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Overview 

Amendment summary 

The Amendment Frankston Planning Scheme Amendment C140fran 

Common name Green Wedge Management Plan 

Brief description The Amendment proposes to introduce the Green Wedge Management 
Plan, October 2019 as a reference document in the Frankston Planning 
Scheme and update Council’s Municipal Strategic Statement to provide 
additional emphasis on Council’s Green Wedge areas and insert a specific 
vision for the Green Wedge 

Subject land All areas zoned Green Wedge Zone within Frankston’s municipality 

Planning Authority Frankston City Council 

Authorisation 12 May 2020 

Exhibition 25 May– 6 July 2020 

Submissions Number of Submissions: 43 (Note: A number of parties provided multiple 
submissions) 

Panel process 

The Panel Mandy Elliott (Chair) and William O’Neil 

Directions Hearing Online, 1 October 2020 

Panel Hearing Online, 26, 27, 28, 29 and 30 October 2020 

Site inspections Due to Covid-19 restrictions, the Panel was unable to undertake site 
inspections.  All sites and surrounds were ‘inspected’ via Google Earth. 

Parties to the Hearing Refer to Appendix B 

Citation Frankston PSA C140fran [2020] PPV 

Date of this Report 16 December 2020 
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Executive summary 

Frankston Planning Scheme Amendment C140fran (the Amendment) seeks to introduce the 
Frankston Green Wedge Management Plan October 2019 (GWMP), as a background 
document in the Frankston Planning Scheme (Planning Scheme) and update Council’s 
Municipal Strategic Statement (MSS) to provide additional policy guidance on the 
management of Council’s Green Wedge areas.  No rezoning is proposed under the 
Amendment. 

Key issues raised in submissions included: 

• That the previously exhibited Draft Green Wedge Management Plan and its
contents should be reinstated.

• The GWMP should include recommendations and actions to investigate amending
the Green Wedge Zone (GWZ) boundaries and possible rezoning of land for other
uses such as residential, employment or industrial or to reduce current minimum lot
size requirements.

• Land within the Green Wedge is no longer suitable or viable for large scale
agricultural or horticultural activities.

• Bushfire risk considerations are not adequately reflected in the GWMP.

The Panel agrees with the City of Frankston that Frankston’s Green Wedge is an important 
asset for the municipality that needs careful management in terms of sustainable land use, 
biodiversity protection, and landscape amenity.  It also agrees with the Country Fire 
Authority (CFA) that consideration of bushfire risk needs to be enhanced in the GWMP and 
the Panel has made recommendations to address the matters canvassed. 

The Panel considers that although there may be merit in a number of submissions that 
suggest some areas of land within the GWZ are no longer suitable for agricultural or 
horticultural activities, the Panel agrees with Council’s submission that the exhibited 
Frankston Green Wedge Management Plan is not the appropriate vehicle to canvas changes 
to the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) or entertain uses that are prohibited in Green Wedge 
areas.  The Panel places significant emphasis on Clause 11.01-R (Green Wedges – 
Metropolitan Melbourne) of the Planning Policy Framework (PPF), which is to protect the 
green wedges of Metropolitan Melbourne from inappropriate development.  The Panel 
considers the exhibited GWMP provides appropriate recognition and protection in the 
Planning Scheme for Frankston’s Green Wedge land, and it will serve as a useful tool to 
guide and inform future strategic planning of the various precincts that comprise the Green 
Wedge. 

The Panel notes that it was advised during the course of the Hearing that the State 
Government is about to embark upon a public consultation process in relation to a 
discussion paper relating to land in Melbourne’s Green Wedge areas.  The Panel agrees with 
the submissions on behalf of Council that the pending State Government forums provide an 
appropriate avenue for submitters to provide feedback on opportunities they consider 
warrant departure from existing Green Wedge policy or planning controls. 

The Panel finds the Amendment is strategically justified and has been the outcome of much 
consultation and review against Local and State Planning Policy.  The Panel concludes that 
the exhibited Frankston Green Wedge Management Plan, as amended to have regard to the 
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Panel’s recommendations, is a strategically sound and robust plan that is consistent with the 
Planning and Environment Act 1987 (the Act), consistent with State and Local Planning Policy 
and is consistent with Planning Practice Note 31 (PPN31). 

Recommendations 

Based on the reasons set out in this report, the Panel recommends that Frankston Planning 
Scheme Amendment C140fran be adopted as exhibited subject to the following changes: 

Amend Clause 21.02 by adding the following sentence to the end of the paragraph 
headed ‘Frankston’s Green Wedge’: “Management of bushfire risk is an ongoing 
issue and priority within each Green Wedge Precinct”. 

Amend the Frankston Green Wedge Management Plan as follows: 
a) In Figures 16 and 20 include the Public Acquisition Overlay as it applies to

Ballarto Road and Hall Road.
b) In Section 6.6.1, on page 85, amend Table 15 to replace the Total % number

shown currently as 25.6% with the figure of 11.2%.
c) In Section 6.6.2, on page 86, delete the words “If Council were to explore

this path” from the beginning of the second last paragraph.
d) In the Economic Use and Development column of objectives in Section 7.3,

page 104, delete the words “that are nearing the end of their lifespan” from
the third objective.

e) In Section 2.4.1, include a summary of Clause 13.02-1 in the same way other
parts of the Planning Policy Framework are referenced.

f) On the Overlay Plan for Precinct 4 (Figure 28) include the land area affected
by the Bushfire Management Overlay.

g) In each of the Precinct Chapters, include a new Section titled ‘x.3 – Bushfire
Risk’ (prior to Vision, Objectives and Strategies) that includes:

• A high order bushfire assessment for the Precinct including an
overview of bushfire considerations in response to identified
bushfire risks.

• A plan identifying both the extent of the Bushfire Management
Overlay and the Bushfire Prone Areas within the Precinct.
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1 Introduction 

1.1 The Amendment 

(i) Amendment description

The purpose of the Amendment is to introduce the Frankston Green Wedge Management 
Plan, October 2019 as a reference document in the Planning Scheme and update Council’s 
MSS to provide additional emphasis on Council’s Green Wedge areas and insert a specific 
vision for the Green Wedge. 

Specifically, the Amendment proposes to amend: 

• Clause 21.01 (Introduction) to make minor wording changes and provide additional
emphasis on Frankston City Council’s Green Wedge areas

• Clause 21.02 (Key Issues) to make minor wording changes and to reference the
Frankston Green Wedge Management Plan, October 2019

• Clause 21.03 (Vision and Strategic Framework) to make minor wording changes,
include a vision specific for the Green Wedge and to reference the Frankston Green
Wedge Management Plan, October 2019

• Clause 21.04 (Settlement) to update ‘Objective 8’ and strategies relating the Green
Wedge areas.  Also included under ‘Further strategic work’ is the intent to develop a
local policy for the Green Wedge

• Clause 21.06 (Environmental and Landscape Values) to include under ‘Further
strategic work’ the intent to implement specialised environmental planning controls
of Green Wedge areas and to reference the Frankston Green Wedge Management
Plan, October 2019

• Clause 21.09 (Natural Resource Management) to update the strategy within
‘Objective 2’ and ‘Objective 3’ to reflect a key recommendation of the Frankston
Green Wedge Management Plan, October 2019

• Clause 22.06 (Protection of Potential Future Landfill Site Policy) to reference the
Frankston Green Wedge Management Plan, October 2019

• the Schedule to Clause 72.08 (Background Documents) to list the Frankston Green
Wedge Management Plan, October 2019 as a background document.

(ii) The Green Wedge

The Amendment applies to Frankston City Council’s Green Wedge.  Frankston’s Green 
Wedge is located partly within the South East Green Wedge to the north and east of the 
municipality, and the Mornington Peninsula Green Wedge to the south of the municipality. 

Frankston’s Green Wedge consists of six precincts as shown in Figure 1. 
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Figure 1 Frankston Green Wedge Precincts1 

1 Exhibited Explanatory Report, page 1 

Planning and Environment Act 1987 

FRANKSTON PLANNING SCHEME 

AMENDMENT C140fran 

EXPLANATORY REPORT

Who is the planning authority?

This amendment has been prepared by Frankston City Council who is the planning authority for this 
amendment. 

The amendment has been made at the request of Frankston City Council. 

Land affected by the amendment 

The amendment applies to the Frankston City Council’s Green Wedge. Frankston’s Green Wedge is
located partly within the South East Green Wedge to the north and east of the municipality, and the 
Mornington Peninsula Green Wedge to the south of the municipality. 

Frankston’s Green Wedge consists of six precincts as shown on the map below: 
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1.2 Background 

1.2.1 Preparation of the GWMP 

The Frankston Green Wedge is partly within the South East Green Wedge and partly within 
the Mornington Peninsula Green Wedge.  The South East Green Wedge is one of 12 green 
wedges located in Metropolitan Melbourne and outside of the UGB.  The Frankston Green 
Wedge is located in the southern section of the South East Green Wedge and includes the 
Eastern Treatment Plant and is narrow and segmented.  It also includes key environmental 
values including the Ramsar-listed Edithvale-Seaford wetlands. 

Preparation of the GWMP commenced with consultation on an Issues and Opportunities 
Paper in 2017 followed by the preparation and consultation regarding the Draft Green 
Wedge Management Plan (Draft GWMP) in 2019.  In response to the informal exhibition of 
the Draft GWMP, a total of 183 submissions were received from residents, local community 
groups and stakeholders. 

On 14 October 2019, at Council’s Ordinary meeting2, Council noted the submissions received 
in relation to the Draft GWMP and resolved to adopt the GWMP with a number of 
amendments, including: 

• the statement on Page 86 that “areas of land suitable only for grazing agricultural 
activities in Precinct 2 may be better utilised for purposes other than agriculture – 
e.g. for employment or residential uses’, is not supported and is to be removed from 
the document 

• removal of any reference to the potential for reduced minimum lot sizes and 
recommendations for further investigation into reducing land sizes within the 
within the Green Wedge from the draft 

• that any reference to the potential for the land east and west of Stotts Lane to be 
developed or rezoned for residential use be removed from the draft plan, including 
all recommendations to further investigate this potential 

• that any reference to the potential expansion of the Carrum Downs Industrial 
Precinct be removed from the draft plan, including all recommendations to further 
investigate this potential 

• that the Rural Conservation Zone Schedule 1 be noted as having a minimum lot size 
of 4ha in Section 7.2.4 – Housing and Settlement on Page 101 

• that the final sentence on Page 100 be reworded to acknowledge that the listed 
uses are innominate uses (not specifically defined in the Frankston Planning 
Scheme) and as such can be considered for approval under the current planning 
regime. 

1.2.2 Authorisation process 

Council received authorisation to prepare the Amendment from the Minister for Planning 
(under delegation) on 20 April 2020, subject to the following condition: 

All proposed policy changes must be reviewed having regard to the guidance 
contained in the A Practitioner’s Guide to Victorian Planning Schemes. Proposed 
policy content must relate to land use and development. For example, a proposed 

 
2 Document 31 
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objective is to ‘Collaborate with water authorities to explore the ongoing provision of 
grey water generated by the Eastern Treatment Plant to improve the efficiency and 
sustainability of water use in the green wedge’. Consideration should be given as to 
whether objectives such as these are capable of implementation through the planning 
scheme. 

In addition, the Minister’s delegate encouraged Council to consider: 

The Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning (DELWP) acknowledges 
that the green wedge management plan has been widely consulted over a number of 
years. The current plan retains commentary about an initial proposal for substantial 
changes to zones and minimum lot sizes, which would have required changes to the 
Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) and was later abandoned by the council. 

This decision is supported by DELWP as the proposal was inconsistent with the 
directions of Plan Melbourne 2017-2050 and clauses of the Planning Policy 
Framework which seek to maintain the UGB and protect green wedge areas. Further 
consideration should be given to the value of retaining such detailed background 
information in the green wedge management plan as it may result in unrealistic 
community expectations in the future and is unlikely to assist future decision making 
… 

1.3 Procedural issues 

The following two procedural matters occurred prior to the main Hearing: 

• Late request to be heard forms were received on 12th October from Mr Cross, 
Frankston Environmental Friends Network and Ms McKinlay.  Mr Cross, Frankston 
Environmental Friends Network and Ms McKinlay are submitters to the 
Amendment.  The Panel notified Council that it would accept the late requests and 
included the two parties on the timetable. 

• Mr Hatswell confirmed on 12 October that Mr Steve Toth would not be speaking at 
the Panel Hearing and that he would be speaking on his behalf as part of the 
‘Precinct 2 Members’.  Mr Hatswell also provided (15th October) a list of Precinct 2 
landowners that he is representing.3 

After the Hearing closed, the Panel received a submission from the owners of 275 Hall Road, 
Skye.  The late submission was lodged on behalf of a party that had lodged two identical 
submissions in response to the exhibition of the Amendment, identified as submitter 12.  
Council consented to the Panel accepting the further submission.  After the Hearing had 
adjourned Council provided, and the Panel accepted, a response to the further submission4. 

1.4 Summary of issues raised in submissions 

The key issues for the CFA were that the: 

• Amendment does not address Bushfire Planning Policy at Clause 13.02-1S of the 
Frankston Planning Scheme 

• extent of bushfire risk extends beyond the Bushfire Management Overlay and the 
threats from bushfire should be better expressed in the GWMP 

• level of landscape risk may be altered as a consequence of the implementation of 
the GWMP. 

 
3 Document 35 
4 Document 72 
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The CFA submissions are addressed in Chapter 6 of this report. 

The key issues raised by submitters can be summarised as follows: 

• much of the land within the Green Wedge was considered no longer viable for 
farming or horticultural activities 

• land within Precinct 1, 2, 3 and 5 should be identified for further investigation for 
inclusion in the UGB 

• potential for rezoning of land within the Green Wedge for different uses (for 
example industrial or commercial uses) 

• no research had been undertaken on the economic viability of farming and 
agricultural land 

• the GWZ permits a range of land uses that do not have a relationship with the 
purposes of the Zone 

• the exhibited GWMP was not reflective of the initiatives and objectives put forward 
as part of the consultation process. 

