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Summary of Consultation 

Introduction 

As part of the review of the Frankston Planning Scheme, Planisphere and the 
Council’s Strategic Planning Department have undertaken a 360 degree consultation 
to determine what people’s perception of the planning system in the Frankston 
municipality. 

This Summary presents a chronology of the consultation, an initial analysis and 
highlights a number of the issues that were raised by one or more stakeholder group.  
These highlighted issues are discussed in some detail.  An appendix of all the issues 
raised is found at the conclusion of the report. 

Purpose of the Consultation 

There are three reasons why this consultation was undertaken.  These are: 
·  To give Councillors the opportunity to present the main issues as they saw 

them; 
·  To provide Councillors with a ‘snap shot’ of how other stakeholders saw the 

planning system working, as a ‘reality check’ of their own perceptions and 
experiences; and 

·  To put Planisphere on the right track in reviewing the Planning Scheme.  It was 
important that the main issues were given the sufficient weight and value in the 
Review. 

Chronology of the Consultation 

The following table presents a chronology of the consultation undertaken as part of 
the Planning Scheme Review: 

12 & 26 November  

Councillors and senior Council officers met with representatives of Planisphere and, 
on 26 November, the Municipal Association of Victoria, to discuss planning issues in 
the City of Frankston. 

A broad range of issues emerged from these discussions and were summarised in 
the December Issues Report. 

Early December 

A public notice was placed in the local paper seeking views on planning in Frankston, 
with submissions being received until 25 January. 

17 December 

The Issues Paper was submitted to Council and Council officers for consideration. 

24 January 

In the morning, a workshop was held with the Statutory Planners, Strategic Planners 
and the Planning Support staff.  The planners commented on the issues raised in the 
Issues Paper.  The main thrust of the discussion appeared to be how the planning 
system worked and what were its strengths and weaknesses. 

In the afternoon, a workshop was held with staff of ‘related departments’ that had an 
interest in planning.  The departments that were represented included Environment, 
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Community Projects, Parks and Leisure, Urban Design and Infrastructure (Civil and 
Traffic).  A broad ranging discussion occurred that was characterised by high 
expectations being placed on the planning system from a broad range of 
perspectives. 

25 January 

Written submissions closed.  4 submissions were provided with varying views from 
concerns about change in Frankston to concerns about delay in the processing of 
permit applicatons. 

4 February 

A workshop was held with Council’s Senior Management Team.  Implementation of 
Council’s objectives for the planning system was a focus of this workshop.  The 
question of ‘how to make this happen’ was raised on numerous occasions. 

11 February 

The Councillor workshop on the Issues Report was held in the evening.  There was a 
wide ranging discussion about the Issues and the directions outlined in describing 
and responding to the issues.  The issues were clarified considerably and, 
importantly, were prioritised with six key issues being elevated to the beginning of the 
Report. 

12 February 

An informal presentation on the Planning Scheme Review was given to the 
Frankston 2025 Committee.   Committee members were invited to attend the 
upcoming Community Workshops or make written submissions 

28 February 

The first of two Community Workshops was held at the Peninsula Room at the 
Frankston Arts Centre.  Over 70 community representatives from a blend of groups 
with an on-going interest in planning issues and groups/individuals with other 
interests in the municipality were invited with 15 attending.  In general terms, there 
was agreement that the issues raised were important for the City of Frankston 
however the planning system and its outcomes did not generally meet the 
expectations of the representatives who attended. 

5 March 

 The second Community Workshop was held on this evening.  Over 170 invitations 
were sent to a broad range of people in the community.  Six people attended the 
workshop.  The general thrust was extremely positive about the amenity of the 
municipality with the foreshore being emphasised.  Continued support for the 
environment, for more local jobs and improved public transport were discussed, all in 
the context of how to make a good place better. 

Week of 25-28 March 

Phone contact made the regular planning permit applicants with Frankston City 
Council. 

20 March 

Closing date for written submissions.  Three submission were received. 
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Initial Analysis 

The diversity of views of, and demands on the planning system at Frankston is the 
most notable result of the consultation.  The range of issues was across the 
spectrum of economic, social and environmental concern without a holistic view 
necessarily being taken into account.   

