South Arterial – Construction of road, 2 lanes urban standard. Includes
the construction of one culvert.
Grices Road (West) – Construction of Grices Road between Viewgrand Drive
and the North-South Arterial, 2 lanes urban standard, including connections to
the northern service road and pedestrian crossing point.
Grices Road (East) Construction of Grices Road between North-South Arterial
and the Eastern Connector Road, 2 lanes urban standard.
Grices Road (West) Duplication from Berwick-Cranbourne Road to Viewgrand
Drive, 4 lanes urban standard.
Pattersons Road: Bells Road to North-South Connector Road Construction of a
2-lane carriageway (interim treatment) – related to Clyde DCP Project IN-54-08
Pattersons Road: North-South Connector Road to Muddy Gates
Lane/McCormacks Road Construction of a 2-lane carriageway (interim
treatment).
Thompsons Road: Smiths Lane to Alexander Boulevard Construction of a 2lane carriageway (interim treatment) – related to Clyde DCP Project IN-53-06
Bells Road: Pattersons Road to Southern Connector Road Construction of a 2lane carriageway (interim treatment).
Bells Road: South Connector Road to Ballarto Road Construction of a 2-lane
carriageway (interim treatment).
Thompsons Road (Berwick-Cranbourne Road to Smiths Lane) Purchase of
land to widen road reserve from 20m wide to 41m wide (ultimate treatment)
and upgrade of existing carriageway for 760m, excluding intersections (interim
treatment). Purchase of 0.369ha land from Clyde North $480,000 for the
interim road alignment
Thompsons Road (Berwick-Cranbourne Road to Smiths Lane) - Employment
Purchase of land to widen road reserve from 20m wide to 41m wide (ultimate
treatment) and upgrade of existing carriageway for 1100m, excluding
intersections (interim treatment). The total cost includes $2,576,700
apportioned from the Clyde North DCP
Tuckers Road (Hardys Road to Bells Road) Purchase of land to widen road
reserve from 20m wide to 34m wide (ultimate treatment) and upgrade of
existing carriageway for 540m, excluding intersections (interim treatment)

Arterial
Type

Ultimate
Road
Reservation
(m)

Number
of Lanes
(Ultimate)

Number
of Lanes
(Interim)

Scope funded
by DCP/ICP

Cost
Apportioned
to DCP/ICP

Primary

41

6

2

Land, interim 2
lanes

100%

Arterial

34

4

2

Land, interim 2
lanes

100%

Arterial

34

4

2

Arterial

34

4

4

Secondary

34

4

2

Secondary

34

4

2

Primary

41

6

2

Primary

41

6

2

Primary

41

6

2

Primary

41

6

N/A

Land, interim 2
lanes
Land, interim 2
lanes, ultimate
4 lanes
Land, interim 2
lanes
Land, interim 2
lanes
Land, interim 2
lanes
Land, interim 2
lanes
Land, interim 2
lanes
Ultimate land
Interim
construction
Ultimate land

Primary

41

6

N/A

Secondary

34

4

N/A
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Interim
construction
Ultimate land
Interim
construction

100%

PSP Reference
p.79 of Clyde
North PSP
p. 77 - 78 of
Clyde North
PSP
p. 77 of Clyde
North PSP

100%

p. 77 of Clyde
North PSP

100%

p. 71 of Cardinia
Creek PSP

100%

p. 71 of Cardinia
Creek PSP

100%
100%
100%

p. 74 of Cardinia
Creek PSP
p. 73 of Cardinia
Creek PSP
p. 73 of Cardinia
Creek PSP

100%

Thompsons Rd
PSP p.96

64%
(runs along
boundary of
PSP area)

Thompsons Rd
PSP p.96

100%

Thompsons Rd
PSP p.97

Item Description

Arterial
Type

Ultimate
Road
Reservation
(m)

Number
of Lanes
(Ultimate)

Number
of Lanes
(Interim)

