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Overview 
Amendment summary   

The Amendment Mornington Peninsula Planning Scheme Amendment C210 

Common name Creswell Street, Crib Point 

Brief description The Amendment proposes to facilitate the future use and 
development of the Amendment area for residential purposes by 
applying: 

- the Neighbourhood Residential Zone (NRZ) to the land and 
removing the Industrial 3 Zone (IN3Z) 

- a Development Contributions Plan Overlay (DCPO) to the area 

- an Environmental Audit Overlay (EAO) to three properties 

Subject land All properties between 1 and 73 Creswell Street (except 2 Creswell 
Street), and 1-3 Cooma Street, Crib Point 

The Proponent Schutz Consulting 

Planning Authority Mornington Peninsula Shire Council 

Authorisation 14 November 2017 

Exhibition 14 December 2017 to 26 January 2018 
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Zouzoulas, Team Leader Strategic Planning and Krystal Blizzard, 
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- Tim Pollock (environmental engineering) 

- Adam Russo (engineering) 

Crib Point Terminals, represented by Jackie Prosser, Foresite 
Planning and Bushfire Consultants and Chris Barber 

Crib Point Action Group Inc, represented by Cecelia Witton 

Date of this Report 30 April 2018 

 



Mornington Peninsula Planning Scheme Amendment C210  Panel Report  30 April 2018 

 

 

Executive summary 

(i) Summary 

Mornington Peninsula Planning Scheme Amendment C210 (the Amendment) seeks to 
facilitate the future use and development of the eastern section of Creswell Street, Crib Point 
for residential purposes by applying: 

• the Neighbourhood Residential Zone (NRZ) to the land and removing the Industrial 3 
Zone (IN3Z) 

• a Development Contributions Plan Overlay (DCPO) to the area 

• an Environmental Audit Overlay (EAO) to three properties. 

The Amendment also proposes to delete the Restructure Overlay – Schedule 4 from parts of 
the Amendment area. 

The area has been in Industrial zones for many years, but has experienced little industrial 
activity because of its lack of exposure and poor access.  It is currently in a decrepit state, with 
the eastern section of Creswell Street in poor condition. 

The area abuts land to the north in the Special Use Zone Schedule 1 – Port related uses (SUZ1), 
most of which is owned by Crib Point Terminal.  The present IN3Z within the Amendment area 
has separated the SUZ1 land from neighbouring residential land. 

The proponent, Schutz Consulting, represents many of the landowners in the Amendment 
area.  The landowners consider that the area has not developed for industrial purposes 
because of the inherent limitations of the site.  Further, they submitted that land use at the 
Crib Point Terminal land has changed since the closure of the Crib Point oil refinery in 1985, 
and the buffer can now be accommodated within the SUZ1 land. 

The key issues raised by submitters were: 

• Crib Point Terminal submitted that separation distances between potential port-
related activities to the north of the Amendment area should be protected from 
encroachment by further residential development. 

• Residential land use was supported by most of the submitters, but Crib Point Terminal 
submitted that industrial land use should continue. 

• Two submissions considered that the level of development contributions attributable 
to landowners is excessive. 

The Panel has considered all submissions, and concludes: 

• While there is a strong case to protect appropriate buffers around the Crib Point port 
facilities, the main focus for development within the Port of Hastings will be at Long 
Island Point.  The complementary role played by Crib Point within the Port of Hastings 
means that any likely port-related use will be able to be accommodated – with 
appropriate buffers – within the existing SUZ1 land. 

• There is strong policy support for residential development in Crib Point in the SPPF 
and LPPF, while Creswell Street has been identified as appropriate for residential 
development in the Crib Point Township Plan, and has significant local support. 

• The current IN3Z has proved to be ineffective in supporting industrial land uses on 
the site, because of the inherent shortcomings in access and exposure at the site. 
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• Despite the neighbouring residential land at Crib Point being in the GRZ with the 
associated DDO19, use of the NRZ with its associated Schedule 1 provides a similar 
outcome with a simplified planning tool. 

• There is a strong case to improve the infrastructure at Creswell Street, and a 
Development Contributions Plan (DCP) and DCPO are appropriate planning tools to 
fund the necessary infrastructure. 

• Costs included in the exhibited DCP are sound, with the exception that water supply 
and communications costs were incorrectly included and costs for site clearing and 
vegetation removal and services relocation were underestimated.  The costs in a 
modified version of the DCP are appropriate. 

• The drafting of the exhibited DCPO Schedule 1 was flawed, and a modified version 
provides a more practical reflection of the intent of the Amendment. 

The Panel therefore concludes that the Amendment has merit, and should proceed. 

(ii) Recommendations 

Based on the reasons set out in this Report, the Panel recommends that Mornington 
Peninsula Planning Scheme Amendment C210 be adopted as exhibited subject to the 
following: 

 Modify the Development Contributions Plan with the following changes to the 
exhibited version: 

• Include the revised costings shown in Appendix C of this report 

• Remove Section 18: Implementation Strategy 

• Change the date of the Plan to ‘April 2018’ 

 Modify the ‘Council preferred version’ of Development Contributions Plan Overlay 
Schedule 1 shown in Appendix E of this report with the following change: 

• Include the heading 2.0 Summary of Costs 

• Refer to the ‘Creswell Street East Development Contributions Plan, April 
2018’ under ‘Time of provision’ 

• Amend the note under the Table in 3.0 Summary of Contributions to refer 
to ‘$ per equivalent lot frontage (based on approximate 20.12 m frontage)’ 
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1 Introduction 

1.1 The Amendment 

(i) Amendment description 

The Amendment proposes to facilitate the future use and development of the Amendment 
area for residential purposes by applying the Neighbourhood Residential Zone (NRZ) to the 
land and removing the Industrial 3 Zone (IN3Z). 

In addition, the Amendment: 

• Applies Neighbourhood Residential Zone - Schedule 1 (NRZ1) to the Amendment area 
in order to protect the unique environmental character of Crib Point 

• Applies the Environmental Audit Overlay (EAO) to 3 Cooma Street, 39 Creswell Street, 
and 63 Creswell Street, Crib Point 

• Applies the Development Contributions Plan Overlay – Schedule 1 to the Amendment 
area to give effect to the Creswell Street Development Contributions Plan (October 
2017) 

• Amends the Schedule to Clause 81.01 of the Mornington Peninsula Planning Scheme 
to include the Creswell Street Development Contributions Plan (October 2017) as an 
incorporated document in the Planning Scheme 

• Deletes the Restructure Overlay – Schedule 4 (RO4) where it applies to part of the 
Amendment area 

• Deletes Schedule 4 of the Restructure Overlay from Mornington Peninsula Planning 
Scheme. 

(ii) Purpose of the Amendment 

The Explanatory Report provides the justification of the Amendment: 

The purpose of Amendment C210 is to revise the existing planning controls 
affecting the Amendment area in order to change the designated use of the land 
from industrial to residential. 

The Amendment is required in order to: 

• Implement the strategic planning work set out in the Crib Point Township 
Plan (2011). 

• Remove the potential for incompatibility between residential and industrial 
land uses. 

• Improve the safety of the area. The area has no direct access to main roads 
other than through residential areas, and has the potential to create major 
safety issues if left as industrial zoned land. 

• Provide for the highest and best use of land within the Crib Point township 
rather than the Amendment area remaining underutilized due to its lack of 
exposure, limited access and infrastructure, and consequent lack of viability 
as industrial land. 

• Provide additional land for housing within the Urban Growth Boundary with 
good proximity to goods and services. 
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• Promote the retention and protection of existing vegetation on land within 
the Amendment area. 

The existing industrial zoning of the Amendment area lacks strategic 
justification given its location immediately abutting residential properties, poor 
access and exposure, and the likely impact of industrial uses on the amenity of 
the existing residential area.  Strategic planning principles focus on locating 
industrial land in areas which are appropriately serviced, have good access to 
main roads for industrial traffic and where future industrial development is not 
likely to have a detrimental impact on adjoining residences. 

Rezoning of the Amendment area to a zone reflective of the abutting properties 
ensures integration with the surrounding residential neighbourhood and 
protection of existing Crib Point residential amenity. 

The Explanatory Report added that little industrial development had taken place at the site, 
and that the few existing industrial establishments had created negative amenity impacts for 
neighbouring residents. 

(iii) The subject land 

The Amendment applies to land shown in Figure 1.  The site abuts residential land to the south 
and west, while the Crib Point marine terminal is located to the east.  Over 320 hectares of 
land to the north is in the Special Use Zone Schedule 1 for Port Related Uses, associated with 
the Crib Point jetty as part of the Port of Hastings. 

Figure 1 The subject land 

 

The context of the site, particularly its relationship to the Crib Point Terminal, is shown in 
Figure 2: 
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Figure 2: Aerial image of the site 

 

Source: Foresite Planning and Bushfire Consultants, submission on behalf of Crib Point Terminal 

1.2 Issues dealt with in this Report 

The key issues raised by submitters were: 

• Crib Point Terminal submitted that separation distances between potential port-
related activities to the north of the Amendment area should be protected from 
encroachment by further residential development. 

• Residential land use was supported by most of the submitters, but Crib Point Terminal 
submitted that industrial land use should continue. 

• Two submissions considered that the level of development contributions attributable 
to landowners is excessive. 

The Panel considered all written submissions made in response to the exhibition of the 
Amendment, observations from site visits, and submissions, evidence and other material 
presented to it during the Hearing. 

The Panel has reviewed a large volume of material.  The Panel 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. 

