






































 

 

Spiire Australia Pty Ltd ABN 55 050 029 635 T 03 9993 7888 
Level 6, 414 La Trobe Street Melbourne VIC 3000 PO Box 16084 Melbourne VIC 8007 

MEMO 

To:  

From:  

Date: 27 March 2025 

Reference: 323300 

Project name: Casey Fields South PSP 

Subject: Key PSP Risks  

 
 

1. INTRODUCTION 

This memo is prepared on behalf of the landowners represented by YourLand. It pertains to the 
Casey Fields South Precinct Structure Plan (PSP). Our brief includes reviewing the PSP, Melbourne 
Water Drainage Strategy (MW DS), and other relevant background information to provide 
comprehensive advice to YourLand on behalf of the landowners. 

Critically, we have been tasked with identifying any key risks that could prevent the effective delivery 
of the project. Additionally, we will make recommendations on how these issues could be resolved 
through changes to the PSP or other documents as appropriate. 

2. FLOOD MAPPING 

Based on the review of the PSP documentation including the GHD Drainage Strategy, there has been 
no updated existing or developed flood mapping done to determine flood conditions downstream of 
Casey Fields South. The GHD report has only used Tuflow modelling as a comparison with RORB. 

Based on our review the downstream conditions east of Clyde Fiveways Road has limited capacity to 
receive existing and developed flows. Refer to next section for our analysis of existing outfall 
conditions. The existing serviceability of drainage infrastructure downstream would be lucky to have 
“1 year” capacity. 

The flood modelling report by Cardno (2021) was not made available during the consultation period. 
The importance of this information is to understand existing conditions as this would form a basis of 
sequencing development in absence of ultimate conditions being available. This also impacts staging 
of the development.  

RECOMMENDATION - Melbourne Water should provide all flood mapping for the existing conditions 
and consider  sequencing and requirements around interim development scenarios. 
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3. KEY OUTFALL LOCATIONS FOR CASEY FIELDS SOUTH 

The marked-up locations of the key outfalls for Casey Fields South are shown in the below figures.  

 

Figure 1 - CFS outfall locations 

3.1 Clyde Fiveways Rd / Moores Road intersection location (Proposed CFS4 upstream) 
 

 

Figure 2 - Existing drainage downstream of CFS4 
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Figure 3 - Ex. Outfall through private property (looking South-East) 

  

Figure 4 - Ex. Outfall in Moores Rd (looking West) 
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3.2 226 Clyde Fiveways Road location (Proposed CFS3 upstream) 
 

 

Figure 5 - Existing outfall arrangements downstream of CFS3 

 

 

Figure 6 - Existing Outfall conditions of CFS3 (Looking South) 

4. PROPOSED CFS3 OUTFALL 

The approximate road level of Clyde Fiveways Road at CFS3 is approximated at 28.5m AHD. 

The proposed outfall level of CFS3 at Clyde Fiveways is 25.75m AHD. This equates to 2.75m deep 
outfall at the outfall location. The existing depth would be no greater than 1m as shown above in the 
existing conditions. 

This presents challenges for the development upstream as there is unlikely to be ability to achieve a 
free flowing outlet without the construction of a waterway within the Clyde South PSP. If no ability to 
have an outfall Stage 1b will be in jeopardy to proceed. Interim solutions will be looked at by the 
development community such as adding additional fill, looking for alternate outfall locations or 
introducing pumped solutions.  
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CALL TO ACTION – A PAO is required downstream of Clyde Fiveways Road for the Casey Fields 
South PSP and staging boundaries should be expanded to allow areas further upstream to be 
developed in absence of an ultimate waterway within Clyde South in the immediate future. 

5. PROPOSED CFS4 OUTFALL 

The approximate road level of Clyde Fiveways Road at CFS4 is approximated at 24.0m AHD. 

The proposed outfall level of CFS4 at Clyde Fiveways is 19.57m AHD. This equates to 4.43m deep 
outfall at the outfall location. The existing depth would be no greater than 1m as shown above in the 
existing conditions.  

Again just like CFS3 outfall, this presents challenges for the development upstream as there is 
unlikely to be ability to achieve a free flowing outlet without the construction of a waterway within the 
Clyde South PSP. If no ability to have an outfall Stage 1b will be in jeopardy to proceed. Interim 
solutions will be looked at by the development community such as adding additional fill, looking for 
alternate outfall locations or introducing pumped solutions.  