Scope funded
by DCP/ICP

Cost
Apportioned
to DCP/ICP

PSP Reference

RD- 53 03A

Bells Road (Hardys Road to Thompsons Road) Purchase of land to widen road
reserve from 20m wide to 41m wide (ultimate treatment) and upgrade of
existing carriageway for 630m, excluding intersections (interim treatment)

Primary

41

6

N/A

Ultimate land
Interim
construction

100%

Thompsons Rd
PSP p.96

RD-54-01

Hardys Road (Berwick-Cranbourne Road to Bells Road) Purchase of land to
widen road reserve from 20m wide to 34m wide (ultimate treatment) and
upgrade of existing carriageway for 1520m, excluding intersections (interim
treatment)

DCP / ICP

Item
Number

Clyde DCP
Thompsons Rd
PSP
Clyde DCP
Thompsons Rd
PSP
Clyde Creek
PSP (border)
Clyde DCP
Clyde Creek
PSP
Clyde DCP
Clyde Creek
PSP
Clyde DCP

Clyde Creek
PSP

RD-54-02

RD-54-03

RD-54-04

Clyde DCP
Casey Fields
South
Residential PSP

RD-57.101

Donnybrook –
Woodstock ICP

RD-01

Donnybrook –
Woodstock ICP

RD-02

Donnybrook –
Woodstock ICP

RD-03

Pattersons Road (Berwick-Cranbourne Road to Bells Road/eastern boundary of
PSP 1054) Purchase of land to widen road reserve from 20m wide to 41m
wide (ultimate treatment) and upgrade of existing carriageway for 1900m,
excluding intersections (interim treatment)
Tuckers Road (Ballarto Road to Hardys Road) Purchase of land to widen road
reserve from 20m wide to 34m wide (ultimate treatment) and upgrade of
existing carriageway for 1730m, excluding intersections (interim treatment)
Bells Road (Pattersons Road to Hardys Road) Purchase of land to widen road
reserve to 41m wide (ultimate treatment) from Hardys Road to Heather Grove.
Upgrade of existing carriageway for 555m, excluding intersections (interim
treatment). Purchase of land to create road reserve from 0m to 20m wide
(interim treatment) to join the existing road reserve from Heather Grove to
Pattersons Road within the Clyde DCP area. Upgrade of existing carriageway
for 550m, excluding intersections (interim treatment)
Ballarto Road (Clyde-Five Ways Road to Casey Fields Boulevarde) Purchase of
land to widen road reserve from 20m wide to 34m wide (ultimate treatment)
and upgrade of existing carriageway for 1000m, excluding intersections
(interim treatment)
Cameron Street: Eastern edge of the Sydney-Melbourne railway overpass to
Patterson Drive - Construction of a secondary arterial road (2 lane
carriageway), excluding intersections (interim treatment).
Gunns Gully Road: Eastern edge of the Sydney-Melbourne railway overpass to
E6 / OMR reservation - Construction of a primary arterial road (2 lane
carriageway), excluding intersections (interim treatment).
Patterson Drive: Donnybrook Road to Merri Creek - Construction of a secondary
arterial road (2 lane carriageway), excluding intersections (interim treatment).

Ultimate land
Secondary

34

4

N/A

Interim
construction

100%

Ultimate land
Primary

41

6

N/A

Secondary

34

4

N/A

Primary

41

6

N/A

Interim
construction
Ultimate land
Interim
construction
Ultimate land

Interim
construction

Thompsons Rd
PSP p.97
Clyde Creek
PSP p.67

100%

Clyde Creek
PSP p.66

100%

Clyde Creek
PSP p.67

100%

Clyde Creek
PSP p.66

100%

Casey Fields
South
Residential PSP
p.45

Ultimate land
Secondary

34

4

N/A

Secondary

34

4

2

Ultimate land, 2
lanes

100%

p. 96

Primary

41

6

2

Ultimate land, 2
lanes

100%

p. 100

Secondary

34

4

2

Ultimate land, 2
lanes

100%

p. 96
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Interim
construction

DCP / ICP

Item
Number

Donnybrook –
Woodstock ICP

RD-04

Donnybrook –
Woodstock ICP

RD-05

Mt Atkinson
and Tarneit
Plains

RD-01

Mt Atkinson
and Tarneit
Plains
Mt Atkinson
and Tarneit
Plains
Mt Atkinson
and Tarneit
Plains
Mt Atkinson
and Tarneit
Plains
Mt Atkinson
and Tarneit
Plains
Mt Atkinson
and Tarneit
Plains
Mt Atkinson
and Tarneit
Plains
Mt Atkinson
and Tarneit
Plains
Mt Atkinson
and Tarneit
Plains