No submissions were received from land owners in Precincts 4 or 6. 

The Panel has considered all written submissions made in response to the exhibition of the 
Amendment, as well as submissions and other material presented to it during the Hearing.  It 
has reviewed a large volume of material, and has had to be selective in referring to the more 
relevant or determinative material in the Report.  All submissions and materials have been 
considered by the Panel in reaching its conclusions, regardless of whether they are 
specifically mentioned in the Report. 

This Report deals with the issues under the following headings: 

• Planning context 

• Strategic justification 

• Proposed edits to Local Planning Policy 

• Green Wedge Management Plan 
- Deletion of content contained in the Draft GWMP 
- Precinct 1: Carrum Downs/Seaford Wetlands (Industrial / Commercial) 
- Precinct 2: Skye (Urban) 
- Precinct 3: Skye/Langwarrin (Residential) 
- Precinct 3: Skye/Langwarrin (Industrial or Commercial) 
- Precinct 5: Frankston South 

• Bushfire risk. 



Frankston Planning Scheme Amendment C140fran  Panel Report  16 December 2020 

Page 6 of 48 
 

2 Planning context  

2.1 Planning Policy Framework (PPF) 

Council submitted that the Amendment was firmly grounded in the PPF.  The specific 
objectives and strategies highlighted by Council that it considers the Amendment seeks to 
advance include the following: 

Clause 11 (Settlement)  

• Clause 11.01-R (Green Wedges – Metropolitan Melbourne) of the State Planning 
Policy Framework seeks to protect the green wedges of Metropolitan Melbourne 
from inappropriate development.  Specifically, it includes strategies (most 
relevantly) to: 
- support appropriate development in Green Wedges that provides for economic 

and social benefits, support existing and potential agribusiness activities, food 
production and tourism. 

• Clause 11.01-1R (Settlement – Metropolitan Melbourne) seeks to maintain a 
permanent UGB around Melbourne to create a more consolidated, sustainable city 
and protect the values of non-urban land. 

Clause 12 (Environmental and Landscape Values)  

• Clause 12.05-2S (Landscapes) seeks to protect and enhance significant landscapes 
and open spaces that contribute to character, identify and sustainable 
environments.  Specifically, it includes strategies (most relevantly) to: 
- improve the landscape qualities open space linkages and environmental 

performance in significant landscapes and open spaces, including green wedges, 
conservation areas and non-urban areas. 

• Clause 12.01-1S (Protection of biodiversity) by seeking to assist the protection and 
conservation of Victoria’s biodiversity, by providing for ongoing protection of native 
vegetation. 

Clause 14 (Natural Resource Management) 

• Clause 14.01-1R (Protecting of Agricultural Land – Metropolitan Melbourne) seeks 
to protect agricultural land in Metropolitan Melbourne’s Green Wedges and peri-
urban areas to avoid the permanent loss of agricultural land in those locations. 

Clause 15 (Built Environment & Heritage)  

• Clause 15 (Built Environment & Heritage) sets out the policy objectives and 
principles to ensure that new development considers the landscape, built form, 
cultural heritage, architectural and aesthetic values in which it is located and to 
encourage land use and development that is energy and resource efficient.  This 
clause also requires that places of Aboriginal cultural heritage significance be 
protected from inappropriate use or development. 

Clause 18 (Transport)  

• Clause 18 (Transport) sets out transport objectives to ensure an integrated 
transport system that provides access to social and economic opportunities, 
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facilitates economic prosperity, contributes to environmental sustainability, 
coordinates reliable movements of people and goods, and is safe. 

Clause 19 (Infrastructure)  

• Clause 19.01-2R (Renewable Energy – Metropolitan Melbourne) seeks to facilitate 
the uptake of renewable energy technologies on a site-by-site and neighbourhood 
level during the master planning of new communities and in green wedge and peri-
urban areas. 

Clause 21 (the Municipal Strategic Statement) 

• Clause 21.01 (Introduction).  This clause references the South East Green Wedge 
stating that it is one of the key non-urban areas referenced in State Government 
policy and that it ”accommodates a number of different environmental, economic 
and social values including wetlands, Eastern Treatment Plant, sand resources and 
land fill sites.  The various future roles of the Green Wedge need to be defined and 
protected”. 

• Clause 21.02 (Key Issues): 
- Greenfield land is limited due to the designation if the UGB and the green wedge 

areas. 
- Green Wedge Areas: There are two green wedges within the municipality, and 

these require management plans to plan for future uses of these areas. 
- Eastern Treatment Plant: This is an important metropolitan resource that needs 

to be protected from encroachment by sensitive uses.  Many green wedge 
industries rely on the recycled water from the plant.  The plant provides a key 
refuge for local and migratory water birds including many species of regional, 
state and national significance. 

- Extractive Industries: Extractive operations have adverse off-site effects, and 
consequentially there is a need to maintain adequate separation from sensitive 
uses, such as housing.  A number of extractive sites have an estimated resource 
life of up to 30 years.  Some sites have been identified as having potential for 
regional landfill and some have also been identified as future open space and 
conservation reserves.  It is important to ensure that these options are 
maintained and that extractive sites are protected from encroachment by 
inappropriate development. 

- Flora and Fauna: Frankston’s bushlands, wetlands and waterways provide refuge 
for several plant and animal species at risk of extinction. 

- Transport: The following transport issues are relevant to the Green Wedge area: 
o Upgrading, extending and increasing the frequency of public transport 

services to meet the changing needs of the Frankston community, including 
advocating for the electrification of the train line to Baxter, and advocating for 
greater extent and frequency of public bus services. 

o Planning for a rail freight link between the Port of Hastings and a proposed 
‘inland port’. 

• Clause 21.04 (Settlement): 
- Protect ecologically and environmentally sensitive areas from inappropriate 

development. 
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- Ensure on-site waste disposal is adequately addressed in Green Wedge and rural 
residential areas. 

- Maintain rural landscapes and rural uses in the municipality’s Green Wedge 
areas. 

- Promote forms of agriculture and horticulture that are suited to the urban fringe, 
and those that can re-use wastewater. 

- Encourage low intensity private recreational and institutional uses that are 
consistent with the objective of maintaining essentially rural landscapes. 

- Ensure that the visual impact of development (height, building bulk, site 
coverage, setbacks, streetscape works) does not adversely affect the visual 
amenity that rural landscapes provide. 

- Protect extractive sites, potential landfill sites and the Eastern Treatment Plant 
from encroachment by inappropriate development. 

- Investigate opportunities to provide open space links along drainage lines and 
watercourses. 

- Protect remnant bushland areas. 

• Clause 21.05 (Environment Risk): 
- The loss and fragmentation of indigenous vegetation and loss of biodiversity. 
- Securing and enhancing habitat corridors to sustain the health of indigenous 

flora and fauna communities. 
- Managing the impacts of pest flora and fauna invasion on biodiversity of public 

and private property. 
- Addressing the issue of bushfire risk associated with rural and residential 

development and subdivision where bushland vegetation is present. 
- Ensuring that development and infrastructure rejuvenation utilises best practice 

Environmentally Sustainable Development principles and environment 
protection measures. 

- Managing the impacts of flooding and increased flooding in future. 
- Identifying the locations, risks and management techniques for acid sulphate 

soils in the municipality. 
- Apply the precautionary principle in areas likely to be impacted by sea level rise 

or natural hazard events, until detailed impacts are known. 
- Reduce the potential impacts of bushfire on new and established residential 

areas while having due consideration for conserving indigenous flora and fauna. 
- Recognise and appropriately manage erosion prone areas and acid sulphate soils. 
- Protect the community, environment, infrastructure and services from the 

impacts of flooding and inundation. 
- Manage the environmental health of the municipality’s waterways and their 

catchments. 

• Clause 21.06 (Environmental and Landscape Values): 
- Maintain areas of landscape or visual quality and significant trees or areas of 

vegetation. 
- Protect areas of landscape significance within the municipality’s green wedge 

areas. 

• Clause 21.07 (Economic Development): 
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- Manage the operation, rehabilitation and future employment opportunities 
associated with quarry and landfill activities ensuring that conflict with 
surrounding uses does not occur. 

- Promote and facilitate appropriate forms of tourist development that establishes 
the municipality as a regional tourism and visitation destination, and capitalises 
on its waterfront location and its arts, nature and cultural experiences. 

• Clause 21.09 (Natural Resource Management): 
- Encourage the retention and expansion where appropriate of productive 

horticultural and agricultural activities in the Green Wedge areas. 
- Prepare Green Wedge Management Plans that assess the viability and long term 

future for agricultural and horticultural activities and develop strategies to assist 
in retention of viable activities. 

2.2 Other relevant planning strategies and policies  

(i) Plan Melbourne  

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

Plan Melbourne is structured around seven Outcomes, which set out the aims of the plan.  
The Outcomes are supported by Directions and Policies, which outline how the Outcomes 
will be achieved.  Outcomes that are particularly relevant to the Amendment are set out in 
Table 1 below. 

Table 1: Relevant parts of Plan Melbourne 

Outcome Directions Policies 

Melbourne is a productive 
city that attracts 
investment, supports 
innovation and creates 
jobs 

Direction 1.4 – Support the productive 
use of land and resources in Melbourne’s 
non-urban areas  

Melbourne’s green wedges and peri-
urban areas are immensely important to 
the state’s economy, community and 
environment and support a wide range of 
non-urban land uses and activities. 

Policy 1.4.1 – Protect 
agricultural land and 
support agricultural 
production. 

Policy 1.4.2 – Identify and 
protect extractive 
resources (such as stone 
and sand) important for 
Melbourne’s future needs. 
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Outcome Directions Policies 

Melbourne is a distinctive 
and liveable city with 
quality environments 

Direction 4.5 Plan for Melbourne’s green 
wedges and peri-urban areas 

As Melbourne grows, planning for 
Melbourne’s green wedges and peri-
urban areas is required to: 

- protect biodiversity assets, including 
national and state parks, Ramsar 
wetlands and coastal areas 

- support existing and potential 
agribusiness activities, forestry, food 
production and tourism 

- protect major state infrastructure and 
resource assets, including water supply 
dams and water catchments and waste 
management and recycling facilities 

- support renewable energy sources such 
as wind and solar farms 

- protect extractive industries 

- provide a recreational resource, which 
contributes to public health outcomes 
for all Victorians. 

These valued features, assets and 
industries should be prioritised before 
other land uses. 

Policy 4.5.1 – Strengthen 
protection and 
management of Green 
Wedge land. 

Policy 4.5.2 – Protect and 
enhance valued attributes 
of distinctive areas and 
landscapes 

2.3 Ministerial Directions and Practice Notes 

The Explanatory Report discusses how the Amendment meets the relevant requirements of 
Ministerial Direction 11 (Strategic Assessment of Amendments) and Planning Practice Note 
46: Strategic Assessment Guidelines, August 2018 (PPN46).  That discussion is not repeated 
here. 

The following Planning Practice Notes are relevant to this Amendment: 

• Preparing a Green Wedge Management Plan (PPN31) provides a guide for the 
preparation of Green Wedge Management Plans and sets out the general 
requirements that should be met. 

• Strategic Assessment Guidelines - for preparing and evaluating planning schemes 
(PPN46) provides strategic guidelines that can be used by planning authorities to 
evaluate and discuss how an amendment addresses a number of strategic 
considerations. 

• Green Wedge Planning Provisions (PPN62) provides information and advice about 
Part 3AA of the Act, Core Planning Provisions for Metropolitan Green Wedge land 
and the application of zones to green wedge land in the context of the reformed 
rural zones. 
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2.4 Discussion and conclusion 

For the reasons set out in the following chapters, the Panel concludes that the Amendment 
is supported by, and implements, the relevant sections of the PPF, and is consistent with the 
relevant Ministerial Directions and Practice Notes.  The Amendment is well founded and 
should proceed subject to addressing the more specific issues raised in submissions as 
discussed in the following chapters. 
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3 Strategic justification 

3.1 The issue 

The issue is whether the Amendment is strategically justified. 

3.2 Submissions 

Five submissions5 supported the exhibited version of the GWMP and the adoption of 
Amendment C140fran.  These submissions highlighted that the proposed amendments to 
Local Planning Policy were well founded and that the exhibited GWMP provided a sound 
basis to manage and protect the Green Wedge. 

The majority of submissions to the Amendment opposed inclusion of the GWMP as a 
background document in the Frankston Planning Scheme as they considered the exhibited 
version of the Plan did not adequately reflect community opinion regarding potential future 
use and development of land within the Green Wedge. 

Council submitted that the strategic justification for the exhibited Amendment is found in 
the: 

• Planning and Environment Act 1987 

• policy within the Planning Scheme, specifically having regard to: 
- the PPF 
- the Local Planning Policy Framework (LPPF) 

• spatial context of the Green Wedge, noting that the Frankston component of the 
South East Green Wedge is but a portion of the greater South East Green Wedge  
and also part of the Mornington Peninsula Green Wedge. 

Council’s submission noted that the GWMP was prepared after considerable consultation 
and engagement with owners and occupiers within the Green Wedge and the Frankston 
community and organisations and following the production of an issues paper and a Draft 
GWMP. 

Council highlighted that the GWMP was informed by PPN31 and submitted that: 

The PPN31 provides guidance as to how councils can prepare and adopt a green 
wedge management plan.  The plans are intended to be a ‘council adopted strategy 
that identifies a vision, objectives and actions for the sustainable development of each 
green wedge’. It advises that as land in the green wedge is constantly evolving and 
changing it is important that green wedge management plans identify ways in which 
these areas can be managed and (then) protected. The practice note also advises that 
the role of the green wedge management plan is to ‘articulate the type, scale and form 
of change in the green wedge and how those changes will be managed and 
facilitated’.  The Practice Note advises that a green wedge management plan seeks to 
maintain the UGB and protect green wedge areas consistent with Plan Melbourne 
2017-2050 (Plan Melbourne) and clauses of the Planning Policy Framework. 