This Report deals with the issues under the following headings: 

• Planning context 
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• Buffer requirements 

• Residential use of the land 

• Development contributions. 
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2 Planning context 

Council provided a response to the Strategic Assessment Guidelines as part of the Explanatory 
Report. 

The Panel has reviewed Council’s response and the policy context of the Amendment, and has 
made a brief appraisal of the relevant zone and overlay controls and other relevant planning 
strategies. 

2.1 Policy framework 

(i) State Planning Policy Framework 

Council submitted that the Amendment is supported by the following clauses in the State 
Planning Policy Framework: 

The State Planning Policy Framework promotes a balanced approach to 
planning for urban settlements, stating the aim in Clause 11.02-1 (Supply of 
urban land): 

• Plan to accommodate projected population growth over at least a 15 year 
period and provide clear direction on locations where growth should occur.  
Residential land supply will be considered on a municipal basis, rather than 
a town-by-town basis. 

The Amendment is consistent within Clause 11.02-1 (Supply of land) as the 
investigation of the Amendment area for rezoning is identified within the 
Council adopted Mornington Peninsula Housing and Settlement Strategy 2017 
(HSS) which outlines directions for future housing and population over the next 
15 years. 

Clause 11.05-2 (Distinctive areas of state significant) acknowledges the need to 
protect and enhance the valued attributes of the distinctive area of Victoria of 
which the Mornington Peninsula is specifically identified. 

The policy also references the Mornington Peninsula Localised Planning 
Statement (Victorian Government, 2014) which states that the Mornington 
Peninsula is not designated or intended to be a metropolitan Growth Area nor 
an area targeted for urban consolidation, however a level of infill growth is 
expected in some areas. 

A number of the policies contained within the SPPF encourage an increase in the 
proportion of housing in Metropolitan Melbourne to be developed within the 
established urban area, particularly at activity centres, employment corridors 
and at other strategic sites, and reduce the share of new dwellings in greenfield 
and dispersed development areas. 

In this context, strategic work prepared by the Mornington Peninsula Council, 
the Housing and Settlement Strategy, has identified opportunities to 
accommodate projected housing demand as infill in townships or growth on 
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identified investigation areas and in major Activity Centres without the need for 
excessive development in Peninsula townships. 

On 4 December 2017, the previously discussed ‘Mornington Peninsula Housing 
and Settlement Strategy 2017’ was adopted by Council.1 

A central feature of the submission from Crib Point Terminal was concern that introduction of 
a sensitive land use in residential development will undermine State and Local Policy aimed at 
protecting port-related activities at Crib Point. 

This strategic issue is addressed in Chapter 3 of this report.  In summary, the Panel accepts 
Council’s view that the Amendment is consistent with a range of SPPF Policies relating to 
settlement and housing, but recognises the potential conflict with Clause 18.03-1 Planning for 
ports, which has the following Objectives: 

• To recognise the transport and logistics role of Victoria’s commercial trading 
ports at Melbourne, Geelong, Hastings and Portland in supporting the State’s 
economy and to facilitate their ongoing sustainable operation and 
development. 

• Support the effective and competitive operation of Victoria’s commercial 
trading ports at local, national and international levels. 

Clause 18.03-2 Planning for port environs has the following Objective: 

To plan for and manage land in the environs of commercial trading ports so that 
development and use are compatible with port operations and provide 
reasonable amenity expectations. 

Strategies include: 

Protect commercial trading ports from encroachment of sensitive and 
incompatible land uses in the port environs. 

The Panel accepts that there are potentially competing objectives within the SPPF relating to 
the Amendment.  It concludes that, on balance, the Amendment should proceed. 

(ii) Local Planning Policy Framework 

Council submitted that the Amendment supports the following local planning objectives: 

Clause 21.03 – Mornington Peninsula - Regional Role and Local Vision 

Clause 21.03 identifies, amongst other things, that Port of Hastings and 
industrial development should be separated from sensitive development by 
appropriate buffers. 

Clause 21.04 – Mornington Peninsula Strategic Framework Plan 

Clause 21.04 outlines the importance of balancing development and sustainable 
land use throughout the Shire.  This includes focusing future development in 
major towns and recognising each area’s strengths and limitations.  The 
location of the Amendment area is identified as one constrained by limited 

                                                      
1 Mornington Peninsula Shire Council, Amendment C210 Part A submission, April 2018, pp. 7-8 
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exposure, physical accessibility and services which have resulted in it historically 
contributing very little from an economic perspective as industrial land.  The 
potential for this land to first attract investment and then function productively 
as industrial land is therefore significantly compromised and taking into account 
the surrounding land uses would be better served as residential land. 

Clause 21.06 – Strategic Framework and the Peninsula’s Settlement Pattern 

Clause 21.06 acknowledges the continuing demand for housing within the Shire 
and the need to effectively manage development demand without adverse 
implications on the existing character.  This is to be managed in a way that 
contains development by maintaining separation between townships and 
avoiding de facto growth corridors.  The Amendment area is situated within 
both the urban growth boundary and Crib Point township and adjoins 
residential land to its south and west.  Furthermore, the Amendment area is one 
of the few sites specifically identified within the HSS as an area potentially 
capable of accommodating residential land.  The proposed rezoning will 
therefore not result in growth that will disturb the clear township boundaries 
sought to be maintained, and provide additional residential land to assist in 
satisfying Council’s forecast population growth. 

Clause 21.07 – Guiding Future Township Development 

Similarly to Clause 21.06, Clause 21.07 seeks to establish parameters for future 
township growth.  Within the overall hierarchy of Activity Centres throughout 
the Shire, Crib Point is recognised as a ‘Local Activity Centre’ which is the second 
to last category on the scale of centres scale and significance.  The higher-
ranking centres such as ‘Major’ and ‘Large’ are intended to accommodate much 
greater development growth due to their location and established 
infrastructure.  The importance of the industrial land comprising the 
Amendment area is therefore further questioned giving the importance of Crib 
Point within this hierarchy. 

Clause 21.10 – Managing Port Area Development 

Clause 21.10 seeks to protect the land reserved for the Port of Hastings and 
prevent any adverse development or uses that could jeopardise its future 
operation.  With regard to the Amendment, its raises the potential for further 
subdivision potentially constraining future port development and the provision 
of appropriate buffers between the Port and sensitive uses.  It is recognised that 
it is unreasonable for the port to rely on the existing industrial land to serve as 
the buffer between the Port and adjoining residential land.  Furthermore, there 
is already existing land to the west of the Amendment Area featuring residential 
land adjoining the Special Use Zone Schedule 1.  The Port of Hastings Land Use 
and Transport Strategy and Ministerial Direction 14 – Ports Environs define the 
“Port Environs”.  The Amendment area is not included within the designated 
port environs. 
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It is considered therefore, that buffers between the Port and sensitive uses 
should be accommodated within the boundaries of the Port environs area itself. 

Clause 22.01 – Industrial Areas 

Clause 22.01 emphasises the need to have regard to the separation between 
industrial and residential areas and promote the growth of major and township 
activity centres.  This policy specifies specific recommended standards for 
industrial subdivision and design.  These standards include a minimum 2,000 m² 
lot size, 30 metre minimum road frontage and setback 20 metres from a 
residential zone.  As most of existing lots within the Amendment area are less 
than 1600 m² the minimum requirements sought within these recommended 
standards will not be feasible.2 

As noted above, Crib Point Terminals submitted that the Amendment is not consistent with 
Local Policy relating to the management of port area development. 

The need to protect buffer requirements between the port and the Amendment area is 
addressed in Chapter 3 of this report.  The Panel notes the potentially competing objectives 
within the LPPF relating to the Amendment, but concludes that the Amendment should 
proceed. 

(iii) Other planning strategies or policies used in formulating the Amendment 

A number of strategic land use planning documents are relevant to the Amendment: 

Port of Hastings Corporation, Port of Hastings Port Land Use and Transport Strategy, August 
2009 

The Port of Hastings Port Land Use and Transport Strategy (PLUTS) is a comprehensive land 
use strategy covering the three main areas of the Port of Hastings – Long Island Point, Crib 
Point and Stony Point.  It provides an assessment of the opportunities and constraints relating 
to each of these areas, and outlines key directions for the future. 

PLUTS identifies the future focus of Crib Point on liquid fuel and gas, rather than heavy 
industry.  It also proposes that the future of the SUZ1 to the north of the Amendment area 
should be reviewed, retaining the strategically important areas around the former BP refinery 
site but considering alternative land uses in parts of the land. 

The review of SUZ1 land at Crib Point has not been completed. 

Mornington Peninsula Shire Council (with Hansen Partnership Pty Ltd, Barraco Wright Pty 
Ltd and NMBW Architects), Draft Crib Point Township Plan, October 2011 

This township plan aims to guide changes to land use, built form and public spaces in Crib 
Point. 

The plan addressed the future of the port-related SUZ1 land to the north of the Amendment 
area, and the PUZ7 land to the north-east.  It also assessed the future of the land at Creswell 
Street, which had been in the Industrial 1 Zone (IN1Z) at the time, noting that it does not 

                                                      
2 Mornington Peninsula Shire Council, Amendment C210 Part A submission, April 2018, pp. 9-10 
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necessarily produce a satisfactory buffer to the SUZ1 land.  Further, it considered that the area 
lacks exposure and has limited access and infrastructure, limiting its attraction for the 
development of industry.  It proposed a residential rezoning of the land, ‘although this is 
unlikely to progress except within the framework of a review of the SUZ1 area’.3 

The Draft Crib Point Township Plan was not formally adopted by Council, but has been used 
since 2011 as the basis of Council planning for Crib Point. 