RD-02

RD-03

RD-04

RD-05

RD-06

RD-07

RD-08

RD-09

RD-10

Item Description
Patterson Drive: Merri creek to OMR/E6 reservation - Construction of a
secondary arterial road (2 lane carriageway), excluding intersections (interim
treatment).
Koukoura Drive: Donnybrook Road to Gunns Gully Road - Construction of a
secondary arterial road (2 lane carriageway), excluding intersections (interim
treatment).
Greigs Road: Outer Metropolitan Ring Road (OMR) to north-south connector
road (IT05). Construction of a secondary arterial road (4 lanes) comprising 2
lane carriageway, excluding intersections (interim treatment) within the
existing Greigs Road reserve
Greigs Road: North-south connector road (IT05) to Mt Atkinson Road (IT-06).
Construction of a secondary arterial road (4 lanes) comprising 2 lane
carriageway, excluding intersections (interim treatment)
Greigs Road: Mt Atkinson Road (IT-06) to north south connector road (IT-07).
Construction of a secondary arterial road (4 lanes) comprising 2 lane
carriageway, excluding intersections (interim treatment)
Greigs Road: North-south connector road (IT-07) to north-south connector
road (IT-08). Construction of a secondary arterial road (4 lanes) comprising 2
lane carriageway, excluding intersections (interim treatment)
Greigs Road: North-south connector road (IT-08) to Hopkins Road (IT-03).
Construction of a secondary arterial road (4 lanes) comprising 2 lane
carriageway, excluding intersections (interim treatment)
Mt Atkinson Road: Greigs Road (IT-06) to east west connector boulevard (IT09). Construction of a secondary arterial road (4 lanes) comprising 2 lane
carriageway, excluding intersections (interim treatment)
Mt Atkinson Road: East-west connector boulevard (IT-09) to east-west
connector road (IT-10). Construction of a secondary arterial road (4 lanes)
comprising 2 lane carriageway, excluding intersections (interim treatment)
Mt Atkinson Road: East-west connector road (IT10) to Riding Boundary Road
(IT-12). Construction of a secondary arterial road (4 lanes) comprising 2 lane
carriageway, excluding intersections (interim treatment)
Riding Boundary Road: North-south connector road (IT-11) to Mt Atkinson
Road (IT-12). Construction of a secondary arterial road (4 lanes) comprising 2
lane carriageway, excluding intersections (interim treatment)
Riding Boundary Road: Mt Atkinson Road (IT-12) north-south connector road
(IT-13). Construction of a secondary arterial road (4 lanes) comprising 2 lane
carriageway, excluding intersections (interim treatment)

Arterial
Type

Ultimate
Road
Reservation
(m)

Number
of Lanes
(Ultimate)

Number
of Lanes
(Interim)