Council reiterated during the Hearing that the green wedge policies of the Planning Scheme 
are primarily to protect the green wedges of Metropolitan Melbourne from inappropriate 
development. 

 
5 Submissions 1, 2 (Frankston Environmental Friends Network), 6, 30 (EPA Victoria) and 31(Green Wedges Coalition). 



Frankston Planning Scheme Amendment C140fran  Panel Report  16 December 2020 

Page 13 of 48 
 

Council placed significant weight on the objective and strategies in Clause 11.01-1R 
(Settlement – Metropolitan Melbourne): 

Objective 

To protect the green wedges of Metropolitan Melbourne from inappropriate 
development. 

Strategies 

• Promote and encourage the key features and related values of each green wedge 
area. 

• Support development in the green wedge that provides for environmental, 
economic and social benefits. 

• Consolidate new residential development in existing settlements and in locations 
where planned services are available and green wedge values are protected. 

• Plan and protect major state infrastructure and resource assets, such as airports 
and ports with their associated access corridors, water supply dams, water 
catchments and waste management and recycling facilities. 

• Protect important productive agricultural areas such as Werribee South, the 
Maribyrnong River flats, the Yarra Valley, Westernport and the Mornington 
Peninsula. 

• Support existing and potential agribusiness activities, forestry, food production and 
tourism. 

• Protect areas of environmental, landscape and scenic value such as biodiversity 
assets, national and state parks, Ramsar wetlands and coastal areas. 

• Protect significant resources of stone, sand and other mineral resources for 
extraction purposes.  Provide opportunities for renewable energy generation. 

Council submitted strategic justification and the basis of the Amendment are found in the 
operative provision of Clause 51.02 (Metropolitan Green Wedge Land: Core Planning 
Provisions).  Its purposes include (among others): 

To protect metropolitan green wedge land from uses and development that would 
diminish its agricultural, environmental, cultural heritage conservation, landscape 
nature resource or recreation values. 

To protect productive agricultural land from incompatible uses and development. 

To encourage the location of urban activities in urban areas. 

The provision lists an extensive range of land uses that are prohibited in Green Wedge areas 
including Accommodation, Dwelling, Freeway service centre, Industry, Office, Retail 
premises, Warehouse. 

Council’s submission in reply concluded: 

The Frankston GWMP is consistent with the Act, it is consistent with state and local 
policy and it is consistent with PPN31.  It should be considered as appropriate on that 
basis and therefore recommended for approval. 

3.3 Discussion 

The Panel agrees with the substance of the supporting submissions that the proposed 
changes were well founded and that the exhibited GWMP provided a sound basis to manage 
and protect the Green Wedge. 
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Further the Panel agrees with Council that the PPF and in particular the Objectives and 
Strategies of Clause 11.01-R and Clause 51.02, together with the GWMP provide substantial 
strategic justification for the Amendment. 

In respect of Clause 51.02 – Metropolitan Green Wedge Land: Core Planning Provision, the 
Panel is satisfied that the exhibited GWMP advances the stated objectives of the policy being 
to: 

To protect metropolitan green wedge land from uses and development that would 
diminish its agricultural, environmental, cultural heritage conservation, landscape 
nature resource or recreation values. 

To protect productive agricultural land from incompatible uses and development. 

To encourage the location of urban activities in urban areas. 

The Panel further considers that the GWMP has been prepared with due regard to PPN31 
and that the exhibited GWMP appropriately seeks to maintain the UGB and protect Green 
Wedge areas consistent with Plan Melbourne 2017-2050 and clauses of the PPF. 

For the above reasons, the Panel considers the Amendment is well considered, well-crafted 
and strategically justified. 

3.4 Conclusion 

The Panel concludes that the PPF and in particular the Objectives and Strategies of Clause 
11.01-R (Green Wedges – Melbourne Metropolitan) and Clause 51.02 (Metropolitan Green 
Wedge Land: Core Planning Provisions), provide substantial strategic justification for the 
Amendment. 
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4 Proposed edits to Local Planning Policy 

4.1 The issues 

The Amendment seeks to implement the key recommendations of the GWMP by amending 
the clauses of Local Planning Policy as detailed in Chapter 1. 

The majority of submissions to the Amendment oppose the inclusion of the exhibited 
version of the GWMP as a background document.  These submissions are addressed in the 
following chapter of this report. 

A limited number of submissions suggested edits to the proposed amended clauses of the 
local policy.  These submissions are addressed below. 

The issue is whether the proposed changes to local policy are appropriate, include the 
necessary content and are well drafted. 

4.2 Submissions 

Submitter 4: the CFA recommended a number edits to the proposed Local Planning Policy 
changes including: 

• amend Clause 21.02 Key Issues and Clause 21.03 Vision and Strategic Framework to 
include bushfire considerations to ensure that the management of the Green 
Wedge will not increase bushfire risk 

• amend the key issues identified in Clause 21.04 Settlement to include ensuring that 
bushfire risk is not increased as a result of the protection, enhancement or 
introduction of vegetation within the Green Wedge. 

• Clause 21.06 Environmental and landscape values be amended to include an 
emphasis on bushfire considerations as part of climate change. 

Submitter 5 supported the Vision Statement at Clause 21.02 and suggested that the phrase 
‘rural residential’ be removed from the amended Clause 21.03-4 as Green Wedge Zones are 
not residential zones. 

Submitter 6 noted in her presentation to the Panel that she supported the adoption of 
Amendment C140fran.  The submitter’s original written submission stated the proposed 
changes to Clauses 21.02, 21.03, 21.03-3, 21.04, 21.06, 21.09, 22.0 and 72.08 are all 
supported. 

The submitter raised concerns with the following elements of the Amendment: 

• Clause 21.01 – that the extensive range of proposed land uses do not have a 
relationship with the purpose of the zone.  The submission suggested the modified 
statement of current uses should not be expanded to include places of worship, 
educational facilities and residential living in Frankston’s Green Wedge; and 

• Clause 21.03-4 – the proposed reference to ‘rural residential’ development in the 
southern part of the municipality is contrary to and not supported in the Rural 
Conservation Zone (RCZ), or in the GWZ. 

Submitter 31, the Green Wedges Coalition noted its support for the majority of the proposed 
local policy changes.  The submission suggested that the amended Clauses 21.01 and 21.03 
should not reference ‘places of worship’ or ‘rural living’. 
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In response to the above submissions, Council stated that while the GWZ and the RCZ are 
not residential zones, dwellings are a permitted use and development within both zones.  
Further, Council noted that Action 39 of the exhibited GWMP would in part address the 
submitters concerns: 

Confirm Council’s position on ‘Places of Assembly’ and Educational Facilities locating 
in the Frankston Green Wedge to provide clarity for the community and stakeholders.  
Implement the decision through a local policy in the Frankston MSS. 

In relation the submitters concerns regarding Clause 21.03-4, Council considered it 
important that the existing character of small lots that contain dwellings be considered and 
appropriately described in the GWMP.  Council noted that the policy refers to the south, as 
in Langwarrin South, which is predominantly a rural living area with some agricultural uses. 

Council noted that Places of Worship and Schools are currently permissible uses subject to 
approval within the GWZ, which is a state standard provision.  As the zones are State 
Government prescribed, Council does not have the necessary power to amend the table of 
uses. 

Council did not specifically respond to the CFA’s suggested edits to the Local Planning Policy 
provisions. 

4.3 Discussion and conclusion 

The Panel is satisfied that the changes to the Local Planning Policy provisions proposed by 
Council as exhibited are strategically justified and well founded, and the drafting is 
consistent with relevant planning policy practice notes. 

The Panel accepts the position of Council in response to submissions 5, 6 and 31.  The Panel 
does not consider the edits suggested by submitters are warranted as the land uses sought 
to be removed are permitted uses, albeit subject to conditions. 

The Panel supports the CFA’s suggestion to amend Clause 21.02 Key Issues to note that 
bushfire risk management within the Green Wedge is an important issue and ongoing 
priority consideration.  With the inclusion of the suggested text at Clause 21.02, the Panel 
does not consider the other suggested edits the CFA is seeking to the Local Planning Policy 
are required. 

4.4 Recommendation 

The Panel recommends: 

 Amend the exhibited Clause 21.02 of the Frankston Planning Scheme by adding the 
following sentence to the end of the paragraph headed ‘Frankston’s Green Wedge’: 
“Management of bushfire risk is an ongoing issue and priority within each Green 
Wedge Precinct”. 
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5 Green Wedge Management Plan 

5.1 The issues 

The majority of submissions received in response to the exhibited Amendment concerned 
the content of the exhibited GWMP, which is proposed to be included in the Frankston 
Planning Scheme as a background document. 

A threshold issue raised by the majority of submitters concerned the removal of 
commentary and actions regarding future investigation of alternate land uses within the 
Green Wedge and the potential modification to minimum lots sizes that were contained in 
the draft version of the plan.  These submissions are addressed under the following heading: 

• Deletion of content contained in the Draft GWMP. 

Other issues raised in submissions have been grouped on a precinct basis as follows: 

• Precinct 1: Carrum Downs/Seaford Wetlands (Industrial / Commercial) 

• Precinct 2: Skye (Urban) 

• Precinct 3: Skye South/Langwarrin (Residential) 

• Precinct 3: Skye South/Langwarrin (Industrial / Commercial) 

• Precinct 5: Frankston South. 

It is noted that no specific submissions were received in respect of Precinct 4: Langwarrin 
South or Precinct 6: Langwarrin. 

5.2 Deletion of content contained in the Draft GWMP 

5.2.1 The issues 

The Draft GWMP included a number of references regarding possible alternate land uses for 
land within the Green Wedge.  Examples include: 

• In Precinct 1 the description regarding the area (about 125 hectares) bounded by 
Thompsons Road, Frankston-Dandenong Road, Boundary Road and Eastlink 
representing a “significant development opportunity” and being “well located to 
accommodate an extension of the Carrum Downs Industrial Precinct located 
immediately to the south of Eastlink – based on the shortage of developable 
industrial land in Frankston” (page 75 – 76 Draft GWMP). 

• In Precinct 2, the description of the areas of land within Precinct 2 being potentially 
better utilised for purposes other than agriculture, e.g. for employment or 
residential uses (page 86 Draft GWMP). 

• In Precinct 5 the proposition that from an economic perspective amending planning 
controls to facilitate residential development at reduced lot sizes on land zoned RCZ 
being logical (page 117 Draft GWMP). 

Text that was removed from the final GWMP that submitters seek to be reinstated include, 
but is not limited to, the following: 

Section 6.2.2 Economic Development – Precinct 2 Page 85 

To this end, the areas of land suitable only for grazing agricultural activities in Precinct 2 may be 

better utilised for purposes other than agriculture – e.g. for employment or residential uses. Likewise, 

those areas suitable for market gardens in Precinct 2 could be identified and further protected. 
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Section 6.2.3 Housing – Precinct 2, Page 89 

Potential exists for a review of minimum subdivision sizes to provide a buffer or gradient between 
agricultural and horticultural uses and the residential uses immediately abutting them along the 
urban growth boundary. The irregular shape of the urban growth boundary to the west of Precinct 2 
should also be examined and justified or potentially amended, to ensure that ad-hoc development is 
minimised and the UGB aligns with road and property boundaries. 

Section 6.3 Vision, Objectives and Strategies – Precinct 2, Page 92 

Deleted Objectives: 

• Investigate the potential for changes to the urban growth boundary along the western side of 

the precinct where logical inclusions exist. 

• Investigate the potential for additional residential land to be provided through changes to 

minimum lot sizes in the GRZ and RCZ. 

- Action 42: Investigate the potential for UGB relocations in Precincts 1, 2, 3 and 5. Further 
investigate logical inclusions in these precincts. 

- Action 43: Investigate the possibility of a reduction in minimum lot sizes for Precincts 2 and 3. 

At its 14 October 2019 meeting, Council resolved to remove such references.  The Council 
report also noted that the Draft GWMP should be edited to ensure that it does not 
recommend or endorse any changes to the existing green wedge boundaries or minimum lot 
sizes.  The version of the GWMP exhibited as part of the Planning Scheme Amendment 
C140fran was amended to include the changes required by the October 2019 Council 
Resolution. 

Accordingly, the key issue is should the GWMP include commentary, actions and or 
recommendations that support future investigation of land outside the UGB for rezoning or 
development for urban purposes, or potential changes to minimum lot sizes, as was 
provided for in the draft version of the GWMP? 

5.2.2 Submissions 

Submitter 1 supported the exhibited version of the GWMP and congratulated Council for 
creating certainty for the protection provided to the Green Wedge. 

Submitter 2, the Frankston Environmental Friends Network, was supportive of the 
Amendment and the content of the exhibited version of the GWMP.  They were opposed to 
any rezoning of Green Wedge land, and specifically noted their opposition to submissions 
that seek to expand the Carrum Downs Industrial area into Precinct 1, and reduce minimum 
lot sizes or residential lots within other Green Wedge Precincts. 

Submitter 6 strongly endorsed the content of the adopted and exhibited version of the 
GWMP.  The submitter considered the incorporation of the GWMP into the Frankston 
Planning Scheme as exhibited, was critical to underpinning the protection of Green Wedge 
land and uses in the planning decisions. 

Submitter 7 stated that the final version of the GWMP was ‘watered down’ and not in line 
with the majority of views of those who contributed. 

Submitter 8 opposed the Amendment on the grounds that Council’s approval process was 
flawed in not fully considering the consultant output contained in the draft version of the 
GWMP. 

Submitter 9 stated that they were disappointed that a large proportion of suggestions in the 
engagement group’s draft GWMP were ignored and ‘voted out’ by Councillors. 
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Submitter 10 (x2) noted their disappointment with Council’s consideration of the GWMP. 

Submitters 11, 14 and 32 submitted that the GWMP should include an action to investigate 
the future use of land in Precinct 1 for Business, Commercial or Industrial Use and 
Development. 

Submitters 16, 21 and 22 stated that the draft Plan references to possible alternate land 
uses for land within Precinct 2 should be reinstated. 

Submitters 25 and 26 made similar submissions to those in Precinct 2 in respect to Precinct 
3. 