Policy Issues 

There was general agreement on the key issues of Climate Change, an 
Environmentally Sustainable City, the importance of Frankston 2025 and of High 
Quality Urban Design.  These were clearly the key issues that needed to be reflected 
in the policy statements of the Planning Scheme. 

With the exception of Frankston 2025, there was far less agreement or common 
direction on how the issues could be implemented through the Planning Scheme.  
What was meant by “An Environmentally  Sustainable City” or, alternatively, “A 
Sustainable City” was not thoroughly teased out.   

Similarly, the meaning of High Quality Urban Design was interpreted differently by 
the range of stakeholders who were consulted.  How to acknowledge Climate 
Change in the Planning Scheme was also subject to broad interpretation. 

There four policy issues provide challenges for the Review process. 

Process Issues 

A number of stakeholders expected more from the planning system, Councillors and 
Planning Officers.  Views were expressed that the planning system was too biased 
towards change, with not enough being ‘given back’ to the community.  Views were 
also expressed that not enough strategic decisions were being made and that short 
sighted decisions had not been good for the City. 

There was dissatisfaction that the part time statutory planners weren’t always 
available and concern regarding delays occurring in addressing community issues or 
processing planning permit applications. 

Within Council, the limitations of the Planning Scheme were regularly highlighted.  
The limited scope to regulate for social and environmental initiatives, such as 
Environmentally Sensitive Design, Affordable Housing or Sustainable Transport were 
confusing to people who thought the planning system could be more responsive and 
offer more to the community. 

These process issues will be explored in the Review process. 

Highlighted Issues.  

The five issues discussed below were raised by a range of stakeholders.  The 
content of this discussion presented under each issue. 

Open space 

The need for open space was stressed by community representatives and by those 
with an interest in the environment (both within and outside Council).  There was 
agreement that the City had some very good open spaces, particularly with the 
foreshore and nature reserves.  There were concerns about the lack of good open 
space in places such as Carrum Downs and concern that large and small 
development pressures, from infill development to the growth of the metropolis, was 
threatening Frankston’s valuable natural open spaces. 



 © 2006  4 
 

Delay (in strategic and statutory work) 

Community representatives and frequent users of the planning system expressed 
concern about delays in achieving outcomes in planning work in the City.  Many 
strategic projects were taking a long time to be resolved thus the outcomes were 
patchy.  For example, the Transit City Structure Plan had been put into place with 
State intervention while the Neighbourhood Character controls were still pending.  
The Boat Harbour and the Bulky Goods precinct were other strategic projects that 
where the outcomes were not clear to some people. 

Concern was expressed about delays and processes in the statutory planning office.  
Concerns about process related, at times, to permit applications in those zones 
where public notification cannot occur (such as the Residential 2 zone while other 
concerns related to the sometimes lengthy decision making process. 

Residential amenity 

The changes occurring to some of the City’s residential neighbourhoods was a 
concern raised at all levels in Council and by some members of the community.  ‘Hot 
spots’ such as at Seaford near the foreshore were seen as areas where amenity was 
declining as a result of on-going development.  There was dissatisfaction with the 
inability of the system to deal with the ‘saturation’ of some areas or with the ‘blanket’ 
controls of ResCode that applied both to Carlton and to Frankston. 

Environmentally sustainable development 

The expectation that the planning system would lead the way in regulating for more 
environmentally sustainable buildings was expressed by Council officers and 
members of the community.  Clear cut measures such as water tanks on new houses 
was seen as something that should be required by the planning system.  The fact 
that the planning system advocated for more sustainable outcomes and that some 
Councils had introduced schemes for environmentally sustainable development 
conformed this position. 

Performance based planning controls 

Performance based planning controls were confusing to many people and made 
some suspicious of the process.  Many people were confused by the fact that some 
planning standards, such as ResCode, could not be varied whereas some planning 
objectives, such as neighbourhood character could, in their opinion, be ignored.  
There was strong support for more prescriptive controls and more clarity about what 
controls applied where. 

Conclusion and Next Steps 

The consultation on issues in planning in the Frankston municipality drew out the 
priority issues of Climate Change, An Environmentally Sustainable City, Frankston 
2025, and Good Quality Urban Design.  These policy issues will direct the review of 
the Frankston Planning Scheme to ensure that sufficient weight is provided to 
measures that address these concerns. 