CALL TO ACTION – A PAO is required downstream of Clyde Fiveways Road for the Casey Fields 
South PSP and staging boundaries should be expanded to allow areas further upstream to be 
developed in absence of an ultimate waterway within Clyde South in the immediate future. 

6. CLYDE SOUTH PSP 

The Clyde South PSP is not earmarked to be complete until 2028-2029. I would expect that unless 
land is acquired downstream there will be a limited ability to due downstream outfall works until 
2030+. This will be a significant issue for interim development conditions and the short term delivery 
of the PSP. 

Given the above an amended Stage 1b with an expanded development area is more likely to be 
viable on the basis that temporary retardation can occur prior to and in conjunction with the 
construction of O3 and O4. Refer to section 9 below for further information regarding staging.  

7. WETLAND/RB CONCEPTS 

We question whether these concepts have been designed with effective and efficient land provisions. 
There is also no information as to whether these assets would meet Melbourne Water’s deem-to-
comply criteria. The wetlands have been designed “on-line” of which we do not have major issues 
with but this is typically at odd’s with MW’s preference to have wetlands offline from waterway’s. 

The GHD report makes no reference to volume requirements from a retardation perspective, this 
needs to be included in their report. 

RECOMMENDATION – Melbourne Water need to provide further justification to the sizing as we 
believe these sizes are overstated and further detail is required to enable confidence that the 
conceptual design meets MW requirements.  

8. MW’S CONCEPT FILL PLAN 

This conceptual fill plan provided in Appendix F of GHD report is unclear as to what it is trying to 
achieve and potentially misleading. The plan infers that freeboard needs to be contained within the 
waterway and basin locations. The freeboard is there to set a minimum lot level or finished floor level. 
The Casey Fields South PSP has low lying areas in parts of the PSP and will need fill in these areas 
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to support future urban development. The industrial/commercial areas will require 10% AEP pipes and 
hence this can influence fill to increase along with typical road grades required by local government. 

There is a risk that without the Clyde South outfalls in place that developers and their consultant will 
look to achieve a free-flowing outfall by filling the land further. 

We believe a fill plan sets a good basis for decisions on drainage asset locations and level 
requirements, but we believe that it needs to be considered on the following basis: 

� Waterway and basin locations and level requirements 

� Major piped drains including cover requirements (Pipe size + 1.2m cover as a first cut) 

� Minimum road grades of say 1in 200 or 0.5%. 

� Lot levels achieving 600mm freeboard abutting major waterways and basins. 

It is expected that parts of CFS PSP will indeed need fill irrespective of key drainage requirements. 
This plan should be a good base line indication to ensure drainage is not influencing filling in an 
unsustainable way. Hence a holistic approach considering the above points would be beneficial.  

RECOMMENDATION – Melbourne Water to review the fill plan based on the above considerations.  

9. PSP STAGING 

We consider the following documents and legislation to be the guiding basis for the provision of 
staging within a PSP. The key elements related to infrastructure and servicing are summarized below. 

9.1 Infrastructure Coordination: Infrastructure and Development Staging Guidance Note 
prepared by the VPA (February 2025) 

In reviewing the Infrastructure Coordination: Infrastructure and Development Staging Guidance Note 
prepared by the VPA (February 2025), we understand that with respect to Infrastructure that the 
intended outcome of PSP staging is to:  

� Ensure development occurs in an orderly manner, aligning with infrastructure delivery to 
avoid out-of-sequence and disconnected subdivisions. 

� Provide basic and essential infrastructure early, maintain infrastructure capacity, and support a 
viable rate of development. 

� Align with planning guidelines and state policies to ensure infrastructure is delivered at the right 
time.  

In accordance with the Guidance Note, staging is not intended to create a “queue” where those at the 
“head of the queue” can control the pace of land development. 

9.2 Planning and Environment Act 1987 

Infrastructure and Development Staging is intended to accord with the objectives of planning in 
Victoria stipulated in section 4(1) of the Planning and Environment Act 1987.   