Submitter 29 submitted that the draft Plan references to investigate the potential UGB 
relocation in Precinct 5 should be reinstated. 

The content of the above submissions are elaborated upon in subsequent sections of this 
report. 

Council’s Part A submission to the Panel provided a comprehensive overview of the 
background to the preparation of the Amendment that commenced with the preparation of 
an Issues Paper that then translated into to a draft version of the GWMP. 

Council submitted that it received authorisation to prepare the Amendment on the basis 
that commentary in the Draft GWMP about future investigations into alternate land uses 
and possible changes to minimum lot sizes was to be removed from the final version of the 
Plan.  The Minister’s delegate noted support for Council’s decision to remove such 
references and encouraged Council to consider further changes: 

The current plan retains commentary about an initial proposal for substantial changes 
to zones and minimum lot sizes, which would have required changes to the Urban 
Growth Boundary (UGB) and was later abandoned by the council. 

This decision is supported by DELWP as the proposal was inconsistent with the 
directions of Plan Melbourne 2017-2050 and clauses of the Planning Policy 
Framework which seek to maintain the UGB and protect green wedge areas. Further 
consideration should be given the value of retaining such detailed background 
information in the green wedge management plan as it may result in unrealistic 
community expectations in the future and is unlikely to assist future decision making. 

Council’s Part B submission further emphasised that urban activities are largely not 
permitted in the Green Wedge. 

Clause 51.02-2 of the Scheme (see Appendix B) provides a list of prohibited green 
wedge land uses. That list includes accommodation other than certain types, dwelling, 
unless it is the only dwelling on the lot and industry (other than certain types). 

Accordingly Council submitted it would be inappropriate for a Green Wedge ‘Management 
Plan’ to entertain such uses. 

Further Council submitted: 

The notion of a green wedge management plan is, properly understood, not a process 
that is intended to deal with changes to the Urban Growth Boundary or the re-zoning 
of land within that boundary to an urban zone, but rather at managing the range of 
land uses which are permissible within the planning framework as applies to the green 
wedge land. See for example the following extract from PPN31: 

“What are the aims of the Green Wedge Management Planning process? 

The key task of a GWMP is to articulate the type, scale and form of change 
in the green wedge and how those changes will be managed and facilitated. 
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Many councils have already undertaken strategic planning, policy and 
resource management studies, projects and action in their green wedges. 
This work will provide a relevant basis for the finalisation of the plan.” 

The notion of a green wedge management plan is, properly understood, not a process 
that is intended to deal with changes to the Urban Growth Boundary or the re-zoning 
of land within that boundary to an urban zone, but rather at managing the range of 
land uses which are permissible within the planning framework as applies to the green 
wedge land. 

Council’s submission in reply reiterated its position that the PPN31 does not provide “so 
much as a hint of encouragement or direction to the identification of areas that should be 
excised from the Green Wedge”.  With reference to the UGB, Council further reiterated its 
view that is a ‘hard boundary not a soft boundary’. 

In conclusion Council submitted: 

Accordingly, and frankly, those arguments which seek an urban future for any 
particular parts of the green wedge are arguments wrongly directed to this panel 
although one can understand why they are made as part of this process. 

Council considers it imperative that the Frankston GWMP, which is anticipated to have 
a life of in the order of 20 years subject to being reviewed each 5 year period, is not 
regarded as some form of lobbying document.  That is not its role.  It should not 
suggest that certain land might be included or considered for inclusion in the urban 
areas because that is not its role.  That sort of content is not relevant to the 
management of the green wedge but more relevant to its existence.  It is not to the 
point that the panel cannot recommend changes.  That is trite.  But that is also the 
reason why the panel should not even entertain the notion of changes to the green 
wedge boundaries as part of this process. 

The strategies and subsequently the actions that are identified in a green wedge 
management plan should all generally speaking be capable of achievement within the 
current planning policy framework and within the anticipated time frame of the plan 
and they should be consistent with State policy. 

Council submits that it highly relevant that the State is about to embark upon a public 
consultation process in relation to a discussion paper on land in the green wedges.  
That is the appropriate forum to entertain many of the submissions that have sought 
departures from existing policy and planning controls.  It will provide not only Council 
but also the community (and other surrounding communities and councils) the 
opportunity to comment on the matters which are proposed to be under consideration. 

5.2.3 Discussion 

Council decided at its 14 October meeting to adopt the Draft GWMP with the 
recommendations arising from public non-statutory consultation, but with controversial 
provisions removed.  The Panel understands the frustration of submitters when it can be 
seen from the background that it was Council who put forward the following as an option 
(with controversial provisions) for the Draft GWMP: 

That Council authorises officers to progress the drafting of a Green Wedge 
Management Plan utilising the approach described as Option 2, noting that this option 
includes the consideration of potential Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) and zoning 
changes in Precincts 1, 3 and 5 and minimum lot size changes in Precinct 2. 

Subsequent to the Draft GWMP being prepared, consulted on and reviewed at Council, such 
wording was considered inappropriate and contrary to State Planning Policy by DELWP and 
Council removed it from the exhibited version of the GWMP. 
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The Panel understands why submitters have raised the issues they have when prior to these 
changes, landowners may have thought there will be future opportunities to rezone their 
land for other uses.  That said, on balance, the Panel agrees with the submissions of Council 
advanced during the Hearing that a green wedge ‘management plan’ is not intended to deal 
with changes to the UGB or the rezoning of land within that boundary to an urban zone, but 
is rather appropriately focused at managing the range of land uses which are permissible 
within the planning framework as applies to green wedge land.  In this regard the Panel 
considers that Council has appropriately removed text that is inconsistent with established 
planning policy for green wedge land. 

In reaching its position on this issue, the Panel has placed significant weight on the 
correspondence from the Minister’s delegate in authorising the Amendment.  The Panel 
agrees that it would be inappropriate to include information and recommendations in the 
Green Wedge ‘Management Plan’ that would be contrary to directions of Plan Melbourne 
2017-2050 and clauses of planning policy which seek to maintain the UGB, and protect 
Green Wedge areas.  The Panel further agrees that unrealistic community expectations 
would result if the removed text remained. 

The Panel notes the exhibited GWMP states: 

All green wedge areas face a range of often conflicting pressures which influence their 
future growth and development. A Green Wedge Management Plan is a 

mechanism by which these pressures are recognised, considered and following public 

consultation, a new policy framework and series of actions are adopted to resolve and 
positively manage these pressures and interests. (Page 3) 

The Panel considers the exhibited version of the GWMP represents a workable and balanced 
document that responds appropriately to this ambition.  Further, the Panel notes that PPN 
31: Preparing a Green Wedge Management Plan states that the aim of the Green Wedge 
Management Planning process, among others, is to: 

Establish a strategic direction for land use and development within the green wedge 
that is consistent with government policies and strategies that will protect and enhance 
the values and features identified within the green wedge. This should be based on 
identification of key opportunities and constraints identified through research.  

… 

Broadly, the plan should focus on the following: 

• support or incorporate existing plans, strategies and activities that align with green 
wedge policies, … 

• reflect Government policies and strategies. 

(Panel emphasis) 

The first stated principle that should underpin the preparation of a GWMP, as directed in 
PPN31 is: 

Consistency with Victorian State Government policies and strategies 

A GWMP should be consistent with relevant state government policies and strategies. 

In short, the Panel is satisfied that the retention of commentary and actions in the GWMP 
that could lead to expectations that the UGB may or should change would be inconsistent 
with the intent and purpose of green wedge management plans. 
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5.2.4 Conclusion 

The Panel concludes that the exhibited GWMP adequately addresses the issues of use within 
the Green Wedge and does not compromise existing State Planning Policies. 

The Panel concludes that any reference to changes in zoning and land uses, smaller lot sizes 
and the like, would not be helpful in a plan that has the objective to manage the Green 
Wedge in a manner that is consistent with State Government Policies and Strategies.  
Accordingly, the Panel supports the drafting of the exhibited version of the GWMP subject to 
the Panel’s recommended changes as set out in this report. 

5.3 Precinct 1: Carrum Downs/Seaford Wetlands (Industrial / Commercial) 

5.3.1 The issues 

The specific issues raised by submitters in relation to Precinct 1 related to industrial and 
employment land availability within the Precinct and are summarised below. 

5.3.2 Submissions 

A total of nine submissions6 were received by Council that referred to Precinct 1.  As noted in 
Chapter 5.2.1, the submissions relating to Precinct 1 generally oppose the Amendment on 
the basis that the GWMP no longer includes a recommendation to investigate the potential 
to rezone land within the Precinct for employment use as an extension to Carrum Downs 
Industrial Precinct. 

Submitter 2, the Frankston Environmental Friends Network, noted that they oppose 
suggestions by some submitters that the Carrum Downs Industrial Estate should be 
expanded into Precinct 1.  They consider this outcome would have a negative impact on the 
sensitive fauna and flora in the Precinct, as it would negatively impact the connectivity to 
nearby Ramsar Seaford Wetlands and the few remaining wildlife corridors in the Precinct.  
The submission notes that creation of an industrial estate in the Precinct would be contrary 
to the objectives of the Significant Landscape Overlay Schedule 2, which aims to preserve 
the River Red Gums and the landscape character of the Precinct. 

Submitter 6 opposed calls from some submitters to use land in Precinct 1 to expand the 
City’s industrial land base.  The submitter said such an outcome is not consistent with the 
Victorian Government’s commitment to retain the UGB and would be inconsistent with 
government policies and strategies to protect and enhance the values and features of the 
Green Wedge. 

Submitter 7 considered that allowing Precinct 1 to be used for business/commercial would 
lead to job creation in Frankston. 

Submitter 9 considered that Precinct 1 should be treated as three discrete areas as major 
roads cut through the Precinct.  The submitter suggests that it makes sense to reduce the 
size of smaller lots to create a lifestyle / hobby farming area. 

 

6 Submissions 2, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 14 and 31 
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Submitters 10 (x2) stated that they were disappointed that the adopted version of GWMP 
does not recommend any land use changes for the Carrum Downs area. 

Submitter 11, the Carrum Downs Group, stated that while they support Council’s position to 
protect the green wedge, a targeted response is needed and each Precinct needs to be 
assessed on its own merits.  The group considered the landlocked area Precinct 1 bound by 
Eastlink to the west, Thompsons Road to the north, Frankston-Dandenong Road to the east 
and Boundary Road to the south has the potential to accommodate an expanded Carrum 
Downs Industrial Estate.  They strongly supported the investigation of this outcome and 
consider the GWMP should clearly foreshadow the merits of undertaking such an 
investigation. 

The group also considered the area bound by Frankston Road in the west, Thompsons Road 
in the north, McCormick Road in the east and Wedge Road to the south should be further 
investigated to determine its best land use potential.  They suggested the area represented a 
‘logical inclusion’. 

Submitter 12 stated that the preparation of the GWMP lacked adequate research, 
consultation and included poor industry engagement.  As a result the submitter considered 
the adopted GWMP fails to adequately consider land use conflicts between agricultural uses 
and neighbouring residential uses.  The submitter considered the preparation of the GWMP 
has not properly planned for future infrastructure such as a rail link to the Hastings and 
duplication of Hall Road in Skye.  The submitter was critical of the adopted GWMP due to its 
restrictive planning controls concerning minimum lot sizes that prevents residential and rural 
living opportunities.  The submitter considered the plan should be recast to enable 
landowners to pursue outcomes that will generate the ‘highest and best economic uses for 
their land’. 

Submitter 14 stated that Frankston is desperate for jobs for its young people.  The 
submission noted that Chisholm TAFE has expanded and that those completing training will 
need local jobs to keep them connected to the local community.  The submission stated that 
it is crucial that ‘the barren land in Precinct 1’ should be developed for business/commercial 
and this will lead to job creation for Frankston’s youth. 

Submitter 32, the Committee for Greater Frankston, submitted that additional industrial 
land is required in Precinct 1 and that the GWMP should retain the option to research 
further changes to the UGB in the Precinct for the purpose of accommodating industrial 
employment land.  In its presentation to the Panel the Committee stated the Amendment 
should not be adopted until an industrial land strategy for continued employment growth in 
the City of Frankston has been properly articulated and resolved.  Further, the Committee 
submitted that future industrial land supply is exhausted in Frankston, Kingston and 
Dandenong and Frankston has too few local jobs and long commute times can lock many 
Frankston residents out of work.  The presentation noted that Carrum Downs and 
Dandenong South are ‘the heart of Victoria’s manufacturing industry’ and that half of 
existing Carrum Downs businesses have indicated that they wish to expand within 5 years.  
The Committee for Greater Frankston consider that the Carrum Downs advanced 
manufacturing sector is at risk due to Frankston Council not yet determining a feasible 
future industrial land strategy.  The Committee considered expanding the Carrum Downs 
Industrial Estate northward has the highest potential for job growth with the least social and 
environmental impact. 
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5.3.3 Discussion 

The key issue advanced in the submissions concerning Precinct 1 related to the removal of 
any reference to the potential expansion of the Carrum Downs Industrial Precinct from the 
exhibited version of the GWMP, including all recommendations to further investigate this 
potential.  

Council’s submission in reply thoroughly responded to the Committee for Greater Frankston 
Submission.  The Panel substantially endorses the position articulated by Council.  In 
particular the Panel agrees that it would be inappropriate to defer consideration of 
Amendment C140fran until an alternative land strategy for future employment growth is 
resolved, and as already addressed, the Panel does not support the reinstatement of the 
original provisions contained in the Draft GWMP. 

In reaching the above view, the Panel notes that it agrees with Council that it would be 
inappropriate for Green Wedge Management Plan, which relates to the ‘non-urban areas’ of 
Frankston, to be put on hold until a key ‘urban’ issue is resolved.  Further the Panel agrees 
with Council that it is beyond the ability of the GWMP to resolve the issue of land supply for 
any urban activity noting that the expansion of the Carrum Downs Industrial Estate into the 
green wedge would require both a rezoning and a change to the UGB of a relatively 
substantial area. 