Mornington Peninsula Shire Council, Mornington Peninsula Housing and Settlement 
Strategy, December 2017 

This Strategy (Mornington Peninsula HSS) was adopted by Council in 2017, and covers the way 
in which housing and population needs will be met while retaining the character of the Shire.  
The Strategy identifies the Amendment site as an ‘area of investigation’. 

Essential Economics, Mornington Peninsula Industrial Areas Strategy, January 2018 

This Strategy identifies the need to protect and expand industrial areas within Mornington 
Peninsula Shire.  It addresses industrial land supply in Bittern - Crib Point, noting that the 
Creswell Street industrial area does not significantly contribute to economic activity in the 
region. 

The Strategy is due to be considered by Mornington Peninsula Shire Council in April 2018. 

2.2 Planning scheme provisions 

(i) Zones 

The residential areas to the south and west of the site are in the General Residential Zone 
(GRZ), while the land to the north is in the Special Use Zone (SUZ), as shown in Figure 1.  
Schedule 1 (Port Related Uses) applies to this land.  Land to the north-east is a water supply 
pumping station in the Public Use Zone Schedule 1 (PUZ1), and currently vacant land in the 
Public Use Zone Schedule 7 (‘Other Public Use’). 

The Amendment proposes to implement the Neighbourhood Residential Zone (NRZ) and 
associated Schedule 1 (NRZ1) at the site.  At the Hearing, Council explained that it is currently 
developing Amendment C219 to the Mornington Peninsula Planning Scheme.  This 
Amendment intends to replace its current approach of applying the GRZ and associated Design 
and Development Overlays to control the character of built form in residential areas with the 
NRZ and associated Schedules in appropriate areas of the Shire, including at Crib Point. 

Amendment C210 therefore aims to introduce the planning tools that Council intends to use 
in some other residential areas in the future. 

In its Part A submission, Council commented on the reason for proposing the NRZ: 

The Neighbourhood Residential Zone Schedule 1 is applied to carefully manage 
and protect the distinctive values and character of the Shire.  Specifically, the 

                                                      
3 Mornington Peninsula Shire Council (with Hansen Partnership Pty Ltd, Barraco Wright Pty Ltd and NMBW Architects), 

Draft Crib Point Township Plan, October 2011, pp. 11-12 
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Neighbourhood Residential Zone Schedule 1 will ensure the low scale character 
of the adjoining residential areas & of Crib Point are reinforced and protected.4 

(ii) Overlays 

A number of overlays are relevant to the Amendment: 

Development Contributions Plan Overlay (DCPO) 

A central feature of the Amendment is the application of the Creswell Street East Crib Point 
Development Contributions Plan, October 2017 through a Development Contributions Plan 
Overlay Schedule 1 (DCPO1).  The issue of development contributions is addressed in Chapter 
5 of this report. 

Environmental Audit Overlay (EAO) 

The Amendment proposed the implementation of the EAO to three sites within the 
Amendment area.  Council’s Part A submission noted: 

The sites 3 Cooma St (bus storage yard), 39 Creswell St (recycle yard) and 63 
Creswell St (timber milling) are identified as being potentially contaminated 
land (given their current industrial uses) and it is therefore appropriate that 
Environmental Audit Overlay (EAO) be applied to these sites in accordance with 
Ministerial Direction No. 1 Potentially Contaminated Land under section 12(2) 
of the Act. 

There were no submissions relating to the EAO.  The Panel has not addressed the matter 
further in this report. 

Restructure Overlay (RO) 

Schedule 4 of the RO is proposed to be removed through the Amendment.  Council’s Part A 
submission provided the reason: 

There are a number of lots that are currently subject to Restructure Overlay 4 
within the area.  The Amendment proposes the removal of the Restructure 
Overlay from these lots to enable subdivision and development to occur in 
accordance with Design and Development Overlay 19 that provides for a 
minimum lot size of 650sqm.  The Restructure Overlay has not resulted in the 
subdivision outcomes anticipated.  With the recent work of the Housing and 
Settlement Strategy the intention of this area is clearly aligned with the 
Neighbourhood Residential Zone & Design Development Overlay 19 provisions. 

There were no submissions relating to the Restructure Overlay, and the Panel has not 
considered it further in this report. 

Vegetation Protection Overlay (VPO) 

VPO Schedule 1 - Township Vegetation applies to the Amendment area, as it does to numerous 
other village and township areas of the Shire.  VPO1 aims to protect vegetation cover within 

                                                      
4 Mornington Peninsula Shire Council, Amendment C210 Part A submission, April 2018, p. 10 
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these areas, with the objective of retaining the dominant visual and environmental features 
of Mornington Peninsula. 

Design and Development Overlay (DDO) 

DDO Schedule 19 (DDO19), which aims to control built form in the Bittern and Crib Point 
Township Residential Area, was mistakenly proposed to be extended to the site in the 
Explanatory Report.  As discussed in Chapter 4 of this report, the intent of DDO19 was 
incorporated in Schedule 1 to the NRZ, in the final iterations of the Amendment process. 

Despite the fact that DDO19 is not proposed to apply to the Amendment area, its content was 
considered throughout the Hearing.  Council and the proponent aimed to ensure that the tools 
applied in the Amendment produces a planning result consistent with that of the GRZ and 
DDO19. 

This issue is addressed further in Chapter 4 of this report. 

2.3 Ministerial Directions and Practice Notes 

Ministerial Directions 

Council submitted that the Amendment meets the relevant requirements of: 

• Ministerial Direction on the Form and Content of Planning Schemes under section 
7(5) of the Act. 

• Ministerial Direction No. 1 Potentially Contaminated Land under section 12(2) of the 
Act. 

• Ministerial Direction No. 9 Metropolitan Strategy under section 12(2)(a) of the Act. 

• Ministerial Direction No. 11 Strategic Assessment of Amendments under section 
12(2)(a) of the Act. 

• Ministerial Direction on the Preparation and Content of Infrastructure Contributions 
Plans and Ministerial Reporting Requirements for Infrastructure Contributions Plans. 

Planning Practice Notes 

Council submitted that the Amendment is consistent with: 

• Planning Practice Note 30 (PPN30) Potentially Contaminated Land, 2005 

• Planning Practice Note 46 (PPN46) Strategic Assessment Guidelines, June 2015. 

2.4 Discussion 

The Panel considers that the Amendment is consistent with Ministerial Directions, because it 
uses current planning tools, and is based on a complete strategic assessment.  It also accepts 
that it is consistent with Planning Practice Notes. 

The Panel concludes that the Amendment is supported by, and implements, the relevant 
sections of the State and Local Planning Policy Framework.  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 Buffer requirements 

3.1 The issue 

Foresight Planning and Bushfire Consultants submitted on behalf of Crib Point Terminal that 
the proposed rezoning would impede the future use of its land by limiting the opportunity to 
undertake industry or port-related activities if the residential land is located nearby. 

The issue is whether the Amendment unreasonably undermines the potential industrial and 
port-related industrial land uses on neighbouring land by reducing the buffer distances to 
residential land. 

3.2 Evidence and submissions 

On behalf of Crib Point Terminal, Ms Prosser described the reduction in buffer distances as 
‘problematic for future land use opportunities’.  She stressed the importance of a corridor of 
land between the Crib Point jetty and the eastern section of the site: 

The placement of residential land closer to this section of the site has the 
potential to compromise future operations, not only in terms of land uses 
opportunities but also operating impacts through vehicle noises, hours of 
operation and use of machinery and equipment.  The uncertain nature of 
potential use of the land thereby makes the identification of accurate buffer 
distances difficult.  We therefore suggest that a precautionary principle of no 
change should be adopted, particularly given the uncertainty surrounding the 
future zoning of the Crib Point Terminal and the wider Special Use Zone land. 

The proponent submitted that buffer requirements should not be a constraint which would 
preclude the Amendment.  Ms Schutz referred to existing residential properties which 
currently abut the SUZ1 zoned land in Crib Point, already limiting the location of port-related 
land uses that require buffers.  Further, she submitted that: 

…there is a clear expectation that buffers will be contained within the SUZ1 land, 
and that if the SUZ1 was ever developed for industrial uses, it would not include 
heavy industry related port uses that require significant buffers. 

She also noted that Bay West has been identified by Infrastructure Victoria as the preferred 
location for Victoria’s second container port rather than the Port of Hastings.  Further, within 
the Port of Hastings, Infrastructure Victoria identified land at Long Island Point north of 
Hastings as more suitable for port development than Crib Point.  More land (around 3,000 ha) 
is available for development and buffers at Long Island Point than at Crib Point, while transport 
corridors are shorter and would avoid the townships of Hastings, Bittern or Crib Point. 

Mr Tim Pollock’s evidence focused on the buffer requirements for possible land uses on the 
SUZ1 land, and the impact that residential development at Creswell Street would have on 
those buffers. 

Mr Pollock cited the buffer requirements outlined in Clause 52.10 Uses with Adverse Amenity 
Potential, identifying possible land uses at Crib Point as storage of petroleum and hydrocarbon 
products (with a buffer requirement of 250 metres), manufacture with fibreglass resin (250 
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metres), seafood processing (500 metres) and asphalt plant (500 metres), all of which could 
be accommodated even if residential land uses proceeded at Creswell Street.  He noted that 
any activities requiring a buffer of 1,000 metres or more, such as a petroleum refinery (2,000 
metres), are excluded because of the existing strip of residential zone along Stony Point Road 
to the west of the SUZ1 land and the existing residential zoned residential zone along land to 
the south. 

