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Psp_general

General

3.7 Infrastructure Coordination

Plan 13

Staging requirements and guidance required. Further commentary under comment 77.

A staging proposal be added at the early stage of the PSP

MW will consider indicative outfall catchments following
review of submitter feedback and intends to discuss
rafting of the related requirements and guidelines with
P. MW will aim for consistency with drafting for
(Croskell/CFS & DM where appropriate.
The PSP must ensure that the outfall for the relevant
catchment is constructed prior to any development taking
place, and that all outfalls are delivered in their ultimate
form (MW will not support any interim proposals).

Psp_ps3

3.7 Infrastructure Coordination

3.7.2 - Requirements and Guidelines - Infrastructure and Utilites
 Coordination

Plan 13 - Development Sequencing

A plan and are needed.

Due to the complexities constructing drainage down the escarpment and through private land to the relevant
waterways, to ensure outfall  detailed staging plan is needed. This may include:

staging of estates to ensure all have a functioning outfall
construction of outfall assets prior to development.

- construction timing to be aligned with road works

- construction timing to be aligned with timing of other utilities
construction timing to be outside of wet times of the year.

[This plan s to be develop in collaboration with stakeholders to the satisfaction of MW.

No

[After the staging arrangement and drating has been
settled (per above comment), it may be appropriate to
rovide indicative outfall catchments on a separate plan if
outfall catchments do not line up with transport/other
infrastructure priority.

Other changes to Plan 13/stagi
The legend should be changed from "existing pipe
alignment" to “proposed pipe alignment”

The Buckleys Road outfall i not currently named.
Constructed wetlands are also retardation basins (RBs) and
should therefore be identified as WLRB.

Provide separate pipe numbers and outfall numbers to
avoid confusion,

Ps_Cultural Herltage

General

[Two reports relating to heritage are yet to be finalised (a Cultural Values Assessment by Wurundjeri Woi Wurrung
Cultural Heritage Aboriginal Corporation and an Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Impact Assessment by EHP), and as such
MW notes that additional review and comments will be required once these documents are provided.

No

[At the time of writing, the Cultural Values Assessment and
Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Impact Assessment are
outstanding, and thus Melbourne Water s current drainage
strategy has not been informed by comprehensive cultural
heritage inputs.

Once finalised, Melbourne Water reserves the right to
review the CVA and ACHIA and update Melbourne Water s
rainage strategy and PSP positions as relevant to its remit.

psp_p1s

Plan 3 - Place based plan

(Constructed wetlands are too close to the break of

100m
to hand, we should

[while Worundieri 2.200m setback !
respect this request.

[Warundjeri would be right, a 200m buffer is better and more opportunty to protect

cultural heritage and bufers. (observation)

Psp_p17

PC_Page 14

3.0 Implementation

3.1.2 - Requirements and Guidelines

[The rep a “break of slope” “escarpment’” in others. Both terms require clear and

Table 2 R1

In recent comparable PSPs, a 17% slope has been adopted as the relevant threshold, whereas
the circulated report applies a 15% slope. This discrepancy should be clarified and justified.

A< per AV comment.
To date, MW have adopted a 100m setback from the
escarpment in the drainage strategy shapefiles provided to
DTP for public consultation. However, whether MW
continues to adopt and advocate for this setback or an
increased setback bufer is pending completion of the
[ACHIA and CVA reports.

No

i this section (and R7) it efers to the ‘escarpment’ while
in others it's ‘break of slope'. The inconsistency is confusing.

it also talks about sections in the Appendix which relate to

pe,

located

R1: What is meant by Break of slope (does this mean 'top
of escarpment’)? The meaning and application of this
requirement s not clear.

Itis presumed that the dot point that links bushfire and
escarpment/break of slope is in relation to the increased
bushfire hazard associated with the slope of the
escarpment, but this is not clear.

As per Toolern PSP section depicting an escarpment and
efining break of slope of said escarpment would be
beneficial

G4 - As per above comment, cannot locate an escarpment
section in the appendix.

Rs5 - Also requires break of slope efinition.