In response to the submissions lodged on behalf of submitter 12, the Panel agrees with the 
submitter that the overlay plans within the exhibited GWMP should be amended to show 
the Public Acquisition Overlay (PAO) for the future widening of Ballarto and Hall Roads.  
Council stated that it supported this outcome given the significance of Hall Road as an east-
west link transport corridor.  The Panel recommends accordingly. 

5.3.4 Conclusions and recommendation 

The Panel concludes that it supports the exhibited version of GWMP in respect of Precinct 1. 

A minor change to overlay mapping contained in the exhibited GWMP is required to 
accurately reflect the extent of the PAO in Precincts 2 and 3. 

The Panel recommends: 

 Amend the Frankston Green Wedge Management Plan as follows: 
a) In Figures 16 and 20 include the Public Acquisition Overlay as it applies to 

Ballarto Road and Hall Road. 

5.4 Precinct 2: Skye (Urban) 

5.4.1 The issues 

The submissions raise issues in relation to the viability of the land for farming activities and 
oppose the Amendment on the basis that the GWMP no longer includes a recommendation 
to investigate the merit of amending the UGB and / or reviewing the minimum subdivision 
sizes in the Precinct. 
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5.4.2 Submissions 

A total of 14 submissions7 relate to land within Precinct 2.  The majority of submissions seek 
an alternate urban future for the Precinct.   

Submitter 6 expressed opposition to other submitter’s requests to reduce minimum lot size 
to create residential lifestyle blocks. 

Submitter 7 stated that private landowners are the majority custodians of the Green Wedge 
and large scale farming is not viable for the majority of landowners.  Alternative futures that 
are financially viable need to be identified and pursued. 

Submitter 12 (x3) considered the adopted GWMP fails to adequately consider land use 
conflicts between agricultural uses and neighbouring residential uses and was critical of the 
adopted GWMP due to its restrictive planning controls concerning minimum lot sizes that 
prevents residential and rural living opportunities. 

Submitter 13 opposed the adopted GWMP.  They submitted  ‘the land is not viable for land 
scale farming’ and would be better used for business / commercial use which would lead to 
job creation in the area, or for housing development which would bring many more families 
to the community. 

Submitter 14 stated that the current permitted uses of the Green Wedge, such as huge 
Green Houses, Temples and Mosques, are causing a concerning and damaging effect on the 
environment.  The submission stated large scale farming is not viable on the land and the 
landowners are not able to keep up the maintenance with blackberry control and rabbit 
infestation when other adjoining landowners who have no interest in the land don’t care for 
theirs. 

Submitter 15 (x2) strongly opposed the adopted GWMP.  The submission stated the 
C140fran vision for Precinct 2 largely focuses on the development of horticulture activities 
ignoring that currently, the majority of the land use is agriculture namely livestock.  The 
submission noted that reason the land is mainly use for livestock, quarries and green house 
producers, is the soil is of poor quality and the underground water supply is not suitable for 
horticulture.  The submitters considered C140fran adds to the uncertainty for the future of 
the land rather than cement any positive outlook for the area. 

Submitter 16 written submission to the exhibited amendment stated that their land at 290 
Hall Road was better suited for urban development (residential purposes) rather than being 
retained for agricultural uses noting the site lacks significant economic, environmental or 
social values.  The submitter considered the land represents a logical inclusion and should be 
included within the UGB.  District Consulting reiterated these submissions in the 
presentation to the Panel on behalf of the landowner.  The presentation noted: 

The Site is ideally located immediately adjacent to an existing urban area to the west, 
with excellent access to the surrounding road network (including the soon-to-be-
upgraded Hall Road), and is in close proximity to infrastructure and open space. 

Whilst it is not for the Panel to propose changes to the UGB or a rezoning of land, it is 
submitted that the Site has clear potential for better use than its currently low-value 
agricultural use. 

 
7 Submissions 6 ,7, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22 and 23 



Frankston Planning Scheme Amendment C140fran  Panel Report  16 December 2020 

Page 26 of 48 
 

It is submitted that the shortfall of housing and employment land supply, and the Site’s 
physical and strategic constraints and opportunities, provide an apt demonstration of 
why Council should be encouraged to undertake further strategic work, such as that 
recommended in the First Draft (of the Frankston GWMP). 

The presentation stated: 

It is the Postregna Family’s submissions that the GWMP rightly should include 
recommendations and commentary relating to potential future strategic work where 
that work is justified (as it was in the First Draft). 

It is important to note that those recommendations do not require that Council 
undertake any particular course of action, such as amending the UGB. Rather, they 
recommend that Council undertake strategic work and undertake further 
investigations, to ensure that land within its municipality is put to its best use. This is 
an appropriate course of action for a Planning Authority to take. 

For the avoidance of doubt, the GWMP and this Amendment cannot result in changes 
to the UGB or minimum lot sizes in the Green Wedge, and they have never purported 
to do so. They can (and in the Postregna Family’s submission, should) identify areas 
that are of low value as Green Wedge land, and where potential exists for Council to 
undertake further strategic work. 

For these reasons, it is the Postregna Family’s submission that the October 2019 
Council Amendments should be reconsidered, and the original text from the First Draft 
(identified in the second column in Table 2 to these submissions) should be reinstated 
in the GWMP before it is introduced as a Reference Document in the Scheme. 

The specific references sought to be reintroduced into the final version of the GWMP 
included: 

Section 6.2.2 Economic Development – Precinct 2 Page 85 

To this end, the areas of land suitable only for grazing agricultural activities in Precinct 2 may be 

better utilised for purposes other than agriculture – e.g. for employment or residential uses. Likewise, 

those areas suitable for market gardens in Precinct 2 could be identified and further protected. 

Section 6.2.3 Housing – Precinct 2, Page 89 
Potential exists for a review of minimum subdivision sizes to provide a buffer or gradient between 
agricultural and horticultural uses and the residential uses immediately abutting them along the 
urban growth boundary. The irregular shape of the urban growth boundary to the west of Precinct 2 
should also be examined and justified or potentially amended, to ensure that ad-hoc development is 
minimised and the UGB aligns with road and property boundaries. 

Section 6.3 Vision, Objectives and Strategies – Precinct 2, Page 92 

Deleted Objectives: 

• Investigate the potential for changes to the urban growth boundary along the western side of 

the precinct where logical inclusions exist. 

• Investigate the potential for additional residential land to be provided through changes to 

minimum lot sizes in the GRZ and RCZ. 

In their written submission, submitter 17 stated that the subject land at 450 Taylors Road, 
Skye was better suited for urban development (residential or employment purposes) rather 
than being retained for agricultural uses.  This view was reiterated in the presentation to the 
Panel by Mornington Legal on behalf of the landowner.  The submission by Mornington Legal 
was critical that no assessment of viability or the long term future for agricultural and 
horticultural activities was undertaken in the preparation of the GWMP.  It submitted that 
had any such assessment been done, it would be clear that agricultural and horticulture is 
not viable on the site. 
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Further the submission stated that the exhibited GWMP did not adequately identify values 
and features of Precinct 2 and did not identify, or respond to, the needs of the local 
community.  The submitter noted that the subject site abutted a significant residential 
development.  The submission stated that the GWMP did not provide the required level of 
certainty for development and use of the land within Precinct 2. 

The submission concluded that a version of the GWMP that did not contain the words ‘the 
areas of land suitable only for grazing agricultural activities in Precinct 2 may be better 
utilised for purposes other than agriculture – e.g. for employment or residential uses’, should 
not form part of the Frankston Planning Scheme. 

Submitter 18 stated that farming in the Precinct is not really possible anymore and 
alternative land uses are needed. 

Submitter 19 opposed the GWMP as it restricted the growth of the industrial and 
commercial sector for the community.  The submission stated that ‘the development of this 
vast area of Green Wedge would ease the hardship of the community’. 

Submitter 20 owns 13.6 ha of land at 65 Taylors Road, Skye which is in the GWZ.  The land 
accommodates a dwelling, stables and outbuildings associated with the Skye Equestrian 
Academy which is a private business providing horse agistment, training and riding lessons.  
Surrounding and nearby properties within Precinct 2 include hobby / rural residential 
properties, the Skye Golf Course, the Mansfield Propagation Nursery, the Butler Market 
Garden, Ground Zero Paintball and the Wat Mornirangsi place of worship. 

The submission advanced on behalf of the owner by Planning and Property Partners stated 
that the owner agreed with other submitters in respect to Precinct 2 that the environmental 
values, the role of agriculture, market garden and horticultural within the Precinct are 
overstated.  Further, the submitter considered that the land is of low agricultural quality and 
the proximity of sensitive residential urban areas placed additional limitations on agricultural 
practices being undertaken in the Precinct. 

The submitter considers that the GWMP ambitions for Precinct 2 were too aspirational, with 
insufficient research to base with confidence that the stated economic objectives can be 
achieved with success. 

The submitter noted that achieving a reasonable economic return from the land was 
difficult.  The submitter considered planning policy for the Precinct should not constrain the 
potential for a broader range of land uses. 

The submitter suggested that Action 22 in the GWMP that identified the need to undertake 
a study into the viability of the highest and best use of agricultural land in the green wedge 
should not be confined to the study of just agricultural and horticultural viability, but also 
include an examination more broadly as to what other uses might be a pragmatic option for 
Precinct 2. 

Submitter 21 own and live at 385 Hall Road, Skye.  The submitters opposed the exhibited 
version of the GWMP ‘due to its narrow view to convert Precinct 2 into a horticultural hub to 
feed Melbourne’.  The submitter stated cattle farming was the most common form of 
farming in the area, which is not viable on many properties.  The submission stated that the 
soil was of poor quality in the Precinct and was not conducive to broad acre plant or 
vegetable growing.  Further, the submitter was critical that investigations regarding 
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agricultural viability were not undertaken in the preparation of the GWMP.  The submitter 
considered the Draft GWMP presented more options for the future of Precinct 2, and on 
that basis they would like to see the draft Plan endorsed as the final plan. 

Submitter 22 comprised a group of 22 property owners located within Precinct 2.  The joint 
submission was prepared and presented by Mr Hatswell.  The submission contained a 
detailed vision for the Precinct based on a ‘connectivity’ theme, with a variety of land uses 
recommended that included but was not limited to: 

• open plan rural living areas with 1 – 4 hectare blocks interconnected with pedestrian, 
bike, horse and biodiversity trails 

• low & medium density residential housing 

• business opportunities along Western Port Highway 

• expanded opportunities for sporting and recreation facilities 

• community assets 

• mixed use neighbourhoods, such as multi-purpose / dual live-work areas and rural 
and lifestyle blocks and farmlets 

• pocketed affordable housing solutions. 

The submission stated that Precinct 2 presents an opportunity to provide ‘a pre-eminent and 
connected neighbourhood and community with Frankston City Council’. 

The presentation to the Panel stated that the Precinct 2 members do not agree with the 
GWMP because: 

Our collective history living in the precinct shows that the current final GWMP plan to 
create large scale horticultural farming within Precinct 2’s Green Wedge to feed 
Melbourne has already failed and is not achievable. 

The decision to remove key elements by the Councillors from the Draft GWMP has 
resulted in a GWMP that simply continues with the current status quo and is no 
different to what the government and landholders have had in place since the Green 
Wedge was established circa 50 years ago. 

The GWMP plan does not introduce any new ideas or initiatives that would improve 
the viability or attractiveness of broad acre farming or green house farming as the 
primary best use purpose of precinct 2. 

The draft GWMP was a better plan as it provided a wider range of options for all the 
precinct’s which could be tailored to suit the future needs of the Frankston, Melbourne, 
the environment, and the community. 

It will be exceedingly difficult to convince landowners to forget what they have been 
doing and invest capital in a venture that they know nothing about. 

The current GWMP does not provide a new direction it relies on the broken status quo 
method. 

Historical water sampling results were provided that indicated that two of the three bore 
samples were not suitable for garden use or irrigation generally.  The submission also noted 
there was no guaranteed water supply from the recycled water from the Eastern Treatment 
Plant due to current over subscription of the recycled water. 

The submission noted that soil within Precinct 2 land is defined as ‘Class 4 Moderate 
capability’ – ‘not inherently capable for intensive soil-based agriculture’. 

The proximity of the UGB and corresponding residential development to the majority of land 
within the Precinct was noted as a barrier to agricultural production due to land use conflicts 
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which can result from weed, and animal pest control.  The need for large buffer distances 
further limited the amount of land that potentially could be utilised for agricultural 
purposes. 

The members of the group were highly critical of the lack of research undertaken in the 
preparation of the GWMP.  The group suggested an additional 14 reports be prepared to 
inform the preparation of the GWMP to ensure the highest and best use of the land. 

The submission listed a number of weaknesses and common myths relating to Precinct 2. 

The submitter requested: 

• that the exhibited version of the GWMP be dismissed and replaced with the draft 
version of the Plan 

• necessary investigations be carried out to ensure the draft GWMP reflected the 
highest and best use of land within Precinct 2 

• the GWMP be flexible enough to accommodate community requirements now and 
into the future 

• the GWMP to include investigation for smaller lot sizes within Precinct 2 

• acknowledgement in the GWMP that horticulture and agriculture farming are not 
the best way forward for the entirety of Precinct 2. 

Submitter 23 owns 2 parcels of land within Precinct 2 (525 Ballarto Road and 475 Hall Road).  
The presentation to the Panel by Planning and Property Partners on behalf of the submitter 
states that the owner agreed with other submitters in respect to Precinct 2 that the 
environmental values, the role of agriculture, market garden and horticultural within the 
Precinct are overstated.  Further, the submitter considered that the land was of low 
agricultural quality and the proximity of sensitive residential urban areas places additional 
limitations on agricultural practices being undertaken in the Precinct. 

The submitter considered that the GWMP ambitions for Precinct 2 were too aspirational, 
with insufficient research to base with confidence that the stated economic objectives can 
be achieved with success. 

The submitter suggested that Action 22 in the GWMP that identified the need to undertake 
a study into the viability of the highest and best use of agricultural land in the Green Wedge 
should not be confined to the study of just agricultural and horticultural viability, but also to 
include an examination more broadly as to what other uses might be a pragmatic option for 
Precinct 2. 