The consultation also brought out a range of process issues that will be addressed in 
the Review, particularly through the audit of the planning permit process and the 
workload of planning officers. 

The next steps following the presentation of this Consultation Summary will be to 
review and analyse the Frankston Planning Scheme and to prepare reports to the 
Council and the State Government on the findings of the Review.  
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Consultation Report Appendices 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                
Consultation on the Issues Report was wide ranging and took the following form. 

·  Councillors workshop 

·  Management Team workshop 

·  Planning Officers workshop 

·  Related Departments workshop  

·  Community Focus Group meetings 

·  Written submissions from the community 

·  Summary of telephone feedback from frequent Planning Applicants  

The Workshops were conducted to explain what the project is, to outline the issues 
that had been identified so far and to discuss these and other issues that may have 
been of concern.  

The workshops involved a relatively informal discussion on a broad range of topics 
that generally focus on the areas of expertise of those present, or of concerns to 
members of the community. 

Written submissions were received from members of the community in response to 
public notification in November and release of the Issues Paper in February. 

Frequent Planning Applicants were contacted by telephone to discuss their 
experiences with the planning system at Frankston City Council.  

Summary of Feedback, Notes and Submissions Received 

General Comments 

Councillor Feedback 

The Issues needed to be prioritised to place an emphasis on Climate Change, 
aligning the Planning Scheme with Frankston 2025, High Quality Urban Design and 
Prescription or Performance. 

The Issues Paper was revised before the February public exhibition period based on 
the Councillors feedback. 

Management Team, Planning Officers & Related Departments Feedback 
·  The Planning Scheme Review should be aligned with the Council Plan. 
·  There needs to be an understanding that not all issues may be resolved through 

the Planning Scheme. 
·  Europe has good planning by strict controls and good design.  
·  It needs to be acknowledged within the report that Eastlink, the Boat Harbour 

and the Transit City designation may hasten change in the City in the future. 
·  The Issues Paper is too focused upon the Frankston CAD, and needs to 

consider other suburbs within the City, as well as the Activity Centres in those 
suburbs.  

Community Focus Groups Feedback and Written Submissions 
·  The Issues Report provides no information about protecting key environmental 

assets.  Green spaces are an important quality of Frankston and one we mustn’t 
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ignore! Imperative that we protect the Green Wedges against inappropriate 
development. These spaces need to receive better recognition.  A strong need 
to reinforce a buffer zone through better connected open space networks.  

·  The Issues Report tends to be biased towards residential development.  What 
about Industrial/ Commercial? Document doesn’t refer to the users!  Needs to 
consider Industrial and Commercial Stakeholders. 

·  What about Rural Land? Need more priorities in this plan.  Developers keep 
creeping in.  Developers are planning by stealth and introducing incremental 
change so that they can have a way in. 

·  Guide development through the provision of infrastructure. 
·  Important to plan for people to work in Frankston to avoid people having to go 

elsewhere for employment – reduce impact on traffic congestion, public 
transport etc.  If more people worked closer to where they live, traffic would not 
be so bad. 

·  Decentralisation has folded back… 
·  Fewer head offices and major employers in Frankston. 
·  Community infrastructure – the services are there but they need more funding. 
·  The provision of public transport on Sundays is poor. 
·  There is plenty of public transport available but it’s poorly coordinated between 

different modes and routes.  Buses are empty most of the time. 
·  Need to progress work according to demographic trends – plan for the ageing 

population. 
·  Need improved social services in poorer areas. 
·  No mention of the relationship between infrastructure and land use. How can 

this be better included in the planning scheme?  Very important given the issues 
of climate change and water shortage. 

·  Delays in finalising the review of the Planning Scheme, introducing C24 and 
applying Catchment Management principles. 

·  Unlawful alterations to existing buildings are of concern. 
·  Could Frankston become a satellite city away from Melbourne? 
·  Demands on public transport will increase with population growth. 
·  Medical services will require expanding to cater for more people. 
·  Interest is expressed in the redevelopment of the old RSL Seaford building to 

become an art centre. 