Scope funded
by DCP/ICP

Cost
Apportioned
to DCP/ICP

PSP Reference

Secondary

34

4

2

Ultimate land, 2
lanes

100%

p. 96

Secondary

34

4

2

Ultimate land, 2
lanes

100%

p. 99 of PSP

Secondary

34

4

2

Ultimate land, 2
lanes

100%

p. 91 of PSP

Secondary

34

4

2

Ultimate land, 2
lanes

100%

p. 91 of PSP

Secondary

34

4

2

Ultimate land, 2
lanes

100%

p. 91 of PSP

Secondary

34

4

2

Ultimate land, 2
lanes

100%

p. 91 of PSP

Secondary

34

4

2

Ultimate land, 2
lanes

100%

p. 91 of PSP

Secondary

34

4

2

Ultimate land, 2
lanes

100%

p. 87 pf PSP

Secondary

34m to
35m

4

2

Ultimate land, 2
lanes

100%

p. 88 – 89 of
PSP

Secondary

34

4

2

Ultimate land, 2
lanes

100%

p. 87 of PSP

Secondary

34

4

2

Ultimate land, 2
lanes

100%

p. 87 of PSP

Secondary

34

4

2

Ultimate land, 2
lanes

100%

p. 87 of PSP
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DCP / ICP
Mt Atkinson
and Tarneit
Plains
Mt Atkinson
and Tarneit
Plains
Plumpton and
Kororoit ICP
Plumpton and
Kororoit ICP
Plumpton and
Kororoit ICP
Plumpton and
Kororoit ICP
Plumpton and
Kororoit ICP
Plumpton and
Kororoit ICP
Plumpton and
Kororoit ICP
Plumpton and
Kororoit ICP
Plumpton and
Kororoit ICP
Plumpton and
Kororoit ICP
Plumpton and
Kororoit ICP
Plumpton and
Kororoit ICP
Plumpton and
Kororoit ICP
Plumpton and
Kororoit ICP

Item
Number

RD-11

RD-12
RD-01
RD-02
RD-03
RD-04
RD-05
RD-06
RD-07
RD-08
RD-09
RD-10
RD-11
RD-12
RD-13
RD-14

Item Description
Riding Boundary Road: North-south connector road (IT-13) to Hopkins Road
(IT-14). Construction of a secondary arterial road (4 lanes) comprising 2 lane
carriageway, excluding intersections (interim treatment)
Mt Atkinson Road: Riding Boundary Road (IT-12) to east-west connector (IT15). Construction of a secondary arterial road (4 lanes) comprising 2 lane
carriageway, excluding intersections (interim treatment)
Hopkins Road: Melton Highway (IN-01) to East-West Road 1 (IN-04)
Construction of a 2-lane arterial road (interim standard)
Hopkins Road: East-West Road 1 (IN-04) to East-West 2 Road (IN-05)
Construction of a 2-lane arterial road (interim standard)
Hopkins Road: East-West Road 2 (IN-05) to East-West 3 Road (IN-06)
Construction of a 2-lane arterial road (interim standard)
Hopkins Road: Tarleton Road (IN-08) to East-West Road 4 (IN-12)
Construction of a 2-lane arterial road (interim standard)
Hopkins Road: East-West Road 4 (IN-12) to Taylors Road (IN-14) Construction
of a 2-lane arterial road (interim standard)
Tarleton Road: Western PSP Boundary to Plumpton Road (IN-07) Construction
of a 2-lane arterial road (interim standard) and habitat compensation
obligations
Tarleton Road: Plumpton Road (IN-07) to Hopkins Road (IN-08) Construction
of a 2-lane arterial road (interim standard)
Tarleton Road: North-South Road 3 (IN-09) to North-South Road 4 (IN-10)
Construction of a 2-lane arterial road (interim standard)
Tarleton Road: North-South Road 4 (IN-10) to North-South Road 5 (IN-11)
Construction of a 2-lane arterial road (interim standard)
Tarleton Road: North-South Road 5 (IN-11) to Hume Drive (Eastern PSP
Boundary) Construction of a 2-lane arterial road (interim standard)
Taylors Road: Western PSP Boundary to Plumpton Road (IN-13) Construction
of a 2-lane arterial road (interim standard) and habitat compensation
obligations
Taylors Road: Plumpton Road (IN-13) to Hopkins Road (IN-14) Construction of
a 2-lane arterial road (interim standard) and habitat compensation obligations
Taylors Road: Hopkins Road (IN-14) to Sinclairs Road (IN-15) Construction of
a 2-lane arterial road (interim standard) and habitat compensation obligations
Taylors Road: Sinclairs Road (IN-15) to Saric Court (IN-16) Construction of a 2lane arterial road (interim standard) and habitat compensation obligations

Arterial
Type

Ultimate
Road
Reservation
(m)