Ré1 - this point highlights the Western Escarpment but
seems to be speaking about the southern side of the PSP. If|
it is to talk about specific sections of the PSP it should be
clear on the mapping as to what sections are being referred

Psp_p18

3.0 implementation
3.1.2 - Requirements and Guidelines - Viable Densities

Table 2 - 67

Lots facing drainage reserves must have a road/open space buffer between them and a wetland/waterway.

No

As per AV comment

Psp_pds

3.7 Infrastructure Coordination

[A clear requirement should be included to ensure that no development proceeds prior to the construction of
stormwater outfalls to the satisfaction of Melbourne Water. Given the presence of highly sodic soils and private
landholdings downstream, interim drainage a d
approved outfallis This is due to the signifi d

and land-use risks.

No

[Addressed above under staging comments.

Psp_ps2

37 frastructure Coordmnation

3.7.2 - Requirements and Guidelines - Infrastructure and Utilities
Coordination

Table 29- GBg

Utilities must be suitably set back from the escarpment.

Add text to include escarpment

No

Cannot locate equivalent guideline in the PSP, may have
been removed entirely. Should be reinstated with addtion
of escarpment consideration.

Psp_p6o

Appendices

Cross sections for the escarpment are required.

[Add new appendix for escarpment and waterway cross sections.

A< per AV comment. An additional figure for escarpment
setback depicting the top of slope would be useful. See
Toolern Precinct structure plan 1 page 40 and 41
Something like this provides clarity and certainty for
Gevelopment.

Toolern-PSP-July-2011-Amended-December-2015Amended-
February-2019-Approval-Gazetted-1-of-2.pdf




Melbourne Water will not endorse any assets within the escarpment buffer until the VPA provides clear direction
confirming the buffer requirements. These requirements must address geotechnical considerations, bushfire risk,
maintenance needs, and Wurundjeri values.

Drainage infrastructure requirements outside PSP boundary must also be presented and discussed. This infrastructure is

[AS per AV comment
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planned and applied consistently along its entire extent




PsP_o30

Psp_p32

3.4 High Quality Public Realm and Heritage

3.4. - Hig v

Table 11 - R36

3.4 High Quality Public Realm and Heritage
3.4.2 - Requirements and Guidelines — High Quality Public Realm

Table 11 - Ga7

Waterways within the . with the highly
erosive Werribee Formation.

sensitive to change in their current state, including

active erosion.

[Tunneling and is hazardous and will
residents and local communty.

the future, posing a risk o future:
Urban development should be setback minimum 100 meters from all waterways and the edge of gulles (preferably
more).

|Shared Paths and active open space should not invite public into hazardous locations like eroded waterways and steep
[gullies/headwaters .

No

Note: Now Raz.
A5 per AV comment.

[The Merrimu PSP s located on a Plateau and is bound by Long Forest NCR and large areas of natural and landscape
value such as , escarpments, Southern the.

t this scale across issues and management issues for
authorities including Melbourne Water from windblown and dumped litter and construction debris (especially
polystyrene). framework

[This will be a major ssue f
ssue needs inthe , with a req

d the Merrimu PSP due . This
manage the issue.

Ada:

investigate as a PSP requirement the provsion of Long term non-permanent (or
[permanent) fencing on the interface of development and boundary with Long Forest,
Southern Gully, Escarpments and waterways.

a heigh P andbeto
the satisfaction of relevant authorities

Re: 639 Fencing,

This item must be addressed in the PSP in order to mitigate
the environmental impact of the future development on
neighbouring significant environmental values. Melbourne:
Water highiights that Public Authorities do not have the
capacity to safely or effectively manage this issue through
BAU process.

Psp_p33

Plan 6 - Public Realm

Waterways / waterway corridor setbacks should be demonstrated on the map. Refer to comment 41,

No

Per MW waterway guidelines for first and second order
streams (which wil cover allthe headwaters in the PSP)
the minimum setback is 20m from the top of bank. This.
[may vary subject to geotech and cultural heritage
requirements. The PSP could provide this clarity and avoid
future ambiguity about waterway corridor widths.