The evidence provided three options showing the reduction in buffer distances that would 
occur if the Amendment was adopted.  An example is shown in Figure 3: 

Figure 3: Potential reduction in buffer distances – Option 1 

 

Source: Tim Pollock, Witness Statement: Amendment C210 to the Mornington Peninsula Planning Scheme, 11 
April 2018, p. 8 
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He concluded: 

I agree with Council’s decision to rezone IN3Z land on Creswell Street.  The 
original rationale to use the IN3Z land to provide a buffer from Port Related 
Uses operations has been overtaken by the subsequent developments in 
relation to the next container port being sited outside Westernport Bay.  
Further, there has been no instance of onshore storage facilities being proposed 
in the SUZ1 land at Crib Point in the 32 years since the closure of the BP refinery.  
The current AGL proposal suggests that floating rather than fixed storage 
facilities are preferred in that they are flexible if/when market conditions 
change.  This siting also has the advantage of obtaining a large over-water 
buffer in all directions and not requiring any buffer into SUZ1 land, thereby not 
constraining its future development.5 

Council supported Mr Pollock’s conclusion: 

Council does not take issue with the evidence of Mr Pollock.  The maps provided 
by Mr. Pollock clearly document that that prime locations for development such 
as the Crib Point Jetty will provide setback distances of between 690 metres and 
920 metres to the Amendment area demonstrating a suitable buffer. 
Additionally, from the location of the jetty, where future development would 
preferentially be located, the difference between the existing residential area 
and that of the Amendment area is a negligible 9% reduction in available 
buffer.6 

3.3 Discussion 

In assessing whether any reduction in buffer distances may unreasonably undermine the 
potential industrial and port-related industrial land uses on neighbouring land, the Panel 
accepts that this is a case where the objectives within State and Local Planning Policies are 
potentially conflicting.  Buffers should be maintained to avoid unreasonable constraints on 
port-related activities, and the extension of residential areas in Crib Point introduces a 
sensitive land use on the southern boundary of the SUZ1 land.  There is also clear Policy 
support for expansion of residential land uses, so the competing demands need to be 
balanced. 

The Panel considers that any potential reduction in buffer surrounding major infrastructure 
such as the port facility at Crib Point should be subject to a rigorous test.  The port is of state 
significance, and its current and especially its future operations should be protected. 

The Panel notes the case presented by the proponent, Mr Pollock and Council that 
Infrastructure Victoria has nominated Bay West as the likely candidate for Melbourne’s 
second major port in the future, following further development at the Port of Melbourne.  This 
was presented as an argument that the pressure on the Port of Hastings may be ameliorated, 
reducing the need to protect buffers around the Crib Point facility. 

                                                      
5 Tim Pollock, Witness Statement: 11 April 2018, p. 16 
6 Mornington Peninsula Shire Council, Part B submission, April 2018, pp. 10-11 
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The Panel does not support the view that the nomination of Bay West means that land use 
planning to protect the future of the Port of Hastings should be relaxed in a way that may 
constrain future opportunities.  The Port of Hastings currently plays a critical role in the 
Victorian economy, and will continue to do so in the future.  Crib Point plays an important role 
as part of the operations of the port, and must be able to continue to carry out this role. 

Mornington Peninsula Shire Council itself strongly supports port-related development, and 
continues to be a supporter of the case that the Port of Hastings should become Melbourne’s 
second port in the long-term. 

The issue for Amendment C210 is whether residential land use unreasonably reduces the 
buffer from port-related activities. 

A BP refinery was located at the Crib Point Terminal site between 1966 and 1985, and since 
then has been used as a crude oil import terminal (with crude oil piped to Long Island Point 
north of Hastings, and then to the Westernport Altona Geelong pipeline), while the site has 
been considered as an option for petroleum imports or manufacturing.  In August 2017, AGL 
Ltd announced that the Crib Point jetty was the preferred location for AGL’s gas import 
project.  The site has been leased in 2018 for the fabrication of long undersea pipelines (‘pipe 
stringing’). 

The key document outlining the future plans for the Port of Hastings is the Port of Hastings 
Land Use and Transport Strategy (PLUTS), prepared in 2009 and a reference document in the 
SPPF.  The primary focus of PLUTS is the Long Island precinct, north-east of Hastings, which:  

… contains existing facilities serving Esso and BlueScope Steel and includes the 
largest contiguous parcel of Special Use Zone land, providing adequate space 
for future development of container handling and other port infrastructure.  
Long Island will be the preferred location for a new port operations centre and 
will become the focal point for future port activity.7 

Crib Point is described as follows: 

The Crib Point precinct, further to the south, is adjacent to the Crib Point Jetty 
and will continue to be used as a liquid berthing facility.  However, there is 
capacity to reassess the current SUZ1 zoning in this precinct to consider the total 
area devoted to port uses.  This PLUTS suggests that there may be scope for 
community, recreational and environmental uses for some of this area.  The 
areas of State owned land between Crib Point and Stony Point are identified for 
environmental rehabilitation and management in conjunction with local 
groups, Mornington Peninsula Shire and relevant government agencies.8 

The future of Crib Point is outlined: 

This PLUTS proposes that the Crib Point precinct continue to focus on servicing 
liquid bulk trades, recognising the strategic importance of the natural 
deepwater access to berths at Crib Point. 

                                                      
7 Port of Hastings Corporation, Port of Hastings Land Use and Transport Strategy, 2009, p. 15 
8 ibid., p. 15 
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Operations at Crib Point should retain the current focus on liquid product ... 

While retention of the liquid berthing facilities is essential, as already noted, the 
majority of port related development will be located to the north of Long Island.  
One of the key advantages of this approach is to secure appropriate buffers and 
separate port industrial development and related transport activities from 
residential and other sensitive uses.  Future developments at Crib Point should 
aim to reinforce this approach.9 

PLUTS also refers to the need to retain buffers.  One of the Actions relating to Crib Point is: 

• Retain SUZ1 buffers between sensitive uses and the Port and areas at Crib 
Point, and adjacent industrial areas, particularly the buffers to local 
residential areas.10 

The implications of PLUTS for Crib Point are summarised in the Draft Crib Point Township Plan 
(2011).  In relation to existing constraints at the SUZ1 land at Crib Point, the Township Plan 
notes that PLUTS referred to a ‘notional 500 metre separation distance from existing 
residential properties, which would limit the ability to establish new heavy industrial uses’. 

Accordingly, the future development of the land designated for port related uses 
is unlikely to support or be appropriate for intensive port/industrial related 
activities.  This is to some degree reflected in the recent lapsing of an approval 
for a bitumen distribution facility on the Esplanade adjacent to the Crib Point 
Jetty. 

There is also relatively poor access to Crib Point by road for heavy vehicles and 
existing railway infrastructure would need to be significantly upgraded, even 
though land has been previously set aside under the Public Acquisition Overlay 
for a transport corridor. 

The PLUTS proposes that the Crib Point precinct should continue to focus on 
servicing liquid bulk trades, recognising the strategic importance of the natural 
deepwater access to berths at the Crib Point Jetty, and the connections to bulk 
liquid storage facilities and the Western Port – Altona - Geelong pipeline. 

The PLUTS concludes that the majority of port related development will be 
located to the north at Long Island.  One of the key advantages of this approach 
is that it enables appropriate buffers to be secured and the separation of port 
industrial development and related transport activities from residential and 
other sensitive uses.  Future developments at Crib Point should also aim to 
reinforce this approach.11 

The Panel considers that the role of Crib Point within the Port of Hastings has changed since 
the closure of the BP refinery in 1985, and that it is complementary to operations at Long 
Island Point.  The focus of Crib Point for many years has been liquid fuel and gas operations; 
this is likely to continue into the future, and was confirmed in PLUTS. 

                                                      
9 ibid., p. 21 
10 Ibid., p. 22 
11 Mornington Peninsula Shire, Draft Crib Point Township Plan, October 2011, pp. 11 
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The SUZ1 land at Crib Point also facilitates valuable complementary economic activity, such as 
the recent use for pipe stringing, and this should continue to be encouraged in the future.  The 
buffer requirements for all of these potential land uses can be accommodated even if the 
Amendment proceeds and leads to residential development at Creswell Street. 

The existing residential areas of Crib Point already preclude major industry that would require 
buffers of 1,000 metres or more, and any feasible alternative industry requiring buffers of 500 
metres or less could still be accommodated on the SUZ1 land.  As noted in PLUTS, buffers 
between port-related activities and neighbouring residential areas should be protected – the 
Panel considers that this is possible within the existing SUZ1 land for conceivable port-related 
(or other industrial) uses if Creswell Street is developed for residential uses. 

Major port expansion should be able to be accommodated at Long Island Point, irrespective 
of whether Bay West is developed as Melbourne’s second container port.  PLUTS notes that 
there are over 2,000 ha of SUZ1 land at Long Island Point, while the Crib Point Terminal covers 
an area of about 183 ha.  Planning for retention of buffers and enhancement of transport 
access at Long Island Point should continue to protect the future of this important 
infrastructure. 

3.4 Conclusions 

The Panel concludes: 

• There is a strong case to protect appropriate buffers around the Crib Point port 
facilities. 

• The nature of development at Long Island Point, and the area of land available, mean 
that any development requiring extensive buffers can be accommodated there. 

• The complementary role played by Crib Point within the Port of Hastings means that 
any likely port-related use will be able to be accommodated – with appropriate 
buffers – within the existing SUZ1 land. 

• Development of residential land in the Amendment area will not unreasonably 
undermine opportunities for port-related development at Crib Point. 
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4 Residential use of the land 

4.1 The issue 

The land subject to the Amendment has been within the IN3Z, providing an opportunity for 
industrial uses in Crib Point. 