Number
of Lanes
(Ultimate)

Number
of Lanes
(Interim)

Scope funded
by DCP/ICP

Cost
Apportioned
to DCP/ICP

PSP Reference

Secondary

34

4

2

Ultimate land, 2
lanes

100%

p. 87 of PSP

Secondary

34

4

2

Ultimate land, 2
lanes

100%

p. 90 of PSP

Primary

41

6

2

Primary

41

6

2

Primary

41

6

2

Primary

41

6

2

Primary

41

6

2

Secondary

34

4

2

Secondary

34

4

2

Secondary

34

4

2

Secondary

34

4

2

Secondary

34

4

2

Primary

41

6

2

Primary

44

6

2

Primary

44

6

2

Primary

44

6

2
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Ultimate land,
interim 2 lanes
Ultimate land,
interim 2 lanes
Ultimate land,
interim 2 lanes
Ultimate land,
interim 2 lanes
Ultimate land,
interim 2 lanes
Ultimate land,
interim 2 lanes
Ultimate land,
interim 2 lanes
Ultimate land,
interim 2 lanes
Ultimate land,
interim 2 lanes
Ultimate land,
interim 2 lanes
Ultimate land,
interim 2 lanes
Ultimate land,
interim 2 lanes
Ultimate land,
interim 2 lanes
Ultimate land,
interim 2 lanes

100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%

p. 104 of
Plumpton PSP
p. 104 of
Plumpton PSP
p. 104 of
Plumpton PSP
p. 104 of
Plumpton PSP
p. 104 of
Plumpton PSP
p. 106 of
Plumpton PSP
p. 106 of
Plumpton PSP
p. 106 of
Plumpton PSP
p. 106 of
Plumpton PSP
p. 106 of
Plumpton PSP
p. 104 of
Plumpton PSP
p. 105 of
Plumpton PSP
p. 105 of
Plumpton PSP
p. 105 of
Plumpton PSP

DCP / ICP

Item
Number

Plumpton and
Kororoit ICP

RD-15

Plumpton and
Kororoit ICP

RD-16

Plumpton and
Kororoit ICP
Plumpton and
Kororoit ICP
Plumpton and
Kororoit ICP
Plumpton and
Kororoit ICP

RD-17
RD-18
RD-19
RD-20

Item Description

Arterial
Type

Ultimate
Road
Reservation
(m)

Number
of Lanes
(Ultimate)

Number
of Lanes
(Interim)

Scope funded
by DCP/ICP

Cost
Apportioned
to DCP/ICP

PSP Reference

Taylors Road: Saric Court (IN-16) to City Vista Court (IN-17) Construction of a
2-lane arterial road (interim standard) and habitat compensation obligations

Primary

44

6

2

Ultimate land,
interim 2 lanes

100%

p. 105 of
Plumpton PSP

Primary

44

6

2

Ultimate land,
interim 2 lanes

100%

p. 105 of
Plumpton PSP

Primary

41

6

2

Primary

41

6

2

Primary

41

6

2

Primary

41

6

2

Taylors Road: City Vista Court (IN-17) to Eastern PSP Boundary Construction
of a 2-lane arterial road (interim standard) and habitat compensation
obligations
Hopkins Road: Taylors Road (IN-14) to East-West Road 5 (IN-18) Construction
of a 2-lane arterial road (interim standard)
Hopkins Road: East-West Road 5 (IN-18) to Reed Court (IN-19) Construction of
a 2-lane arterial road (interim standard)
Hopkins Road: Reed Court (IN-19) to Hopkins Road Bridge (BR-02)
Construction of a 2-lane arterial road (interim standard)
Hopkins Road: Hopkins Road Bridge (BR-02) to East-West Road 6 (IN-20)
Construction of a 2-lane arterial road (interim standard)

Source: compiled by Urban Enterprise based on gazetted PSP, ICP and DCP documents as stated in table.
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Ultimate land,
interim 2 lanes
Ultimate land,
interim 2 lanes
Ultimate land,
interim 2 lanes
Ultimate land,
interim 2 lanes