Psp_p3a

3.4 High Quality Public Realm and Heritage.
3.4.2 - Requirements and Guidelines - High Quality Public Realm

Table 13 - R0

|45 previously noted the 'break slope line' requires a definition

No

As per AV comment

various

Bushfire

[New PC comment]

R72, R74, 656, G57, G60.

These items relate to bushfire in some regard. A
reviouslsy advised, MW will not accept bushfire buffers
(the responsibility to maintain defendable space) on its land|
I ot select, plant or manage the reserves with
bushfire risk reduction in mind. Appropriatly sized buffers
are required outside of MW land. This can include roads and|
nature strips. It is noted that the cross sections and some
other points here show and)/or call for trees in nature strips:
where there are waterway reserves this may impact
bushfire buffers hence exemptions for nature strip tree
planting must be considered near waterway reserves.

Psp_pa2

Table 21 Requirements and Guidelines - Bushfire

[New PC comment]

[ Waterways and drainage reserves must be landscaped and
revegetated inine with Melbourne Water's Waterway.
idor Guidelines for Greenfield Development and the
 Constructed Waterway and Wetland Design Manuals. These|
 guidelines prioritise d

landscaping inline with locally approriate EVCs. Bushfire risk
may increase. MW will not manage for bushfire protection.
Change wording as per below or delete requirement R72
entirely

Landscape design and plant selection in open spaces,
excluding including- inage corridors,

riskto the

responsible authority.

Psp_pa2

Table 21 Requirements and Guidelines - Bushfire
657

[New PC comment]

MW will not manage for bushfire protection. Drafting
should be amended to the effect of:

Where a setback s required from a bushire hazard the
ided. i

(excluding waterways and drainage land).

Psp_p39

3.4 High Quality Public Realm and Heritage

Plant selection along waterway corridors, drainage reserves and wetlands will be

3.4.2 - Requirements - Hig

Table 17 - G59

Eve Tisk. The hould be accounted for in planning bushfire
bufers.

MW will plant to EVC
to our treatment requirements. Bushfire risk and
[management cannot be considered in areas MW manage. If
not deleted, amended 5o as to exclude waterways and
drainage corridors:

Landscope design and plant selection in open spaces,
excluding incuding- waterways and drainage corridors,
should not increase bushfire risk.

3.4 High Quality Public Realm and Heritage.
3.4.2 - Requirements and Guidelines - High Quality Public Realm

Table 17 - G59

Waterways and drainage reserves are intended to be vegetated in ine with the relevant EVC.
Bushfire risk may increase as a result.

Bushfire risk and buffers should be based on future mature established vegetation condition, not the current
condition.The Bushfire buffers must not be contained on any MW managed land

No

As per AV comment

Pse_pao

Plan 9 - Bushfire

The off future

The future vegetated states of waterway and wetland
assets must be considered in the bushfire assessment and
reflected in the PSP. MW will provide DTP with vegetation
EVC types (per MW's constructed waterway manual) to
inform bushire setbacks. This is unlikely to have a
significant (if any) impact on NDA given that perimetre
roads are required around MW assets, which willlikely
account for the majority (if not all) of the defendable space
setback from MW assets

Please also note, it appears that the Bushfire assessment
for the PSP is not entirely consistent with EVC mapping
which was conducted for MW's outfall report — mainly in
the area of the waterway to south of the PSP. The outfall
report which features the EVC mapping can be provided to
DTP forits consideration/review.




TNew PCcomment]

[R86 Amend WM requirement to inicude:

|Applications must demonstrate, through Integrated Water

[ Management Plans, the

extent to which development will contribute towards:

« Outcomes identified in the DEECA Werribee Catchment
/M Forum Strategic

Directions Statement and IWM Plan

« Stormwater volume reduction and infiltration torgets in

Welbourne Water's

[Healthy Waterway Strateqy (2018) as applicable to the PSP.

a
applicable mean runoff of stormwater stated in EPA

« Stormwater risk management under the General
Environmental Duty

Merrimu Integrated Water Management Opportuities
Report

o

Plan 10 - Water GENERAL DEVELOPMENT LAYOUT COMMENT

[New PCcomment]

While MW assets have incorporated the required setback
for erosion risk, it is noted that there are prope
Gevelopment areas that encroach into areas of high risk
erosion in several locations and have not appropriatly
incorporated Figure 22. Merrimu Precinct Landscape and
Visual Opportunities and Constraints from the Landscape
Character Assessment and Framework Plan (Tract
19/06/2022) or the High Risk Slope Map and Erosion Risk
[Map: Sol from the Sodic/Dispersive Soils Peer Reciew and
Assessment (WSP May 2023).