The issue is whether residential use is appropriate for the land. 

4.2 Evidence and submissions 

(i) Current industrial use of the land 

The proponent submitted that there was a ‘misplacement of the industrial area within the 
surrounding residential area’: 

It is a largely undeveloped area, and is often used a dumping ground, a common 
complaint of many of the local residents.  There is already an existing house at 
73 Creswell Street in the Amendment area.  Whilst there are some existing 
industrial uses within the Amendment area, they are makeshift and untidily kept 
… 

The Amendment Area is best described as a small isolated pocket of industrial 
land abutting the residential neighbourhood of the Crib Point township.  Access 
to the industrial lots is via the quiet residential end of Creswell St which is a 
fully constructed street (from Stony Point Road to Denman Street) then 
becomes an unsealed track.  Alternative access is via unsealed streets (Cooma 
or Glossop) or Denman St which is a narrow concrete road winding through 
large, overhanging trees.  With no main road frontage and poor access, the 
Amendment area has very limited exposure for an industrial area. 

The submission also highlighted negative amenity impacts of the existing industrial land uses 
on surrounding residences. 

Council described the current industrial land use as ‘under-performing’, ‘unappealing and 
relatively undeveloped’ and ‘underutilised’, attributing its poor performance to its location 
and constrained access.  It concluded that the area ‘makes no significant contribution to the 
economic activity in the region’.  It also noted that there was a second area of IN3Z land on 
the north side of Disney Street in Crib Point, and this land is more removed from residential 
areas, has larger lot sizes and better access than Creswell Street. 

Several of the community submissions sought change from the current IN3Z.  The Crib Point 
Action Group supported the Amendment, partly because of the adverse impact of industrial 
uses on nearby residents.  Another example is submission 2, who stated that: 

The land sizes are too small to tolerate industrial businesses which are squeezed 
into a residential setting. 

Crib Point Terminal conceded that there is under-development in the current IN3Z.  Its 
submission supported the introduction of the DCPO, on the basis that its implementation 
‘could have seen the industrial land development in the manner intended’.  It submitted that 
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the Amendment’s proposal to implement the NRZ is premature, and should be considered 
only when the future of the SUZ1 land is more assured. 

(ii) Future residential use of the land 

The proponent submitted that the SPPF and LPPF provide strategic justification for residential 
development in the Amendment area.  It is surrounded by existing residential areas to the 
west and south, and can be serviced effectively. 

Mr Adam Russo tendered evidence relating the infrastructure requirements of the proposed 
development.  He concluded that the road and drainage network, sewer, water supply, gas, 
electricity, and communications infrastructure all have sufficient capacity or opportunity to 
be augmented. 

Council supported this case.  It referenced the Mornington Peninsula Housing and Settlement 
Strategy (2017), which identifies how housing and population needs will be met to 
accommodate forecast projections while retaining the character of the Shire.  The Strategy 
identifies the Amendment site as an ‘area of investigation’, because of its under-development 
and strategic location. 

Council also cited the Mornington Peninsula Localised Planning Statement (July 2014), which 
is referenced in the SPPF.  It noted the following reference to Crib Point: 

Port and port related industrial development, including major transport routes 
will be physically and visually separated from township residential areas by the 
establishment of substantial landscaped rural buffers.  Land at Crib Point will 
not be used for port related uses which are likely to generate significant volumes 
of heavy vehicle movement on local roads or through towns and villages. 

In its Part A submission, Council summed up its position on residential use of the land: 

… the Amendment presents an opportunity for residential development at a 
density and scale consistent with the policies which emphasis the need to 
provide for tempered growth on the Mornington Peninsula.  The Amendment 
makes use of an otherwise underutilised area of land, generally devoid of 
significant vegetation. 

Several community submissions also supported the use of the land for residential 
development.  An example is submission 9: 

The land zoned for industrial is very close to established residential area.  We 
feel that this land would be much more suited to residential as this would have 
less impact on our town. 

Similarly, submission 11 described the advantages of a residential zone: 

The land would be much more suitable for residential development, due to the 
proximity to existing schools, shops and public transport.  The development 
would also give the area a vibrant street appeal that an industrial area would 
not.  The streetscape of a residential development would carry on with existing 
Creswell St residential and match in with existing streetscape adding character 
to the township. 
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As noted above, Crib Point Terminal submitted that the development of the land for 
residential uses is premature, and that industrial use of the land should continue (with the 
Development Contributions Plan in place to improve infrastructure). 

(iii) Planning Tools 

The Amendment proposes to introduce the NRZ and associated Schedule 1, while the abutting 
residential areas are in the General Residential Zone (GRZ) with an associated Design and 
Development Overlay 19 (DDO19), which aims to control built form in the Bittern and Crib 
Point Township Residential Area. 

Some of the Amendment documentation mistakenly suggests that DDO19 will apply to the 
site.  However, this was clarified at the Hearing by Council: 

It should be noted that the Amendment as originally submitted sought to apply 
the DDO19 to the Amendment area to ensure character of the township is 
carried forward and for consistency purposes.  During the process, the Minster 
for Planning approved VC110.  This had a fundamental impact on the form and 
content of the proposed Amendment and consequently required a change to 
conform with the revised planning scheme provisions.  Discussions with DELWP 
highlighted the need to conform with the revised suite of zones and the need to 
streamline the provisions.  The Amendment documentation was thus amended 
and the Schedule to the NRZ was used in lieu of the DDO19 to reduce the number 
of planning scheme provisions and to make best use of the schedule to the zone.  
It is submitted that the Schedule to the NRZ as exhibited provides for the same 
character and subdivision as that that would be achieved by DDO19.  For the 
purpose of maintaining an established character and providing for consistency 
it is argued that the content of the proposed Schedule to the NRZ is appropriate 
and well justified. 

In order to best integrate the existing residential development within the 
Amendment area it is logical to apply the intended outcomes of DDO19 by 
introducing Schedule 1 to the NRZ that mirrors the DDO19 provisions. 

At the Hearing, Council referred to its preparation of Amendment C219.  This aims to 
implement actions of the Mornington Peninsula Housing and Settlement Strategy (2017) to 
control residential development, and includes a proposal to use the NRZ and associated 
Schedules in place of some of the current areas of GRZ and DDOs.  Amendment C219 is 
awaiting authorisation from the Minister for Planning. 

(iv) Timing of the Amendment 

Crib Point Terminal submitted that the Amendment should not proceed until further strategic 
analysis is carried out on the future of the SUZ1 land to the north of the Amendment area. 

The proponent considered that this was not necessary, because there is significant policy basis 
to strategically justify the Amendment in policy terms.  Further: 

In any regard, the Amendment does not erode the current zoning of the Special 
Use Zone 1.  All of the land that is currently zoned Special Use Zone 1 will remain.  
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This is simply a tidy up of land that happens to be adjacent to the Special Use 
Zone 1 only. 

(v) Extension of the residential area in the Amendment 

Submission 20 queried the limitation of the area covered by the Amendment to Creswell 
Street.  The submission proposed that additional land in the Public Use Zone Schedule 7 (PUZ7) 
to the north-east, between the site and Crib Point Road, should also be included in the 
Amendment. 

Council submitted that the exhibited Amendment area is identified as an area of investigation 
within the Mornington Peninsula Housing and Settlement Strategy (2017), and the PUZ7 land 
is not.  It stated that the PUZ7 land is not part of Council’s long-term housing strategy. 

The proponent submitted that the submission is outside of the scope of the current 
Amendment, and therefore is not relevant. 

4.3 Discussion 

(i) Current industrial use of the land 

An inspection of the Amendment area indicates that use of the IN3Z has not been effective in 
offsetting the inherent disadvantages of the site for industrial uses.  The proximity to 
residential areas, very poor access and low exposure has produced minimal industrial 
development in the Amendment area, and led to its current state of dilapidation.  This was 
described in the Explanatory Report: 

The lack of industrial development within the Amendment area over the last 30 
years is a clear indication that the area is considered an inappropriate location 
for business investment.  The land has remained vacant paddocks sometimes 
used for horse agistment.  The few industrial activities that have occurred (tyre 
storage facility, recycling storage yard and small bus depot) have been poorly 
set up with minimal capital expenditure and have adversely impacted on the 
environment and abutting residential area.  There has also been on-going illegal 
dumping within the Amendment area. 

There is a small number of industrial uses on the site, but some have created negative amenity 
impacts on the abutting residential area.  It has not been a successful locality for industry. 

The potential for industrial development in Mornington Peninsula Shire has been addressed 
in Essential Economics, Mornington Peninsula Industrial Areas Strategy (January 2018), which 
is due to be considered by the Council in April 2018.  The strategy identifies the need to protect 
and expand industrial areas within the Shire, including the availability of industrial land in the 
Bittern-Crib Point area: 

A current key issue for industrial land supply in Bittern- Crib Point is whether the 
Creswell Street area should be retained in the IN3Z.  At present, the limited 
availability of utilities, exposure, and physical access issues limit new business 
investment in the precinct.  Currently, the Creswell Street industrial area does 
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not significantly contribute to economic activity in the region, and has 
historically failed to attract investment. 

However, the location of the Special Use Zone 1 (Port Related Uses Zone) on 
unencumbered and more accessible land to the north of the Creswell Street 
industrial area has previously acted as a barrier to consideration of any change 
in zoning.  The Creswell Street industrial area has been perceived as providing a 
‘buffer’ between the SUZ1 area and (part of) the Crib Point residential area.  This 
factor, together with the strong State policy setting to protect the future options 
for Port Related development, has led to the State Government’s rejection of 
previous proposals for the rezoning of this land. 