100%
100%
100%
100%

p. 104 of
Plumpton PSP
p. 104 of
Plumpton PSP
p. 104 of
Plumpton PSP
p. 104 of
Plumpton PSP

APPENDIX B REQUIREMENTS OF PLANNING PANELS VICTORIA – EXPERT EVIDENCE
NAME
Paul Shipp, Director, Urban Enterprise Pty Ltd.
ADDRESS
Level 1/302-304 Barkly Street, Brunswick, Vic 3056.
QUALIFICATIONS


Bachelor of Urban Planning and Development, University of Melbourne;



Master of Commerce, RMIT University.

PROFESSIONAL AFFILIATIONS


Registered Planner, Planning Institute of Australia;



Member, Victorian Planning and Environmental Law Association.

EXPERIENCE
I have 15 years experience as a planner and urban economist and specialise in the fields of development
contributions and urban economics.
Urban Enterprise has a track record of successfully preparing Development Contributions Plans for Councils as
well as negotiating development contribution arrangements with Councils on behalf of developers.
I have been involved in the preparation and review of many Development Contributions Plans, Infrastructure
Contributions Plans and public open space contributions for Councils and developers across Melbourne and
regional Victoria.
I have appeared as an expert witness on numerous occasions in respect of development contributions at Planning
Panel and Advisory Committee hearings.
AREAS OF EXPERTISE
Areas of expertise include strategic urban planning, development contributions and urban economics.
EXPERTISE TO PREPARE THIS REPORT
My experience in urban planning and urban economics over the past 15 years has provided the tools to develop a
specialisation in development contributions. I have prepared numerous Development Contributions Plans and have
provided advice to public and private sectors regarding development contributions.
I am therefore qualified to prepare this report and expert witness statement.
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INSTRUCTIONS
My instructions are to prepare an expert witness statement addressing planning matters associated with the ICP
and to appear at the final hearing to give evidence. In preparing my witness statement, I was instructed to:


Have regard to the exhibited Amendment and background documents and the expert traffic, design and
costings evidence filed in the Amendment to date;



Have regard to the expert conclave statements on design and costs;



Specifically consider the matters raised in Stockland’s submission;



Consider how infrastructure in the surrounding precincts has been funded;



Provide my opinion on how the infrastructure items in the ICP should be funded and apportioned; and



Provide my opinion on the appropriateness of the lot cap trigger in the UGZ.

FACTS, MATTERS AND ASSUMPTIONS RELIED UPON
I have relied on the following for my assessment:


Amendment C269;



Minta Farm Precinct Structure Plan, October 2018 (gazetted January 2019) (the PSP);



Approved Gazetted Minta Farm Infrastructure Contributions Plan, May 2019 (the Interim ICP);



Exhibited Minta Farm Infrastructure Contributions Plan, July 2019 (the Exhibited ICP);



The Ministerial Direction on the Preparation and Content of Infrastructure Contributions Plans (the
Ministerial Direction);



Infrastructure Contribution Plan Guidelines, Department of Environment, Land Water and Planning,
November 2019 (the Guidelines);



Strategic Transport Modelling Assessment (Ultimate Scenario), McPherson, Croskell and Minta Farm
Precincts, Cardno, 31 August 2015 (Cardno Modelling);



Traffic Engineering Assessment Additional Traffic Modelling at Minta Farm PSP 11, Traffix Group
(Traffix Modelling);



Minta Farm Precinct Structure Plan Concept Road Design Report, Traffic Works, 5 October 2017 (Traffic
Works Concept Designs);



Expert witness statements filed for Amendment C269 relating to traffic, costs and associated expert
conclave reports; and



Other Development Contributions Plans and Infrastructure contributions plans as relevant.

DOCUMENTS TAKEN INTO ACCOUNT
See above.
IDENTITY OF PERSONS UNDERTAKING THE WORK
Paul A. Shipp, assisted by Brett Hannah (Consultant).
SUMMARY OF OPINIONS
Refer to Section 7: Conclusions.
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