5.4.3 Discussion 

The Panel has addressed previously in this report (refer Chapter 5.2.1) issues raised in 
submissions requesting the reinstatement of actions and text from the Draft GWMP.  The 
Panel determined that retention of such references would be inappropriate and that 
assessment is not repeated here. 

The Panel notes that the exhibited GWMP includes the following strategy for Precinct 2: 
Undertake an assessment of the viability of agricultural and horticultural land in the Green 
Wedge, including employment generation and economic benefits. 

Commentary in the GWMP notes that it would be appropriate to engage a specialised 
agriculture and horticulture assessment which specifically identifies the land areas suitable 
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for market garden/horticultural activities as opposed to other less intensive agricultural 
activities.  It notes that having undertaken such investigation, Council could then implement 
an agriculture horticulture policy responding to the finding.  In support of these 
observations, a number of investigations are listed in the implementation action plan 
concerning agricultural land use and development.  They include: 

18. Encourage and advocate for the expansion of horticultural activities in the Green 
Wedge by working with existing agricultural / horticultural operations to ensure 
their needs are met. 

19. Investigate means to protect agricultural and horticultural land and minimise the 
potential for land use conflicts when assessing planning permits in sensitive 
areas. 

22. Undertake an agricultural and horticultural viability study to determine highest and 
best uses for agricultural land in the green wedge. 

40. Work with the State Government on the Strategic Agricultural Land Study to 
identify strategic agricultural and horticultural land in the green wedge.  Ensure 
that the terminology around ‘Agriculture’ and ‘Horticulture’ is well defined. 

The Panel agrees with Council’s submission that the above actions, particularly Actions 22 
and 40, will assist in determining the best uses for the sites identified by submitters 7, 12, 
13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 20, 21, 22 and 23. 

In response to other matters raised by submitter 16, the Panel agrees that minor text 
corrections are required in Sections 6.2.1 and Section 6.2.2, and has recommended 
accordingly.  However, for the reasons expressed in Chapter 5.2.1 of this report, the Panel 
does not agree to rest of the requested changes. 

In response to other matters raised by submitter 17, and land located at 450 Taylors Road, 
the Panel notes the submission in reply by Council that the site was recently purchased in an 
unconditional contract, and that the purchase can be assumed to be motivated by factors 
other than a desire to farm the land.  As noted above, the Panel is satisfied that a range of 
actions are included in the exhibited version of the GWMP that will assist in the 
identification of the most productive and viable use of the land. 

In response to other matters raised by submitter 22 the Panel reiterates that the exhibited 
plan contains a range of actions that will determine economic viability of agricultural and 
horticultural land use in the Precinct.  The Panel notes that the core elements of the 
preferred vision articulated in the submission are prohibited uses such as low and medium 
density residential housing mixed use neighbourhoods. 

The Panel does not support submitter 23’s suggestion that Action 22 should also include an 
examination more broadly as to what other uses might be a pragmatic option for Precinct 2.  
The Panel considers the scope of the investigation should focus on permitted uses within the 
Green Wedge consistent with State Planning Policy.  To expand the investigation to consider 
urban uses would be inconsistent with the context provided by the study emerging from the 
‘Green Wedge Management Strategy’. 

The Panel highlights the advice from the Minister’s delegate in correspondence with Council 
that suggests the State Government is about to embark upon a public consultation process 
in relation to land in Melbourne’s Green Wedge areas.  The Panel agrees with the 
submissions by Council that the pending State Government forums provide an appropriate 
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avenue for submitters to provide feedback on opportunities they consider warrant 
departure from existing Green Wedge policy or planning controls. 

5.4.4 Conclusions and recommendation 

The Panel does not support the submitter’s requests to further investigate the potential for 
changes to the UGB or the potential for additional residential land to be provided in Precinct 
2 through changes to minimum lot sizes. 

The Panel is satisfied that the strategies and actions articulated for Precinct 2 in respect of 
the future investigation of agricultural and horticultural viability will determine highest and 
best uses for agricultural land in the Green Wedge. 

The Panel supports the exhibited version of Frankston Green Wedge Management Plan in 
respect of Precinct 2, subject to a number of minor text changes required to Section 6.6.1 
and 6.6.2. 

The Panel recommends the following amendments to the exhibited GWMP: 
b) In Section 6.6.1, on page 85, amend Table 15 to replace the Total % number 

shown currently as 25.6% with the figure of 11.2% 
c) In Section 6.6.2, on page 86, delete the words “If Council were to explore 

this path” from the beginning of the second last paragraph. 

5.5 Precinct 3: Skye South / Langwarrin (Residential) 

5.5.1 The issues 

In regard to Precinct 3: Skye South / Langwarrin, some submitters raised issues that broadly 
advocate for further consideration of future residential or community land use within 
Precinct 3. 

5.5.2 Submissions 

Submitter 25 owns 5 hectares of land at 75 Valley Road, Skye.  The submission noted that 
their land abuts a residential subdivision immediately to the east and has appropriate and 
safe vehicle access to a range of community and urban services.  The site is also 70 metres 
from the Skye Primary School and is within proximity of Potts Road land and the Carrum 
Downs Plaza activity centre.  The submission further noted that the site has limited 
vegetation, not viable for agriculture, and is not located within extractive industry buffer 
areas.  Given the lands positioning, the submitter considered the GWMP should clearly 
specify the subject site and broader area for further investigation for inclusion within the 
UGB and / or a reduction of the minimum subdivision size down from the current 8 hectares 
minimum.  The submission also sought the following wording to be included in Section 7.2.4 
Housing and Settlement: 

The location of the Urban Growth Boundary and minimum lot sizes around Skye in 
Potts Road area, north of Valley Road, should be examined and reviewed in 
recognition of the proximity of urban services and facilities.  The future development of 
this area is not impacted by extractive industry buffer distances and is highly 
fragmented such that it not used for commercial agricultural activities or rural 
industries. 
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In addition to the above, the submitter recommends two additional strategies be included 
for Precinct 3 concerning the investigation of changes to the UGB and changes to minimum 
lot sizes for the Potts Road area north of Valley Road: 

Investigate the potential for changes to the urban growth boundary within the precinct, 
including the Potts Road area north of Valley Road and west of Potts Road, where 
logical exclusions exist. 

Investigate the potential for additional residential land to be provided through changes 
to the minimum lot size or zoning in the Potts Road area north of Valley Road and 
west of Potts Road. 

Submitter 26 is a group of 15 landowners comprising the ‘Potts Road Landowner Group’.  
The subject properties are located on the east side of Potts Road south, between Ballarto 
Road and Valley Road.  The land owned by submitter 25 is located immediately to the east of 
the Potts Road Properties.  The land is zoned RCZ Schedule 2 and has been subdivided into 
low density house allotments ranging in size from 8,500 square metres to one hectare.  The 
sites location characteristics are similar to those of submitter 25 and not repeated here.  
KLM Spatial represented the Potts Road Landowner Group at the Hearing. 

The submission highlighted that the land had little environmental significance, was outside 
the extractive industry buffer areas and was of poor agricultural value and its suitability for 
agriculture was further compromised by its subdivision pattern into 1 hectare allotments.  
The submission stated: 

… the GWMP and associated amendment documentation does not present an 
appropriate long term vision due to the lack of investigation of Green Wedge areas, 
including the Potts Road precinct, to identify land suitable for future development to 
meet the growing needs of the municipality over the coming decades. 

The submission on behalf of the group advocated for the same changes as the exhibited 
version of the GWMP as proposed by submitter 25 in order to provide greater clarity around 
the need to investigate the suitability of land for inclusion within the UGB and / or to review 
minimum lots sizes in the Precinct.  The submission concluded: 

Amendment C140 by way of incorporation of the current GWMP into the Frankston 
Planning Scheme, will prevent a thorough and detailed planning assessment of the 
Potts Road area, contrary to Council Officer’s considered recommendation in October 
2019. As illustrated by this submission, the subject land presents as an opportunity for 
investigations of residential land use or a reduction of the minimum lot size to meet 
housing demand, in a well serviced location immediately adjacent to the Skye 
township. The land has limited environmental and agricultural value, and its 
development will not impact nearby extractive industry operations. 

Noting the above, it is submitted the land is underutilised and would benefit from a 
holistic review which actively examines how the land should be developed in coming 
years, acknowledging that these investigations are not necessarily contrary to the 
vision for the wider Precinct 3 area, and could enhance environment values through 
the creation of a proposed habitat link, as well absorbing anticipated population growth 
within the municipality. Further, given the Potts Road precinct abuts the existing Skye 
township and local facilities it has the potential to offer a unique opportunity for Council 
to identify land which meets the objectives of a ‘20 minute neighbourhood’. 

Submitter 27 owns the 1,530 square metre property in Ballarto Road, Skye.  The submission 
stated that the sites notable features include: 

• an abuttal to the UGB and residential areas of Skye (zoned General Residential) 
along its western boundary 
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• Ballarto Road to the site frontage which is a Department of Transport controlled 
Road Zone Category 1 

• Skye Primary School located opposite the site on the northern side of Ballarto Road; 

• dwellings on similar sized allotments (also within the RCZ) to the east 

• Skye Fire Station at the intersection of Ballarto Road and Potts Road 

• Carrum Downs Plaza located approximately 800 metres to the east. 

The submission highlighted the urban context of the site and unique use and development 
opportunity which differs from other areas within the Green Wedge.  The submission stated 
that an opportunity to develop the site for a child care proposal was being pursued as a 
means of enhancing the availability of community services and contributing to local 
employment opportunities within the Skye Township.  Further, the submission noted: 

Based on discussions to date with Council, there is an in-principle understanding that 
this opportunity will be considered through a separate, site specific amendment 
process. 

Based on the above, the submission suggested it would be appropriate for the GWMP to 
include a high level reference to the opportunity via inclusion of an additional Planning and 
Governance strategy / action that references the need to ‘investigate achieving appropriate 
urban land use outcomes for the land at 386 Ballarto Road in light of its surrounding urban 
context.’ 

5.5.3 Discussion 

For the reasons already discussed in this report, the Panel does not support submissions 
advanced by submitters 24 and 26 that seek to reinstate actions contained in the Draft 
GWMP that called for further investigations into shifting the UGB or amending lot sizes in 
order to accommodate residential development outcomes in the Precinct. 

In response to the specific issues raised by submitter 27 the Panel notes that land is located 
outside the UGB and therefore its development potential is to be considered in the context 
of the land currently being zoned RCZ, which provides for a limited range of commercial 
activities.  The Panel notes that Council does not support the submitter’s suggested Planning 
and Governance strategy / action.  The Panel agrees with Council that inclusion of the above 
strategy / action would be inconsistent with the non-urban nature of the Frankston Green 
Wedge. 

The Panel considers the pending State Government forums in relation to a discussion paper 
relating to land in Melbourne’s Green Wedge areas, provide an appropriate avenue for 
submitters in the Precinct to provide feedback on opportunities they consider warrant 
departure from existing Green Wedge policy or planning controls. 

5.5.4 Conclusion 

The Panel does not support submitter’s requests to further investigate the potential for 
changes to the UGB or the potential for additional residential land to be provided in Precinct 
3 through changes to minimum lot sizes. 
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5.6 Precinct 3: Skye / Langwarrin (Industrial or Commercial) 

5.6.1 The issues 

Three submitters raised issues that broadly advocate for further consideration of future 
industrial or commercial land use within Precinct 3. 

5.6.2 Submissions 

Submitter 23 owns three parcels of land within Precinct 3 (650 Ballarto Road, 995 
Dandenong Hastings Road, and 55 Harold Road).  Planning and Property Partners 
represented the submitter at the Hearing. 

In relation to the site at 650 Ballarto Road the submitter reiterated submissions advanced in 
relation to Precinct 2 sites in so far as there is a lack of viable agricultural and horticultural 
potential. 

In relation to 55 Harold Road, the submitter stated that the site is not viable agricultural 
land, but rather is ideally located to accommodate a recycling type use in the future, being 
located adjacent to existing recycling uses. 

The submitter argued that the future of Precinct 3 sites should be considered in the same 
study of potential future reuse of the extractions pits, given their close proximity to the 
extraction pits. 

Submitter 24 stated that in the 15 years that they have owned their property at 540 Ballarto 
Road their land has been encroached by the City of Frankston Transfer Station, a quarry, 
boat builders, a sporting complex and trucking business that operates 24/7 causing noise, 
dust and other amenity impacts.  The submitter considered that the ‘Green Wedge’ no 
longer exists in this location and accordingly the land should be rezoned to accommodate 
commercial use.  The submitter suggested that their property and adjoining land would be 
an ideal location for a Council Depot. 

Submitter 28 is Graham Quarries that owns 117.9 hectares of land described as 240 – 300 
McClelland Drive and 165 Quarry Road, Langwarrin.  The land is comprised of 17 titles on the 
‘front’ part of the land that is yet to be extracted and a larger lot on the rear part of the lot 
that is currently being extracted.  The land is currently zoned Special Use Zone (Schedule 2) 
and is subject of Work Authority 239 (front portion) and Work Authority 331 (rear portion). 

Mesh Liveable Urban Communities 2020 represented the submitter at the Hearing.  The 
submission stated that when viewed in its broader strategic context it can be observed that 
the subject land: 

• had extensive frontage to McClelland Drive and Quarry Road 

• had excellent access to the Mornington Peninsula Freeway/East Link, 
Cranbourne/Frankston Road and the Western Port Highway 

• was well separated from any land that is zoned Green Wedge 

• was very well buffered from any sensitive land use 

• had potential to manage access requirements via McClelland Drive and/or Quarry 
Road 

• was adjoined by very large landholdings to the north that have been extracted to a 
greater or lesser extent. 
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The submission expressed concern that “throughout the GWMP preparation process there 
has been a lack of genuine recognition of the site circumstances that apply to the subject 
land and lack of meaningful strategic direction that could achieve Green Wedge and other 
policy outcomes.”  The stated ‘important circumstances’ that apply to the subject land 
included: 

• the subject land was zoned Special Use Zone (schedule 2) 

• the front part of the land whilst having an approved Work Authority had not been 
extracted (substantially) 

• the vegetation that was currently located on parts of the land could be removed at 
any time in accordance with the approved Work Authorities and Planning Permits 
(except for within 20 metres of the boundary of the land unless it is a common 
boundary between Work Authorities) 

• the front part of the land had already been subdivided into 17 existing lots which 
may have development potential within the current zone of the land. 