The PSP layout should be updated to setback and buffer the|
development from areas of high risk erosion (soil and
slope) as outlined in the Sodic/Dispersive Soils Peer Review|
and Assessment (WSP May 2023), and Figure 22 of the

19/06/2025). Areas of existing erosion along headwater
streams identified in Figure 22 of the Landscape Character

proposed developable land, these areas must be
incorporated into reserves.

Res

[New PC comment]

[New PC comment]

[This requirement for drainage Infrastructure should not only
 consider conservation areas. It must also consi
downstream areas impacted by the PSP as well

There should be two separate requirements: one for
conservation areas, and one for escarpments.

Drainage infrastructure must be designed to minimise
impacts on  biodiversity values,

of national
significance located within conservation areas and
demonstrate how it responds to any soil or land capability
issues associated with the escarpment edge

Psp_ps2

3.7 Infrastructure Coordination

3.7.2 - Requirements and Guidelines - Infrastructure and Utilites
 Coordination

Table 29 - Go4.

|Add heritage values.

Stormwater assets should be designed to maximise developable land area and be
located as proximate to the escarpment edge, where this is practical and is proven to
satisfy risks soil type delivery of

such as
biodiversity or heritage and ideally avoid and/or minimise harm at these locations.

No

Upated position: G74 should be deleted. The guideline may
fetter MW's discretion as part of ts DSS and application
Itis not

proponents will naturally try to maximise NDA, and it is not
appropriate that the guideline direct MW to accept
[maximisations if not appropriate per DSS principles and
MW guidelines. It is also not appropriate to direct that
assets are located as close to the escarpment as possible.

PsP_p12-p13

Waterways in DS

[The future wetland and retarding basin features must be flows to maintained at
rates and volumes as much as possible. This will educe the potential for geomorphic impacts, such as further channel
decpening/widening.

in addition, the width of

in this section g developr west and

|As there seems to be limited scope for the drainage reserve to be widened in this section, maintaining pre-
development flows is important to reduce the risk of adverse impacts on this section of waterway.

No

Rather than ‘pre-developed conditions', addiional context s
required around the outfalls to clearly articulate their
function.

psp_p13

9 - Implementation notes

Pse_p1a

2.2 - PSP purpose

While Melbourne Water s models have informed the proposed drainage strategy, no form of the DSS has been
released. Therefore, it is unclear how the be considered ' " with the DS,

At this stage, the strategy is not based on modelling related to hydrology, hydraulics, and stormwater quality made
available by Melbourne Water. The current plan s not reflective of the proposed MW D55

It is important to note that the land required and location for drianage assets at this stage of design may increase o
decrease o change as further analysis s undertaken.

Whyis

[The escarpment goes almost the whole way around the PSP including the southern and eastern sides. Is there a reason
[the linear park does not extend the whole way around the PSP?

MW suggests an implementation note consistent with that

 the DTP for the CFS/DM PSP (i v
extensive refinement and comments from MW and other
arties). Note: no use of the term progressive certainty.

No

As per AV comment.

Pse_p1s

Plan 3 - Place based plan

[There is a Activity Centre shown above an historic Seasonal Herbaceous wetland. While understanding the values and
DEECA mapping o this wetland have been updated to show the environmental values no longer exist, our experience is
that in these areas it s lkely there is sigs 8 values here and pr e

a CVA could be problematic

No

As per AV comment
Note: Pending completion of the ACHIA and CVA and any
submission recieved from the RAP, DTP may need to
consider re-design of the PSP land to achieve retention of
this wetland.