In particular, the following objectives are met: 

(a) To provide for the fair, orderly, economic, and sustainable use, and development of land. 
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(c) To secure a pleasant, efficient, and safe working, living and recreational environment for all 
Victorians and visitors to Victoria.  

(e) To protect public utilities and other assets and enable the orderly provision and co-
ordination of public utilities and other facilities for the benefit of the community. 

9.3 A 10-Year Plan for Melbourne’s Greenfields, (October 2024) 

The 10-year plan also outlines Government’s intent for infrastructure and development staging, noting 
that “staging provisions will be included in future PSPs as required to ensure infrastructure delivery 
keeps pace with development and land can be adequately serviced when it is released”. 

9.4 A Proposed Staging Plan 

The current staging without a dedicated drainage outfall means that development within stage 1b is at 
risk until such time an outfall is achieved, hence development delays could be a high likelihood.  

Sewer and Water (ultimate and/or temporary) is needed to be constructed within Clyde Fiveways 
Road so from a sewer and water perspective stage 1b makes sense. Provided land access can be 
negotiated, sewer and water would be able to be constructed internally of CFS to enable Stage 2b to 
be enabled. 

Development of the expanded Stage 1b would make complete sense on the basis of no outfall as 
there would be more “buffer” area between the outfalls and development to enable a free flowing 
outfall. 

The current staging plan stifles the ability for other parts of the CFS PSP to be implemented earlier as 
stage 1b is predicated on the basis that a drainage outfall can be achieved. There is no evidence or 
timeframe around securing an outfall and thus Stage 1b boundaries should be increased further west 
to enable some of the PSP to be implemented in the event no outfall is realised in the short to 
medium term  

The revised staging plan also enables alternative access points into the PSP. 

RECOMMENDATION  - Our opinion is that VPA should consider the below alternative staging plan. 
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Figure 7 - Alternative staging plan based on exhibited PSP 

 

10. USE OF PAO’S OR WATER ACT LAND ENTRY NOTICES (LEN) 

As previously mentioned, the outfall locations within Clyde South are problematic in the early stages 
of Casey Fields South implementation. Without a PAO or LEN our opinion is that this will result in 
delayed implementation of Casey Fields South. Clyde South is also some years away as mentioned 
above. 

QUESTION – What (if any) is Governments position on securing access to these outfall locations?  

11. REVISED URBAN LAYOUT AND DRAINAGE SCHEME 

A revised urban layout for the PSP has been proposed by the consultant team of Yourland. The aim 
of this plan is to work better with the urban framework, whilst being sympathetic to the proposed 
Melbourne Water Scheme. The MW DSS does not consider the urban form and thus creates issues 
with respect to fragmentation, unrealised NDA and just poor integration. The aim of this revised plan 
is as follows: 

 Reduce areas of fragmentation 
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 Align waterway’s with roads and avoid unusable areas of NDA 

 Align more with the previous Co-design plan. 

 Minimal cost impacts to the overall DSS 

Refer to appendix for our proposed alternative layout where the drainage integrates better with the 
urban form without excessive manipulation of existing topography. 

RECOMMENDATION – VPA & MW Should consider alternative urban design. 

12. INTERIM DEVELOPMENT & VOLUMETRIC CONDITIONS 

Volumetric requirements have been applied retrospectively by Melbourne Water in the past few years 
where “out of sequence” development is occurring. Avoiding detrimental impact is a key consideration 
of any downstream land owner. Given downstream land is already on a low lying flood plain, we are of 
the opinion that downstream land use will not change upon development. It is noted that flood impacts 
should not be altered, however pre-developed volumetric requirements should not apply. 

RECOMMENDATION – Volumetric requirements should not apply to CFS PSP provided existing 
flood impacts downstream are not altered. It is supported that IWM opportunities should be 
investigated to assist waterway health and potable substitution ambitions. 

13. CONCLUSION 

We believe further refinements and investigations are required by the relevant authorities to improve 
the viability of the PSP including the enablement of implementation pathways of the CFS PSP. The 
key risk for CFS PSP is the drainage outfalls and not enough work has been done to mitigate 
implementation delays. Stage boundaries should also be expanded to enable more development 
options until enabling infrastructure such as construction of drainage outfalls cannot be achieved 
early. 
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14. APPENDIX A – ALTERNATIVE URBAN DESIGN 


















