In addition, the population level at Bittern-Crib Point has increased over time 
and is expected to continue.  This population growth raises the question of 
whether an alternative location for industrial land exists which would be more 
effective in attracting employment-generating uses to Bittern-Crib Point. 

Similar to Hastings and Somerville, some prospects may emerge for the use of 
land currently located within the Port Related Special Use Zone (SUZ1) – or 
within the Public Use Zone (at one time intended for future public port purposes) 
to the east of the Esplanade to be released for light industrial / mixed enterprise 
use. 

Under this scenario, the Esplanade would provide an alternative access to Stony 
Point Road, noting the long-standing policy opposed to any industrial 
development that would generate heavy industrial traffic through the town.  
The retention of a significant buffer of one dwelling per lot on the land north of 
Creswell Street, and a setback of 30-40 metres from the zone boundary, could 
be explored to address amenity concerns in relation to the interface between 
residential and industrial land.  This would require the support of the relevant 
State Government authorities. 

It is also noted that the future use of the wider area of SUZ1 to the north of the 
Creswell Street area (e.g. south of Woolleys Road and generally east of Stony 
Point Road) was raised by the release of the Hastings Port Land Use and 
Transport Strategy (PLUTS 2009).  The PLUTS indicated that this land was 
surplus to the requirements for a future container port development at 
Hastings.  However, further resolution of this major strategic issue will only be 
possible following the review of port land use requirements by the State 
Government.12 

With regard to the land subject to Amendment C210: 

The lack of demand for industrial land in the area, together with the presence 
of existing adjacent residential uses, means that the entire eastern area of 
industrial land centred on Creswell Street is now proposed for rezoning for 
residential development.  If approved, this would leave approximately 10ha of 

                                                      
12 Essential Economics, Mornington Peninsula Industrial Areas Strategy, January 2018, p. 72 
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industrial land west of the rail corridor, and this area includes approximately 
2.5ha of unoccupied land. 

Market perceptions for the industrial precinct at Bittern - Crib Point identified 
during the consultation process indicate that the currently low levels of services 
and transport access are a limit to new investment.13 

The Mornington Peninsula Industrial Areas Strategy is not yet adopted by Council, but 
provides valuable information.  It clearly identifies change at the Creswell Street site that is 
the subject of the Amendment, and also the neighbouring SUZ1 site to the north.  Its 
references to the shortcomings of the Creswell Street site for industrial use and the availability 
of other industrial land to the west of the rail corridor reinforce the case that IN3Z is not 
producing a satisfactory outcome at Creswell Street. 

The Draft Crib Point Township Plan (2011) also identified the shortcomings of industrial land 
use in the Amendment area: 

The eastern end of Creswell Street is unsealed and provides poor access and 
limited exposure. The few existing businesses generally consist of peripheral 
uses such as building demolition storage. 

This land is privately owned and reflects a zoning pattern whereby the I1Z is 
intended to provide a buffer between the SUZ1 (port related area) and land 
within the Residential 1 Zone (R1Z) to the south. 

However, an industrial zone, even one that is focussed on service or “light” 
industry does not necessarily produce a very satisfactory buffer, and issues of 
incompatibility between residential and industrial areas have arisen elsewhere.  
It is also apparent that this area has limited attraction for the development of 
service industry, due to the lack of exposure and limited access and 
infrastructure.  In these circumstances, an alternative zoning of the land could 
be considered, although this is unlikely to progress except within the framework 
of a review of the SUZ1 area …14 

The Panel therefore concludes that the IN3Z has been ineffective in supporting satisfactory 
industrial land use in the Amendment area, that there is a better-located alternative site for 
industry in Crib Point, and that there is no clear strategic basis for retaining the current zone. 

(ii) Future residential use of the land 

The Panel considers that there is strong policy support for the residential development of the 
land.  The SPPF and LPPF provide strategic justification, as does the Mornington Peninsula 
Housing and Settlement Strategy (2017), the Mornington Peninsula Localised Planning 
Statement (July 2014) and the Draft Crib Point Township Plan (2011). 

It is not surprising that most of the submissions to the Amendment were supportive of the 
change, including those from some of the landowners of the current IN3Z land, neighbouring 
residents and the Crib Point Action Group.  The neighbouring residential areas to the south 

                                                      
13 ibid., pp. 30-31 
14 Mornington Peninsula Shire Council, Draft Crib Point Township Plan, 2011, pp. 10-11 
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and west of the site are attractive precincts, and the pocket of industrial land at Creswell 
Street has had negative amenity impacts on them. 

The Amendment proposes residential use at the site in place of industrial use, and other 
potential land uses have not been considered.  However, the case for residential land use is 
strong. 

(iii) Planning tools 

The use of NRZ and Schedule 1 aims to achieve controls which provide similar outcomes to 
the relatively complex array of DDOs applied in the GRZ within the Mornington Peninsula 
Planning Scheme.  There is merit in providing a more straight-forward set of planning tools 
than the GRZ and DDOs. 

There were no submissions opposing the use of NRZ, rather than GRZ.  Several of the 
submissions to the exhibited Amendment supported retention of the character of the 
township, without opposing the use of the NRZ and its associated Schedule. 

The Panel has focused on the merits of the use of the NRZ and Schedule 1 on the Amendment 
area, and not as a test case for the wider application of the planning tools as proposed under 
Amendment C219.  The model is acceptable in this case, but wider use of the tools will require 
a separate and broader process. 

(iv) Timing of the Amendment 

The Panel notes that the necessity to review the future of the SUZ1 land at Crib Point was 
identified in PLUTS in 2009, but it remains incomplete.  Other changes in planning and land 
use continue to take place, and cannot wait until all issues relating to abutting land uses are 
resolved. 

In this case, it is important to avoid developments that would undermine the future operation 
of the port.  However, as shown in Chapter 3 of this report, the Panel has concluded that this 
will not occur as a result of the Amendment. 

The Panel’s role is to consider Amendment C210 on its merits.  It accepts the case that it should 
proceed, because it represents a positive change for the land within the Amendment area, 
and will not unreasonably impinge on activities in surrounding areas. 

(v) Extension of the residential area in the Amendment 

The Panel does not support the extension of the area within this Amendment.  Any 
consideration of the extension of residential development into the PUZ7 area between 
Creswell Street and Crib Point Road requires a separate analysis of its planning merits. 

4.4 Conclusions 

The Panel concludes: 

• There is strong policy support for residential development in Crib Point in the SPPF 
and LPPF. 

• Creswell Street has been identified as appropriate for residential development in the 
Crib Point Township Plan, and has significant local support. 
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• The current Industrial 3 Zone has proved to be ineffective in supporting industrial 
land uses on the site, because of the inherent shortcomings in access and exposure 
at the site. 

• Given that buffer requirements are not a constraint on development, residential land 
use is satisfactory in the Amendment area. 

• Despite the neighbouring residential land at Crib Point being in the GRZ with the 
associated DDO19, use of the NRZ with its associated Schedule 1 provides a similar 
outcome with a simplified planning tool. 

• The Amendment should proceed, even though strategic planning on the future use 
of the SUZ1 land to the north remains unresolved. 

• The Amendment should apply to the exhibited area at Creswell Street, and not 
extend to neighbouring PUZ7 land. 

4.5 Recommendation 

The Panel recommends that Council: 

Adopt Amendment C210, subject to the modifications recommended in this report. 
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5 Development contributions 

5.1 The issues 

A number of submitters queried the level of contributions that they would be required to pay 
under the exhibited Development Contributions Plan Overlay (DCPO) and the associated 
Development Contributions Plan (DCP).  The issues are: 

• Are the DCPO and DCP the best tools to facilitate the timely construction of necessary 
infrastructure? 

• Is the exhibited Development Contributions Plan consistent with Ministerial Direction 
on the Preparation and Content of Development Contributions Plans? 

• Is the split of costs between the landowners and the Council fair (that is, 70 per cent 
paid by landowners, and 30% by Council)? 

• Is the wording of the exhibited Development Contributions Plan Overlay Schedule 1 
clear? 

5.2 Evidence and submissions 

(i) Funding infrastructure 

Council’s Part B submission explored the benefits to be derived from landowners in developing 
the Amendment area for residential purposes.  The associated infrastructure provides direct 
benefit to landowners, but is ‘of little to no advantage to those outside of the Amendment 
area’.  Council therefore considered it is: 

… logical that the funds required to construct this basic infrastructure should be 
borne by those gaining direct benefit from the Amendment. 

Having rationalised the most suitable source with which to fund the basic 
infrastructure requirements for the Amendment area, the discussion shifts to 
the most appropriate mechanism with which to apply this practice.  The 
Amendment proposes the application of a Development Contributions Plan 
Overlay (DCPO), specifically proposed Schedule 1 to the DCPO – Creswell Street 
Development Contributions Plan (Oct 2017).  This DCPO will require those 
developing the land to contribute $29,696 each to road and drainage 
infrastructure. 

Clause 19.03-1 – Development contributions plan identifies a DCPO as a 
strategy to facilitate the ‘timely provision of planned infrastructure’.  
Furthermore, the Panel Report for Whittlesea Planning Scheme Amendment 
C130 (2013) acknowledges that DCPOs ‘are a well-established tool to have new 
development assist the funding of infrastructure that is necessitated by that 
development’. 