PSPpsT

Plan 10 Water

[New PCcomment]

Constructed wetlands are also retardation basins (RBs) and
should therefore be named WLRB.

B

Plan 10- Water

[New PCcomment]

[ Wetlands 07 and 09 are to be reviewed and consolidated.

PsPpsT

Plan 10- Water

[New PCcomment]

W10 and WL-11 will require a larger landtake/footprint as
the catchment size (NDA) has been increased, therefore WL,
10 and WL-11 require further investigation/assessment
with regards to a wetland size

PC_Page 15

3.0 Implementation
3:1.2 - Requirements and Guidelines - Viable Densities

R2

[New PCcomment]

i

[however, grasslands are more prevelant than trees in the
precinct, and are not mentioned. Grasslands should be

feature of the precinct
should respond to.

PC_Page 28

34

[New PCcomment]

[Regarding provision of street trees - In areas where
development interacts with waterway reserves (as the
nature strips may be used for bushfire buffers) this

requirement could impact NDA. Consider exemption in

these areas if appropriate for defendable space.

+ oumaman ences i the DLECA Watans hor rvingx Drecsont estamant Gagtemeer
2000t arn Poch TS Conemant Seme i flapmarmter 20021

ot assinra Water 525 At 57 P10, e e 2




[Regarding use of salvaged rocks - MW to confirm with
[Waterways and Land Officer i this s appropriate.

3.0
PC_page 30 342 [New PC comment]
632
The statement and intent of G36 (regarding "productive
landscapes") is not clear. Clarification from DTP required,
and implications for waterway reserves
3.4
PC_Page 31 3.2 [New PC comment]
636
34 [Regarding ecological communities and
threatened species habitat, change wording to add:
PC_page32 343 {New PC comment]
‘including but not limited to"
030
[Plan's public realm. This plans shows some trees of
importance but not all. Notably the Flanagans Drive section
PsP_paa Plan 6 - Public Realm o shows none. Al significant trees should be shown
[There are significant number of trees around Flanagans Drive and Streeton Drive not shown. Why? consistently on the plans
3.4 High Quality Public Realm and Heritage Note, now R5S. As previoulsly stated, all land s west of
This requirement appears to trigger a development aplication for land located west of the break of slope. Clarification break of slope line hence the requirement does not seem to|
Psp_p34 3.4.2 - Requirements and Guidelines - High Quality Public Realm s sought as to why the requirement is framed in this way, as the break o slope extends around much of the precinct No make sense.
and is not confined to the western area. The reference to “west” i therefore unclear in this context. Please clarify the
Table 13 - R4O intent of the 1t and provide the relevant source or policy reference under which it i proposed.
4.2 Requirements and Guidelines - High Quality Public Realm ew PC comment]
242Res BTSRRI L L [Add a new requirement to the PSP - that landscaping of
Erea drainage assets must be to MW's satisfaction.
3.4.2 Requirements and Guidelines - High Quality Public Realm [New PCcomment]
A SN Fencing (or preference for no fencing) to Melbourne's
brmees Water satisfaction in relation to drainage assets.
3.4 High Quality Public Realm and Heritage [Add heritage values and landscape values. Should be added to Table 12 a5 a new recommendation.
pse_pa1 3.4.2 - Requirements and Guidelines - Hig The he e bl b g s o ancape festures suchas wtands No
waterways, s, stony rises and el (to be determined) to
Table 19 - 658 rotect these landforms, even where registered Amngma\ cultural henlage places are ot present
[New PCcomment] [R84: Shared paths, boardwalks, and bridges are not
considered DSS assets. Overland flowpaths within roads are|
 Council responsibilty. There should be clearer reference
to Council roles, as well as explict consideration of climate
Rsa change. Elements such as boardwalks and pedestriar
e fall within Gounl et This secvon shoud 150
include a general reference to climate change
considerations.
[New PC comment] [RB4: Sod1c sol 15K 5 3 precinct-wide I55ue and snould be
Rss
addressed accordingly.
[New PCcomment] 'Add - Drainage waterways are to be designed to
bes consider climate change.
B [Tb1e23 -Requirements and Guidelines—eritage [New PC.comment] e e e e e e
66 ble."
3.4 High Quality Public Realm and Heritage et ocote e cquarent STBene T he ARted P
|Add heritage values.
[Add dot point: Avoid and/or minimise harm to Aboriginal cultural heritage values should
Psp_paz 3.4.2 - Requirements and Guidelines ~ High Quality Public Realm ot e and/or minimise harm to Aboriginalcultural heritage values shor No
they be identified
Table 21- 68
(Objective seems to have been entirely removed (o ensure
y
o7 e cornaton e L’Zf.,’il”fii'}}l",;i’.?i”ﬁff:ﬁff2225222"’? -
The design and delivery of Melbourne Water assets should allow flexibility to respond to reo versus the copslilty of he fond to sccommontt
Psp_pa9 3.7.1 - Place-based Obiectives  Infrastructure Coordination |Add heritage values. identified values stich as biodiversity or heritage, and ideally avoid and/or minimise harm| No
t these locat cscts nprosimiy o th escaroment esed on seciic
at these locations. el o P
able 28- 080 ::ZT::? examination of soil conditions and other risk
[New PC comment] [The IWM requirements should be to the satisfaction of the
water authorities and the RA.
Rss
[New PC comment] [Add a new Guideline - Ensure that waterway protecti
measures are considered for ail exrsmrv e
tributaries in the layout, staging and design of
development and the local street network.
o [New PCcomment] Interim Assets must consider sodic soll.
[New PC comment] The language here is strong and may inhibi future WM
R108 initiatives. Consider how an exemption for IWM can be
considered.
[New PC comment] [This shows significant trees between the drainage reserve
: be
feasible. Please review andjor caveat appropriately
|Appendices - Figure 15
[New PCcomment] [Page 6 Integrated Water Management: The DSS
requirements should be clearly distinguished from the IWM
requirements.Interim treatmentis a Council responsibility.
[PrTREDEAT There is no discussion regar e change
considerations. Adopt drafting consistent with CFS/OM
where appropriate.
RS now requires a road or open space buffer between
wetland and waterway. Please note that a road buffer is
3.2 Safe, Accessible, and Well-connected Adjust guideline. trongly preferred by Melbourne Water. Also noting that
this would be consistent with R28. Change wording:
s p2s 3.2.2 - Requirements and Guidelines - Safe, Accessible, and Well- Roadactive interfaces with waterways are not optional, they are a requirement. This requirement should also apply o