Based on the above, the submitter considered that the subject land “presents a unique 
strategic opportunity to positively plan for desirable land use outcomes in the short, medium 
and long term.” 

The submission provided a detailed overview of the submitter’s participation in the 
consultation process and their disappointment with how the Draft GWMP failed to 
acknowledge or respond to the site context and opportunities.  An overview of Melbourne’s 
industrial land supply and take up rates was also provided.  The analysis presented 
concluded that Frankston had only 2.6 years of available industrial land supply.  The 
submission suggested that if the front 65 hectares of the subject land was released for 
employment purposes, an additional 7.8 years of industrial supply would result.  The 
submission noted that the current Amendment is unlikely to support rezoning of the land or 
make specific changes to the UGB.  That said, the submission stated that it is entirely 
appropriate for the GWMP to provide strategic direction in terms of preferred land use 
outcomes that take into account the particular conditions that are found within parts of the 
Green Wedge and also broader policy issues and objectives. 

The specific requested changes to the GWMP sought by the submitter included to: 

Recognise the specific conditions that apply to the Graham Quarry land on page 100 
of the GWMP including: 

• the subject land is zoned Special Use Zone (schedule 2) 

• the front part of the land whilst having an approved Work Authority has not been 
extracted (substantially) 

• the vegetation that is currently located on parts of the land can be removed at any 
time in accordance with the approved Work Authorities and Planning Permits 
(except for within 20 metres of the boundary of the land unless it is a common 
boundary between Work Authorities) 

• the front part of the land has already been subdivided into 17 existing lots which 
may have development potential within the current zoning of the land. 

Revise the text on page 100 of the GWMP to directly acknowledge the potential 
opportunity for redevelopment of the quarry land for employment uses with the ability 
to achieve complementary green wedge environmental and other outcomes; 

Revise the vision for Precinct 3 to specifically identify the employment generating 
potential of the quarry land within the context of the extreme shortage of employment 
land; 
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Include a specific action within the Action Plan at section 11.2 under the heading of 
Economic Use and Development as a Medium-Term action for Precinct 3 to ‘work with 
landowners and other parts of Government to explore the potential for redevelopment 
of former quarry land and yet to be extracted quarry land for employment purposes.’ 

5.6.3 Discussion 

The Precinct includes two areas with major sand and stone extractive industry operations.  
As noted in Council’s submission, the GWMP recognises the need to protect the extractive 
industries in the short-term and acknowledges the eventual exhaustion of the extractive 
industries resources. 

Specifically the exhibited version of the GWMP recognises the need to work with extractive 
industry landowners/operators to develop long term plans for the remediation of extractive 
industry sites and plan for future land uses.  In this regard, the GWMP states: 

While the extractive industry sites in Precinct 3 have a wide range of lifespans, it is 
important that council start working with land owners to establish plans for future land 
uses once the sites have been rehabilitated. 

These plans should be carefully considered in the context of the wider municipality 
and be used to address shortfalls in land uses like public open space (similar to 
Wilson Botanic Gardens), conservation areas, sports and recreation facilities, 
community facilities, schools etc …) 

As highlighted by Council, the vision for Precinct 3 currently states that “the Skye South–
Langwarrin Precinct will continue to accommodate extractive industries and associated 
activities, while recognising and planning for the eventual exhaustion of the resources”. 

The exhibited GWMP supports the above commentary with inclusion of a number of actions 
that relate to future planning for the Precinct: 

Action 23: Undertake a study of quarry sites for potential end uses 

Action 33: Consider the potential for rehabilitated extractive industry sites to become 
part of the open space and recreation network. 

The Panel agrees with Council that these actions are sufficient to enable the investigation of 
potential end uses for the Precinct as a whole. 

In response to the specific issues raised by submitter 23 the Panel does not support the 
suggestion to include reference to the future investigation of the land to transition to “more 
intensive employment generating uses.”  The Panel agrees with the position of Council that 
this change is unnecessary in that the strategy already includes (at page 105) a reference to 
working with the extractive industries to develop long term plans for remediation of the 
sites and land uses that will be achievable on those sites once vacated. 

In response to the specific issues advanced on behalf of submitter 24, the Panel does not 
support the submitter’s suggestion that the land should be rezoned to accommodate 
commercial use.  The Panel considers that the long term future of the land could be explored 
via the proposed Action 41 that will investigate the potential for more broad spectrum uses 
to locate in the Green Wedge and that no amendment to the GWMP is required in response 
to this submission. 

In response to the specific issues advanced on behalf of submitter 28, Council submitted that 
is does not agree with the submission that ‘urban uses’, such as industry or commercial 
business operations, are an appropriate future end use.  The Panel agrees with Council that 
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such outcomes would be inconsistent with the purpose of Green Wedge land as reflected in 
State Planning Policy. 

The Panel notes that the exhibited GWMP identifies a significant number of innominate land 
uses that have an economic aspect that may be viable and that could provide significant 
employment and economic activity. 

Council submits that the description of the Graham Quarry in the GWMP is adequate to 
capture the essence of the submission by that landowner.  The Panel agrees. 

Further, in respect of the changes requested by submitters the Panel concurs with Council 
that: 

• the zoning of the site is clearly shown in Figure 23. 

• it is not necessary or appropriate to detail the statutory approvals that have been 
obtained in the GWMP given that the plan is a high order strategic document. 

• the words “that are nearing the end of their lifespan” can be removed from the 
Objectives column on page 104. 

• further referencing of ‘employment’ generation uses is not supported, noting that 
the exhibited version of the GWMP makes reference to uses that have an economic 
aspect to drive employment and economic activity. 

5.6.4 Conclusion and recommendation 

The Panel concludes that the wording and content of the exhibited GWMP as it relates to 
quarry sites in Precinct 3 is appropriate subject to a minor edit. 

The Panel is satisfied that the strategies and actions articulated for Precinct 3 in respect of 
working with extractive industry operators to develop long term plans for extractive industry 
sites are adequate, and that there is a need to start planning for the rehabilitation of such 
sites to ensure that the highest and best use is well considered and appropriate. 

The Panel recommends the following amendments to the exhibited GWMP: 
d) In the Economic Use and Development column of objectives in Section 7.3, 

page 104, delete the words “that are nearing the end of their lifespan” from 
the third objective. 

5.7 Precinct 5: Frankston South 

5.7.1 The issues 

One submission was received in relation to land within Precinct 5.  The key issues raised 
included: 

• the land has little conservation value 

• there is no real connection into the Frankston Green Wedge 

• there is little justification for inclusion of the land in the GWMP as the area has an 
urban feel from development to the north and west. 

5.7.2 Submission 

Submitter 29 is the beneficial owner of 11 hectares of land at 54 – 84 Stotts Lane, Frankston 
South.  HWL Ebsworth Lawyers represented the submitter at the Hearing. 
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The submission provides a summary and overview of background issues considered relevant 
by the submitter including Council’s failure to call the consultants that prepared the GWMP 
as witnesses to the Hearing, and the flawed assessment by Council of the submitter’s 
original written submission.  Having noted these matters, the submission then documented 
substantive matters concerning the subject land and its context.  

The submission provided a critique of the officer assessment and Council’s assessment of the 
Amendment including the content of the GWMP. 

The submission concluded by noting the subject land: 

(a) is not part of the important productive agricultural area of the Mornington 
Peninsula that needs protection; 

(b) by any objective assessment, it, and the area, is not a good contributor to the 
rural break between Frankston and Langwarrin; 

(c) has some elements of significance on the subject land but they are of insufficient 
importance to warrant special application of a green wedge management plan 
and could be adequately protected under normal controls; 

(d) abuts a residential subdivision on its northern boundary and is across the road 
from a residential area. The appearance of those developments diminishes the 
importance of a rural break; 

(e) along with its neighbouring properties, forms a small, unimportant part of the 
Frankston Green Wedge such that removal from the Green Wedge and deletion 
from the Management Plan of one or both would have limited or no effect on the 
efficacy of the FGWMP. 

The submission requests the Panel recommend: 

• To not include the land at 54-84 Stotts Lane in the GWMP as considered through 
Amendment C140fran; 

• To delete the northern part of Precinct 5 from the GWMP and remove that part of 
the Precinct from Amendment C140fran; and 

• Reinstate Action 42 as follows: 

Acton 42: Investigate the potential for UGB relocations in Precincts 1, 2, 3 and 5.  
Further investigate logical inclusions in these precincts. 

Council’s submission in reply stated that the submitter had previously sought to rezone the 
subject land via an amendment to include the land within the UGB.  Council advised that the 
Amendment was not authorised by the Minister (in July 2014) for the following reasons: 

• The amendment would change the strategic direction for the area and is therefore 
is inconsistent with State policy which seeks to protect the values of non-urban 
land, opportunities for productive agriculture and significant landscapes within 
Melbourne’ green wedges. 

• Direction 6.1 of Plan Melbourne is to deliver a permanent metropolitan urban 
boundary that will replace the existing UGB, having regard to input from local 
governments and the report of Logical Inclusions Advisory Committee of November 
2011. 

Council stated that the purpose of the GWMP is to provide certainty.  Providing for 
investigations as sought by the submitter would ‘simply lead to speculation’.  Council’s 
submission in reply concluded: 

To the extent that we understand Mr Bartley to be submitting that there is no basis to 
include the land in the Frankston GWMP, we submit that it is included because the 
land is within the green wedge. 
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5.7.3 Discussion 

The Panel reiterates its previous findings that it does not consider it appropriate for the 
GWMP to include commentary or recommendations that would require changes to the UGB 
or GWZ provisions. 

While the subject land is zoned RCZ (Schedule 3) and has a minimum subdivision size of 12 
hectares, it sits within Frankston’s Green Wedge.  The Panel does not support the 
submission advanced that seeks to exclude the land from the GWMP, or to delete the 
northern part of Precinct 5 from the GWMP.  The Panel considers there is no basis for such 
action and doing so would be inconsistent with the purpose of the GWMP. 

5.7.4 Conclusion 

The Panel concludes that the wording and content of the exhibited GWMP as it relates to 
Precinct 5 is appropriate, and no changes are recommended in response to the submission 
advanced on behalf of submitter 29. 
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6 Bushfire risk 

6.1 The issues 

The issues are: 

• does the Amendment adequately address Bushfire Planning Policy at Clause 13.02-
1S 

• should the extent of bushfire risk which extends beyond the Bushfire Management 
Overlay (BMO) be reflected in the GWMP 

• is a bushfire landscape assessment required for land within the Green Wedge and 
has adequate consideration been given to the level of landscape bushfire risks that 
may be altered as a consequence of the implementation of the GWMP. 

6.2 Relevant policies, strategies and studies 

(i) Clause 71.02 Integrated Decision Making 

Clause 71.02 Integrated decision making identifies the operation of the PPF and planning 
schemes.  Clause 71.02-3 states that planning and responsible authorities must prioritise the 
protection of human life over all other policy considerations. 

(ii) Clause 13.02-1S Bushfire Planning 

The objective of the State Planning Policy for Bushfire is: 

To strengthen the resilience of settlements and communities to bushfire through risk - 
based planning that priorities the protection of human life. 

Clause 13.02-1S Bushfire planning applies to all planning and decision making with a key 
strategy being the protection of human life is given priority through strategies that: 

• Prioritise the protection of human life over all other policy considerations. 

• Directing population growth and development to low risk locations and ensuring 
the availability of, and safe access to, areas where human life can be better 
protected from the effects of bushfire. 

• Reducing the vulnerability of communities to bushfire through the consideration of 
bushfire risk in decision making at all stages of the planning process. 

6.3 Submissions 

The CFA generally supported the Amendment however sought changes to the GWMP to 
better include consideration of bushfire risk and submitted that bushfire risk be ‘front and 
centre’.  CFA requested that Council prepare a Bushfire Risk Landscape Hazard Assessment 
for each precinct as an action within the GWMP. 

The CFA submitted that the description of bushfire risk in the GWMP was at a broad 
municipal scale and did not address all of the information that a bushfire landscape hazard 
assessment would consider such as the topography, vegetation type, speed and intensity of 
a fire, road network, locations of safer areas and whether extreme weather would be 
generated in a bushfire event. 
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The CFA submitted that Council needed to undertake a landscape hazard assessment for 
each precinct within the Green Wedge to ensure the bushfire hazards were appropriately 
identified and that implementation of the Plan would appropriately provide bushfire 
protection measures to address policy requirements of Clause 13.02-1S. 

In summary, CFA recommended that the GWMP be updated and each Precinct to include an 
amended vision that included a bushfire theme with relevant strategies and objectives to 
ensure the conflict between biodiversity and bushfire did not lead to an increase in bushfire 
risk.  Specifically, the CFA recommended8: 

• a bushfire assessment be prepared for each precinct within the Green Wedge 

• update Green Wedge Management responses to include bushfire considerations 

• update the GWMP to reflect outcomes of a bushfire assessment 

• amend the Green Wedge Management Plan to refer to: 
- the vision of each precinct to incorporate bushfire 
- an additional theme for each precinct that refers to bushfire theme 
- additional objectives and strategies that address bushfire 

• update planning policy references to include bushfire considerations. 

In reply, Council submitted the following response to the CFA’s issues9: 

The CFA seek certain changes to the Frankston GWMP to account for the important 
of consideration of bushfire risk in this high level planning … the Frankston GWMP 
already recites the provisions in the scheme relevant to bushfire such as those at 
clause 21.05 which already explicit make reference to climate change and bushfire as 
significant environmental risks. 