The DCPO is considered more suitable than an alternative such as a Special 
Charges Scheme.  Where a DCPO is generally proactive in acquiring 
contributions to construct basic infrastructure from the developer in areas 
predominantly undeveloped, Special Charges Schemes sit outside of the 
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Planning Scheme and are traditionally applied as a means of upgrading or 
improving a pre-existing urban area.15 

The proponent submitted that the DCPO is needed to facilitate the timely provision of planned 
infrastructure.  However, some modifications to the scope of the infrastructure are required 
in light of evidence of Mr Adam Russo, who identified errors in the exhibited DCP. 

The proponent called evidence from Mr Adam Russo on the infrastructure requirements of 
residential development of the area, and the content of the DCP.  Mr Russo’s evidence 
concluded that ‘the proposed Amendment will allow for the construction of Creswell Street 
as described in the DCP, using proven engineering techniques and agreements with service 
authorities’.  This covers the road and drainage network, sewer, water supply, gas, electricity, 
and communications infrastructure. 

He accepted the logic of the DCP, but proposed that the costing and the scope of the DCP 
works should be revised. 

(ii) Shares of costs between landowners and Council 

Two of the submissions expressed concern about the level of costs attributable to the 
landowners rather than Council.  An example is submission 6: 

Being the fact that near 39 years of paying rates (on time every year) and 
getting no actual service to these properties, I would consider other than the 
agreed amendment that these factors be taken into consideration regarding 
(road/drainage/pathway/curbing) costs at a ratio of 70% land holders and only 
30% Council. 

Submission 8 opposed payment for roads, curb and channel and drainage. 

Council submitted that the apportionment is ‘fair’, because most of the benefit to be derived 
from the development are the landowners.  The Explanatory Report notes that the 
apportionment of costs reflects the standard Council contribution rates for similar projects 
being funded by Special Charge Schemes. 

Mr Russo’s evidence described the apportionment as ‘reasonable in the context of the benefit 
to the landowners and the broader community’. 

(iii) Consistency with the Ministerial Direction 

The proponent and Council were directed by the Panel to provide detailed assessments of the 
DCPO and DCP to ensure its consistency with the Ministerial Direction on the Preparation and 
Content of Development Contributions Plans. 

The proponent provided a detailed table showing an ‘Audit of the DCPO1 and DCP against 
Ministerial Direction and DCPO’.  This showed consistency with all of the requirements of the 
Ministerial Direction, except that the exhibited DCP included water and communication 
services that should be outside the scope of a DCP. 

Mr Russo’s evidence described the error in detail: 

                                                      
15 Mornington Peninsula Shire Council, Part B submission, April 2018, p. 4 
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The inclusion of Item No. 7 in the schedule of preliminary estimated costs for 
provision of water supply is not in accordance with DCP guidelines amended 
March 2007, where basic utilities such as water supply cannot be included in a 
DCP. 

The inclusion of Item No. 8 and 16 in the schedule of preliminary estimated costs 
for provision of communications to each lot is not in accordance with DCP 
guidelines amended March 2007, where basic utilities cannot be included in a 
DCP. 

Allowance for costs associated with service relocations were not specifically 
provided within the preliminary cost estimate. An amount should be provided 
to cover works associated with relocation of existing water, sewer, electrical 
and communication assets. 

The allowance for site clearing and removal of vegetation associated with the 
works should be increased by $10,000 to $25,000 due to the extent of clearing 
and vegetation located on site.16 

Council submitted that the DCP is in accordance with the Ministerial Direction, subject to the 
change proposed by Mr Russo.  Council’s consultation with DELWP regarding the preparation 
of the DCPO was outlined, including revision of apportionment of some of the works costs as 
part of the authorisation process for the Amendment. 

(iv) Drafting of Development Contributions Plan 

Council and the proponent proposed that a revised version of the DCP should be adopted, 
including the changes proposed by Mr Russo. 

At the Hearing, the Panel queried the process for triggering the collection of contributions in 
circumstances when a Planning Permit is not required.  The Panel directed Council and the 
proponent to liaise with DELWP to ensure that processes are in place to ensure that 
development contributions are collected. 

Following advice from DELWP, Council submitted that: 

In accordance with the DCP guidelines and Section 46N(2) of the Planning and 
Environment Act 1987, the development infrastructure levy is to be paid 
(particularly when no planning permit is not required) in accordance with the 
provisions of the approved DCP.  In this instance Clause 12 of the proposed DCP 
states that where no planning permit is required, the land may only be used and 
developed subject to the following requirement being met: 

• Unless otherwise agreed to by the Collecting Agency in a Section 173 
agreement, a development infrastructure levy must be paid to the Collecting 
Agency prior to the commencement of any development in accordance with 
the provision of this approved Development Contributions Plan for the land. 

Accordingly, no changes are required to the exhibited DCP. 

                                                      
16 Adam Russo, Witness Statement, 11 April 2018, p. 7-8 
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In addition to this advice, DELWP proposed that, ‘when the DCP is approved, Council should 
undertake a communications exercise to make the new requirements known to all active 
developers and other building professionals such as building surveyors within the 
municipality’.  Consequently, Council decided that it: 

… will write to all owners and occupiers in the project area advising of the 
Minister for Planning’s decision to approve the Amendment (in the instance the 
Minister for Planning does approve the Amendment).  This letter will also 
outline the requirements of the DCP and the infrastructure levy to be paid.  
Council will also publish a general community notice through the locally 
circulating newspapers and Council’s website to inform the community, building 
surveyors and other building professionals of the new requirements. 

A further modification to the DCP was proposed by Council, submitting that Section 18 – 
Implementation Strategy be removed from a revised version of the DCP, because it is 
redundant. 

(v) Drafting of Development Contributions Plan Overlay Schedule 1 

At the Hearing, the Panel raised queries about the clarity of the exhibited DCPO Schedule 1 
(shown in Appendix D), which included redundant items directly transcribed from the DCPO 
template but did not include references to items in the DCP such as indexation of costs.  The 
proponent and Council had accepted that some minor changes would improve the practicality 
of the Amendment. 

Following the Hearing, the Panel directed the proponent and Council to consult with DELWP 
and prepare a revised version of DCPO Schedule 1.  This is shown in Appendix E. 

5.3 Discussion 

(i) Funding infrastructure 

The infrastructure at Creswell Street clearly needs enhancement, irrespective of whether it 
remains as a potential industrial precinct or is transformed into a residential area, as proposed 
in the Amendment.  The items covered in the original DCP are all required as essential 
infrastructure, even if the water supply and communications requirements are to be met 
outside the funding of the DCP contributions. 

The DCP and DCPO are effective and transparent mechanisms to define and collect 
infrastructure funds.  The Panel supports the use of these planning tools. 

At the Hearing, the Panel queried the lack of footpaths and street trees within the DCP, based 
on the Draft Crib Point Township Plan’s focus on a pedestrian-friendly environment.  Council 
and Ms Witton from Crib Point Action Group responded that shared use of roads is preferable 
in this case. 

(ii) Shares of costs between landowners and Council 

The apportionment of costs of 70 percent to landowners and 30 percent to Council is not 
based on a detailed assessment of the split between the beneficiaries of this potential 
development, such as a projection of the likely use of the infrastructure by future residents 
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and other users.  Rather, it uses the apportionment used in similar Special Charges Schemes 
within Mornington Peninsula Shire. 

The Panel accepts that a small infrastructure project such as Creswell Street will not be subject 
to the same level of detailed analysis as much larger projects subject to DCPs.  In this case, 
apportionment used in equivalent Special Charge Schemes is a pragmatic and reasonable 
solution. 

The Panel is not convinced by the case presented in one of the submissions that rates have 
been paid in the past and these should reduce the costs attributed to landowners.  Rates are 
used to fund all Council services, whereas development of infrastructure requires a funding 
model that identifies and apportions future costs in a way that is transparent and fair.  
Landowners will gain a significant benefit when the infrastructure is constructed, and it is 
appropriate that they make a contribution to capital costs. 

(iii) Consistency with the Ministerial Direction 

The Panel considers that the proponent and Council have provided convincing cases that the 
DCP and DCPO are consistent with the Ministerial Direction on the Preparation and Content 
of Development Contributions Plans, with the exceptions that the content of the DCP should 
be modified as proposed by Mr Russo.  Costs that are outside the scope of DCPs should be 
omitted. 

The Panel reviewed whether the changes are sufficient to warrant re-exhibition of the 
Amendment.  Both the proponent and Council submitted that this should not be the case, 
because the changes led to a net reduction in contributions by individual landowners from 
$20,787 per equivalent lot frontage (based on an approximate 20.12 metre frontage) in the 
exhibited DCP to $20,330 in the modified version and therefore no stakeholder was 
disadvantaged. 

The Panel does not support the case that the reduction in costs attributed to the DCP will 
reduce costs paid by landowners.  Costs attributable to water supply and communications 
have not disappeared – they have been transferred to other mechanisms for payment.  The 
Panel’s estimate of the transferred costs is $1,708 per lot (based on the estimate of 72 
equivalent lots), while the added costs of service relocations and extra site clearing and 
vegetation removal costs are $1,111 per lot. 

The added costs represent 5.5 percent of the revised contribution.  The Panel accepts that this 
is higher than the exhibited number, but that it is not sufficiently significant to undermine the 
Amendment process.  It is better to ensure that the planning is correct than to impose the 
additional time and cost of re-exhibiting the Amendment.  The Panel considers that the 
landowners would experience greater disadvantage if the Amendment process is delayed (or 
abandoned) than pay the costs in the modified DCP. 