connected

Table 6 - G29

to interfaces such as the Southern Gully, escarpments and Long Forest, as these locations contain headwater streams,

Streets must be the primary interface between development and waterways,
conservation areas and open space.

Lots

drainage reserves must have o road e
buffer between them and a wetland or
woterway.




Psp_p11

PSP Purpose

[New PC comment]

[PSP Purpose - add new item:

Delivery of an integrated and resilient water system that
|supports liveable

 heaith of

efficiently,
|protects public heath and delivers offordable, essential

PC_page 22

[New PCcomment]

In relation to R47, G35:

Lighting is mentioned several times in the PSP. Consider
consolidating or grouping lighting requirements/guidelines
together.

Lighting can cause issues with migratory moths and all

other nocternal animals. Especially, but not limited
to, near waterways and conservation areas lighting should
consider these factors and suitable baffles and lighting
colours should be selected.

PsP_p0

Plan 9 - Bushire

[Why is a buffer apolied on the western side of Fi Drive by side?

Buffers around the escarpment are inconsistent. Not a MW,
ncen just a note.

Psp_pa3

Plan 10 - Water

|4 sewer pumping station is located at the southern end of the PSP, which s intended to incorporate a relie structure

and a pipeline descending arly between rel horities in this

location is dto ppor tointegrate with the pipeline

proposed by Melbourne Water.
toa

,in this instance, given the construction

ints it may present a directly to the creek.

NA

[Note only: the PSP in general does not include any reference
to potable water or sewer infrastructure, which s often
typically addressed.