We submit that there are some changes that can (and should) be made as follows: 

In Part 2.4.1 of the Frankston GWMP, there ought be a reference to clause 13.02-1 
in the same way that other parts of the Planning Policy Framework are referenced.  
This will ensure that the high level policy guidance on bushfire planning is clearly 
identified. 

In relation to each Precinct a further plan can be introduced which is specific to 
bushfire which (separately to the overlay Figures) identify both the extent of the 
BMO and also the extent of Bushfire Prone Areas (which are different to the BMO). 

Text can be introduced for each precinct that provides a recommendation that 
consideration be given to the bushfire risks in bushfire prone areas.  There is no 
need to mandate the preparation of a broad level Bushfire Hazard Assessment 
given the size of the green wedge. 

6.4 Discussion 

The Frankston Green Wedge is located within a bushfire prone area.  A majority of the six 
precincts are covered at least in part by the Bushfire Management Overlay. 

The GWMP references bushfire risk for each precinct through inclusion of BMO mapping.  
The GWMP also acknowledges areas that are prone to bushfires. 

The GWMP aims to provide an integrated response to a number of issues and management 
responses within the GWZ.  The identification of bushfire risk is included in the exhibited 
GWMP however the Panel agrees with the CFA that bushfire risk could be more explicit and 

 
8 Document 42 
9 Document 70 
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include further reference to the extent of Bushfire Prone Areas as well as the BMO mapping.  
In particular inclusion in Section 2 ‘Strategic and Statutory Policy Context’ of the GWMP 
should make reference to Clause 13.02-1 Bushfire planning. 

The Panel also considers it appropriate that each of the six Precinct Chapters of the GWMP 
be strengthened to more explicitly reference bushfire risk.  In this regard the Panel considers 
a high order bush fire assessment for each Precinct should be included that identifies 
potential bushfire considerations and risk.  The Panel considers this could take the form of a 
half page summary of issues and considerations accompanied by a plan that identifies the 
extent of the BMO and the broader extent of Bushfire Prone Areas. 

The Panel agrees with Council that there is no need to mandate the preparation of a detailed 
level bushfire landscape hazard assessment given the size of the Green Wedge and that this 
is something that could be considered at a more detailed precinct planning stage. 

The Panel also notes that during the course of the Hearing it was identified that the overlay 
map for Precinct 4 Langwarrin South (Figure 28) does not show land affected by the BMO.  
Council agreed that this oversight should be corrected.  The Panel agrees. 

6.5 Recommendations 

The Panel recommends the following amendments to the exhibited GWMP: 
e) In Section 2.4.1, include a summary of Clause 13.02-1 in the same way other 

parts of the Planning Policy Framework are referenced. 
f) On the Overlay Plan for Precinct 4 (Figure 28) include the land area affected 

by the Bushfire Management Overlay. 
g) In each of the Precinct Chapters, include a new Section titled ‘x.3 – Bushfire 

Risk’ (prior to Vision, Objectives and Strategies) that includes: 

• A high order bushfire assessment for the Precinct including an 
overview of bushfire considerations in response to identified 
bushfire risks. 

• A plan identifying both the extent of the Bushfire Management 
Overlay and the Bushfire Prone Areas within the Precinct. 
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Appendix A Submitters to the Amendment 
No. Submitter No. Submitter 

1 C Davies 23 W French 

2 Frankston Environmental Friends 
Network 

24 P and M Backhouse 

3 South East Water 25 C Tsourounakis on behalf of S. Di Blasi 

4 Country Fire Authority 26 KLM Spatial on behalf of 15 landowners 
of Potts Road and Valley Road, Skye 

5 K and R Bartlett 27 Contessa Corporation Pty Ltd & Bema 
Enterprises Pty Ltd 

6 M. McKinlay 28 Mesh Planning Consultants on behalf of 
landowners McClelland Drive Pty Ltd and 
Caversham Estate Pty Ltd 

7 D Ferlin 29 C Dowd 

8 G Vass 30 EPA 

9 H Hoffelner 31 Green Wedges Coalition 

10 M and T Demmler (x2) 32 Committee for Greater Frankston 

11 Carrum Downs Group of landowners   

12 G & B Paraskevopoulos 

Mr Paraskevopoulos 

GJBP Investments Pty Ltd 

Mr Vogl on behalf of Mr & Mrs 
Paraskevopoluos 

  

13 M Raftopoulos   

14 T & R Poole 

T & R Poole Nominee 

  

15 S and E Toth (x2)   

16 Postregna Family   

17 Blue Sky Property Syndicate Pty Ltd   

18 M and I Hendriksen (x2)   

19 K Raftopoulos   

20 N French   

21 R and H Mathews   

22 B Hatswell on behalf of 26 landowners 
in Precinct 2 (x2) 
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Appendix B Parties to the Panel Hearing  
Submitter Represented by 

Frankston City Council Mr Terry Montebello of Maddocks Lawyers 

Country Fire Authority Ms Luci Johnston 

Frankston Environmental Friends 
Network 

Mr David Cross 

Committee for Greater Frankston Ms Ginevra Hosking 

Ms McKinlay  

Blue Sky Property Syndicate Mr Luke English of Mornington Legal 

Postregna Family, Owner of 290 
Hall Road 

Mr Dan McQuinn of District Consulting 

Potts Road and Valley Road Land 
Owner Group 

Ms Louise Lowe of KLM Spatial 

Mr and Ms Matthews  

Ms Poole  

Graham Quarries Mr Chris DeSilva of Mesh Consulting 

Mr Hatswell Mr Hatswell on behalf of himself and on behalf of 
Precinct 2 ‘Members’ 

Ms French Mr Chris Taylor of Planning and Property Partners 

Mr French Mr Chris Taylor of Planning and Property Partners 

C Dowd Family Joint Venture Pty 
Ltd 

Mr Mark Bartley of HWL Ebsworth Lawyers 
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Appendix C Document list 

No. Date Description Presented by 

1 01/10/20 List of Potts and Valley Road landholders 
represented by KLM Spatial 

Ms Louise Lowe, KLM 
Spatial representing Potts 
Road Land Owner Group 

2 02/10/20 Email noting that Chris Taylor of Planning and 
Property Partners will be appearing on behalf of 
Walter and Nancy French 

Walter and Nancy French 

3 02/10/20 Email advising the Mesh will be appearing on 
behalf of Graham Quarries and that they will not 
be calling expert evidence 

Laura Caccamo, Mesh 

4 05/10/20 Email advising that owners of 290 Hall Road will 
be represented by Dan McQuinn of District 
Consulting 

Nick Jay, KLM Legal 

5 06/10/20 Panel Directions Letter Ms Mandy Elliott, Panel 
Chair 

6 9/10/20 Letter regarding Direction 2 – Council documents   Mr Montebello, Partner, 
Maddocks representing 
Frankston City Council 

7 9/10/20 Council resolution dated 14 October 2019 – 

GWMP 
“ 

8 9/10/20 Authorisation letter for Amendment C140fran “ 

9 9/10/20 Map showing submitter location and precincts “ 

10 9/10/20 Summary of submission themes, officer response 
and recommendations 

“ 

11 9/10/20 Summary of submissions including submitter 
details, assessment and recommendations, 
(names and addresses have been redacted). 

“ 

12 9/10/20 GWMP Appendices:  
- Mosaic Lab Report Community Consultation 
- List of documents reviewed 
- Demographic and Economic Data Tables 

- Land Use Analysis Categories and Definitions 

- Ecology and Heritage Partners document 

“ 

13 9/10/20 Ecological Sensitivity Analysis and Management 
Recommendations, Frankston Green Wedge 
Management Plan, Ecology and Heritage Partners 
(2019) 

“ 

14 9/10/20 Frankston Green Wedge Management Plan Issues 

Paper 
“ 
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No. Date Description Presented by 

15 9/10/20 Draft Green Wedge Management Plan (March 
2019) (including appendices) 

“ 

16 9/10/20 Draft Industrial Land Strategy Review (November 
2019) 

“ 

17 12/10/20 Late Request to be Heard form David Cross, Frankston 
Environmental Friends 
Network 

18 12/10/20 Late Request to be Heard form Michele McKinlay 

19 12/10/20 Email advising that Mr Toth will not be appearing 

at the Hearing and that Mr Hatswell will be 

speaking on his behalf 

Mr Hatswell 

20 12/10/20 Email advising that Frankston City Council has no 

issues with the Panel accommodating the two 

late Requests to be Heard 

Mr Lean, Frankston City 
Council 

21 14/10/20 Letter in response to Panel Direction #3 – noting 

that two letters of support will be submitted and 

relied upon 

Mr Bartley, Partner HWL 
Ebsworth Lawyers, 
representing Dowd 
Family 

22 14/10/20 Letter in response to Panel Direction #3 – noting 
that his client intends to tend and rely on: 

- A Native Vegetation Assessment, Nature 
Advisory (Oct 2020) 

- An Agricultural Report, Ag Challenge (Oct 
2020) 

Mr English, Mornington 
Legal, representing Blue 
Sky Property Syndicate 

23 14/10/20 Letter in response to Panel Direction #3 – 
identifying supporting documents 

Ms Ginevra Hosking, CEO 
Committee for Greater 
Frankston (C4GF) 

24 14/10/20 Land for livelihoods interviews (June 2019) Ms Hosking 

25 14/10/20 Land for livelihoods pamphlet (Dec 2019) “ 

26 14/10/20 Circular economy pamphlet (Jan 2020) “ 

27 14/10/20 C4GF letters in response to Frankston City Council 
Draft Industrial land strategy (Sept 2020) 

“ 

28 14/10/20 Frankston employment stats and trends ABS 
extracts and analysis v2COVID (Aug 2020) 

“ 

29 14/10/20 Frankston Fauna Linkages and Crossing Structures 
Design 2012 

“ 

30 14/10/20 Industrial Precinct Needs Analysis Report 2018 Ms Hosking 

31 14/10/20 Letter in response to Panel Direction #3 – identify 
the following documents will be relied upon: 

Mr Dan McQuinn, District 
Consulting representing 
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- Council Meeting Agenda’s and Minutes
(Various)

- Exhibited Amendment Documents

- PPN31 – Preparing a Green Wedge
Management Plan

- Green Wedge Management Plan and
supporting documents

- Assessment of Agricultural Land
Capability in Melbourne’s Green Wedge
and Peri-Urban Areas

- Ecological Assessment prepared by
Nature Advisory (Oct 2020)

Postregna Family 

32 14/10/20 Council Part A submissions Mr Montebello 

33 15/10/20 Document to be relied upon by Mr Hatswell: 

- Assessment of Agricultural Land
Capability in Melbourne’s Green Wedge
and Peri-urban areas, Agriculture Victoria
(Oct 2018)

Mr Hatswell 

34 15/10/20 Document to be relied upon by Mr Hatswell 

- Mapping Melbourne for land capability:
Assessing the Agricultural capability of
Melbourne’s Peri-urban area, University
of Melbourne (Sept 2013)

Mr Hatswell 

35 15/10/20 Names, contact details and property locations of 
members of “Precinct 2” to be represented by Mr 
Hatswell 

“ 

36 15/10/20 Document to be relied upon by Mr Hatswell: 

- Water samples (1957)

“ 

37 15/10/20 Document to be relied upon by Mr Hatswell: 

- Water samples (1967)

“ 

38 16/10/20 Email advising update of Frankston Council 
Website 

Mr Lean 

39 16/10/20 Version 2 Timetable and Update Distribution List Ms Vojinovic 

40 16/10/20 Letter – Detailed explanation of video- 
conferencing platform ‘WebEx’ to be used for 
C140fran Hearing 

Mr Montebello 

41 26/10/20 Frankston City Council - Part B submission “ 

42 26/10/20 CFA Submission and attachments (1 and 2) “ 

43 26/10/20 Submitter map “ 

44 26/10/20 Green Wedge Plans and Precincts and Snip image “ 
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45 26/10/20 DELWP Correspondence referred to in 
Authorisation Letter dated 17 April 2020 

“ 

46 26/10/20 Council Officer Report of 14 October 2019 “ 

47 26/10/20 Frankston Environmental Friends Network 
submission 

Mr Cross 

48 26/10/20 Ms McKinlay presentation slides Ms McKinlay 

49 26/10/20 Ms McKinlay - speaking notes “ 

50 27/10/20 Committee for Greater Frankston (C4GF) 
submission 

Ms Hosking 

51 27/10/20 C4GF PowerPoint “ 

52 27/10/20 Southern Regional Industrial Land Study “ 

53 27/10/20 Submission Blue Sky Properties Mr English 

54 27/10/20 Nature Advisory Report – 450 Taylors Road “ 

55 27/10/20 Submission C140fran Postregna Family Mr McQuinn 

56 27/10/20 ‘Local Jobs’ Video from C4GF submission Ms Hosking 

57 28/10/20 Submission Potts Road Land Owner Group Ms Lowe 

58 28/10/20 Submission 75 Valley Road, Skye (V2) Mr Tsourounakis 

59 28/10/20 Submission Ms Poole Ms Poole 

60 28/10/20 Submission Graham Quarries Mr De Silva 

61 28/10/20 Submission Mr and Mrs Matthews (Parts A and B) Mrs Matthews 

62 29/10/20 Submission – Precinct 2 Members Mr Hatswell 

63 29/10/20 Submission - Ballarto Road Pastoral (500 Ballarto 
Road) 

Mr Taylor 

64 29/10/20 Graham Quarries Landowner letter Mr De Silva 

65 29/10/20 Submission – Nancy French Mr Taylor 

66 29/10/20 Submission – Mr French Various Sites “ 

67 30/10/20 Original (July 2020) submission on behalf of C 
Dowd Trust 

Mr Bartley 

68 30/10/20 Submission – Dowd Family “ 

69 30/10/20 Letter of support – Ross Tripodi “ 

70 30/10/20 Closing submission on behalf of Council Mr Montebello 

71 30/10/20 Late submission – Owners of 275 Hall Road Mr Vogl 

72 4/11/20 Council response to late submission – 275 Hall 
Road 

Mr Montebello 