The Panel therefore considers that it is appropriate to modify the DCP to include the costs 
proposed by Mr Russo.  A new version of the DCP should be prepared, clearly differentiating 
it from the October 2017 version which was the subject of the exhibited Amendment. 
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(iv) Drafting of Development Contributions Plan 

The Panel accepts the three changes proposed by Council – inclusion of the revised costings, 
removal of Section 18: Implementation Strategy, and changing of the date of the Plan to ‘April 
2018’.  These changes ensure the consistency of the DCP with Ministerial Guidelines, remove 
a redundant section and ensure that there will be no confusion between the exhibited DCP 
and the revised version. 

(v) Drafting of Development Contributions Plan Overlay Schedule 1 

The Panel considers that the amended wording of the DCPO Schedule 1 is a considerable 
improvement on the exhibited version.  It provides considerably greater clarity and 
transparency than the exhibited document, and more accurately reflects the intent of the DCP 
and the Amendment. 

The Panel considers that a further modification is required to provide clarity on the 
contributions per lot, to ensure that there is no misunderstanding that contributions are based 
on an equivalent lot size with a 20.12 metre frontage, without having to refer back to the DCP. 

In addition, two minor presentation errors should be addressed, including restoration of the 
heading ‘2.0 Summary of Costs’ and updating the reference to the ‘Creswell Street East 
Development Contributions Plan, April 2018’. 

5.4 Conclusions 

The Panel concludes: 

• There is a strong case to improve the infrastructure at Creswell Street, irrespective of 
whether it remains with industrial land use or is transformed into residential land 
use. 

• The use of a DCP and DCPO are appropriate planning tools to fund the necessary 
infrastructure. 

• The apportionment of costs between landowners and Council is reasonable in this 
case. 

• Costs included in the exhibited DCP are sound, with the exception that water supply 
and communications costs were incorrectly included and costs for site clearing and 
vegetation removal and services relocation were underestimated.  The costs in the 
modified version of the DCP are appropriate. 

• The drafting of the exhibited DCPO Schedule 1 was flawed, and the modified version 
provides a more practical reflection of the intent of the Amendment. 
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5.5 Recommendations 

The Panel recommends: 

Modify the Development Contributions Plan with the following changes to the 
exhibited version: 

• Include the revised costings shown in Appendix C of this report 

• Remove Section 18: Implementation Strategy 

• Change the date of the Plan to ‘April 2018’ 

Modify the ‘Council preferred version’ of Development Contributions Plan Overlay 
Schedule 1 shown in Appendix E of this report with the following change: 

• Include the heading 2.0 Summary of Costs 

• Refer to the ‘Creswell Street East Development Contributions Plan, April 2018’ 
under ‘Time of provision’ 

• Amend the note under the Table in 3.0 Summary of Contributions to refer to ‘$ 
per equivalent lot frontage (based on approximate 20.12 metre frontage)’ 

Modify Clause 81.01 to amend the date of the Creswell Street Development 
Contributions Plan, from Oct 2017 to April 2018. 
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Appendix A Submitters to the Amendment 
No. Submitter 

1 Dom L’Huillier 

2 Mira Bosnjak 

3 M and J Little 

4 Anne Barnard 

5 Michael Devola (withdrawn) 

6 Peter Armstrong on behalf of V B Armstrong 

7 Transport for Victoria 

8 W and P Wilson 

9 Patricia and James Elliott 

10 South East Water 

11 Anthony Merlino 

12 Kostas Tsevis on behalf of Antissa Nominees and K B Engineering Consultants 

13 Crib Point Action Group Inc. 

14 Taryn Raine 

15 Reece Andrews 

16 Sean Aberle 

17 Vy Tran and Ivan Shaw on behalf of VTIS Group 

18 Len Sievers on behalf of Sievers Enterprises Pty Ltd 

19 Foresite Planning and Bushfire Consultants on behalf of Crib Point Terminal Pty Ltd 

20 John Truscott 
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Appendix B Document list 

No. Date Description Provided by 

1 11/4/18 Mornington Peninsula Shire Council Part B submission, 
including attachments 

Ms Krystal 
Blizzard 

2 11/4/18 Plan of gas pipelines in the Crib Point area Ms Megan 
Schutz 

3 11/4/18 Schutz Consulting, submission on behalf of the proponent, 
including attachments 

Ms Megan 
Schutz 

4 11/4/18 Foresite Planners, C210 Panel submission on behalf of Crib 
Point Terminal 

Ms Jackie 
Prosser 

5 11/4/18 Reply submissions on behalf of the Proponent Ms Megan 
Schutz 

6 11/4/18 Extract from Whittlesea Wollert PSP Ms Megan 
Schutz 

7 11/4/18 Open Space Table from Precinct Structure Plan, Whittlesea 
Amendment C210, and map 

Ms Megan 
Schutz 

8 11/4/18 Mornington Peninsula Shire Council concluding submissions Ms Krystal 
Blizzard 

9 3/4/18 Adam Russo, Expert Witness Statement, 11 April 2018 Ms Megan 
Schutz 

10 3/4/18 Tim Pollock, Expert Evidence Statement: Creswell Street 
East, Crib Point - Development Contributions Plan, 11 April 
2018 

Ms Megan 
Schutz 
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Appendix C Revised Costings for Development 
Contributions Plan 
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Appendix D Exhibited version of Development 
Contributions Plan Overlay Schedule 1 
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SCHEDULE 1 TO CLAUSE 45.06 DEVELOPMENT CONTRIBUTIONS PLAN 
OVERLAY 

Shown on the planning scheme map as DCPO1. 

CRESWELL STREET DEVELOPMENT CONTRIBUTIONS PLAN (OCT 2017) 

1.0  Area covered by this development contributions plan 

Land at Crib Point within the DCPO1 area. 

See 45.06-2 for relevant provisions. 

2.0 Summary of costs 

Facility Total cost $ Time of 
provision 

Actual cost 
contribution 
attributable to 
development $ 

Proportion of 
cost attributable 
to development 
% 

Road and 
Drainage 
Infrastructure  

$2,663,401.00 Consistent with 
the Creswell 
Street 
Development 
Contributions 
Plan, Oct 2017 

$2,663,401.00 100% 

TOTAL $2,663,401.00 - $2,663,401.00 - 

 

 3.0 Summary of contributions 

Facility Levies payable by the development ($) 

 Development 
infrastructure 

Community 
infrastructure 

All 
infrastructure 

 resident

ial 

non-
resident
ial 

resident

ial 

non-
resident
ial 

resident

ial 

non-
resident
ial 

Roads and 
Drainage 

$29,696 $0 $0 $0 $29,696 $0 

TOTAL $29,696 $0 $0 $0 $29,696 $0 

Note: Levies payable should be specified appropriately, e.g. in $ per lot or $ per hectare. 

4.0 Land or development excluded from development contributions plan 

None specified. 

 

Note: This schedule sets out a summary of the costs and contributions prescribed in the 
development contributions plan. Refer to the incorporated development contributions plan 
for full details. 

--/--/20-- 
C-210 

 

--/--/20-- 
C210 

 

--/--/20-- 
C210 

--/--/20-- 
C-210 

 

--/--/20-- 
C-210 

 

--/--/20-- 
C210 
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Appendix E Council preferred version of 
Development Contributions Plan Overlay 
Schedule 1 
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SCHEDULE 1 TO CLAUSE 45.06 DEVELOPMENT CONTRIBUTIONS PLAN 
OVERLAY 

Shown on the planning scheme map as DCPO1. 

CRESWELL STREET EAST DEVELOPMENT CONTRIBUTIONS PLAN (OCT 2017) 

1.0  Area covered by this development contributions plan 

Land at Crib Point subject to Amendment C210 to the Mornington Peninsula Planning Scheme 

and shown on the planning scheme maps as DCPO1. 

Land at Crib Point within the subject to Amendment C210 to the Mornington Peninsula Planning 

Scheme and shown on the planning scheme maps as DCPO1 area. 

See 45.06-2 for relevant provisions. 

2.0 Summary of costs 

Facility Total cost $ Time of 

provision 

Actual cost 
contribution 
attributable to 
development $ 

Proportion of 
cost attributable 
to development 
% 

Road and 
Drainage 
Infrastructure  

$2,663,401.002
,091,053 

Consistent with 
the Creswell 
Street 
Development 
Contributions 
Plan, Oct 2017 

$2,663,401.001,46
3,737 

10070% 

TOTAL $2,663,401.002
,091,053 

- $2,663,401. 
001,463,737 

-10070% 

 

 3.0 Summary of contributions 

Facility Levies payable by the development ($) 

 Development 
infrastructure 

Community 
infrastructure 

All 
infrastructure 

 resident

ial 

non-
resident
ial 

resident

ial 

non-
resident
ial 

resident

ial 

non-
resident
ial 

Roads and 
Drainage 

$29,6962
0,330 

$0 $0 $0 $29,6962
0,330 

$0 

TOTAL $29,6962
0,330 

$0 $0 $0 $29,6962
0,330 

$0 

Note: Levies payable should be specified appropriately, e.g. in $ per lot or $ per hectare. 

4.0 Land or development excluded from development contributions plan Indexation 

  

None specified. All capital costs of infrastructure items are expressed in October 2017 dollars and 

will be indexed by the Collecting Agency quarterly to take account of inflation in line with the 

Australian Bureau of Statistics Producer Price Indexes, Road and Bridge Construction Index, 

Victoria 

 

--/--/20-- 
C-210 

 

--/--/20-- 
C210 

 

--/--/20-- 
C210 

--/--/20-- 
C-210 

 

--/--/20-- 
C-210 

 

--/--/20-- 
C210 
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Note: This schedule sets out a summary of the costs and contributions prescribed in the 
development contributions plan. Refer to the incorporated development contributions plan 
for full details. 