Local and State Policies 

Council Officers & Related Departments Feedback 
·  Implementing the policies and delivering the outcomes are an issue.  There is a 

clash between the State guidelines and local applications. 
·  Most people don’t like the policy settings of the State and don’t understand why 

large lots are left alone while units on are built on smaller blocks. 
·  Residential controls are difficult for councils.  There is a lot of conflict due to lack 

of prescription. 
·  Too much uniformity with certain zones, Residential 1 Zone is the same in 

Mount Eliza as in Carlton. 
·  Simplify the system by supporting what is liked and prohibiting the undesirable. 
·  Councillors want a far more vibrant Municipal Strategic Statement; eg. The Glen 

Eira model, based in the context of leading the community on the planning 
portfolio and building with officers and State Government. 

·  The cumulative impact of Planning Permit applications in hot spots are not 
addressed in the Issues Report.  

·  Can the Planning Scheme address matters that cross municipal boundaries? 
·  The Planning Scheme should reflect the Triple Bottom Line (TBL) approach 

which considers environmental, social and economic sustainability equally. 
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·  There is a need for the Planning Scheme to consider existing social trends, 
including the ageing population in particular, and to plan for these. 

Frequent User Feedback 
·  Schedules to zones and overlays need to have stronger backing in the LPPF 

and MSS to be justifiable to developers. 
·  Local policies also need to have greater emphasise in the MSS.  
·  Goals and objectives needs developers support to be feasible and effective.  
·  More radical objectives should be implemented, current goals are too timid. 

Processes and Procedures 

Council Officers & Related Departments Feedback 
·  Staff shortages and a better office environment are of concern.  A better positive 

intervention and “grooming” procedure is needed when processing planning 
applications. 

·  Planning Officers do not have the necessary resources to fight against every 
application. 

·  Planning officers suffer a lot of community abuse for applying Planning Scheme 
controls objectively.  

·  There is a need for a shared understanding about the role of developer 
contributions through education.  

Community Focus Group Feedback and Written Submissions 
·  Currently not enough strategic thinking or integrity in the planning process. 
·  Implementation process is too slow. 
·  Existing controls are performance based, which some participants were 

unhappy about.  Controls could go too far the other way resulting in “model 
cities” which would be completely undesirable.  Councils can do streetscape 
studies that result in guidelines and developers will often happily comply with 
these. 

·  There is a need for better communication between the planning department and 
residents, as well as applicants. 

Frequent User Feedback 
·  Planning Officers are snowed under with work. 
·  Strategic planners need to be able to focus on ‘big picture’ planning issues. 
·  The planning application process is frustrating due to patchy communication and 

time delays.  There are too many lags and delays in every step.  Many 
developers appeal just so a decision is even reached. 

·  Too many part-time staff makes contacting planners almost impossible and 
frustrating. 

·  Decisions reached are fine, just needs to be sped up. 
 

Dealing with Climate Change 

Council Officers & Related Departments Feedback 
·  Climate change needed to be addressed at higher levels before being translated 

into Planning Scheme controls.  Most staff felt the Planning Scheme could be 
changed to implement environmentally sustainable design (ESD) principles.  It 
was noted that existing controls, such as the Special Buildings Overlay (SBO) 
that applied on some coastal land were already in place. 
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Community Focus Group Feedback and Written Submissions 
·  Sea level rises have implications for development and amenity, while there are 

less dramatic impacts on homes, gardens and open space. 
·  Encourage drought tolerant plants to assist the environment. 
·  What are the implications for low-lying areas and for development approvals? 
·  Would be good to address sea level change at policy level. 
·  Solar orientation in new development should be required. 
·  Energy efficiency should be given a higher priority then privacy in the design of 

new houses. 
·  Increasing fuel prices, demand for reduction in green house gases. 
·  What would happen if the population increased their use of bicycles?  Where or 

how would these be stored? 
·  Green reserves could be utilised for corporate carbon trading via revegetation 

programs. 

An Environmentally Sustainable City 

Council Officers & Related Departments Feedback 
·  There was concern amongst planners that practical implementation of broad 

based environmentally sustainable goals would be difficult.  Many planners felt 
the planning scheme would not be able to achieve the outcomes identified in the 
Issues Report. 

·  The role of smaller neighbourhood centres need to be better clarified.  
·  Greater control is required on sustainability in the built environment matters to 

enable Councillors to introduce higher local standards for environmentally 
sustainable design. 

·  There were many queries as to how ESD principles could be implemented 
through the Planning Scheme.  The need to somehow include ESD principles in 
all buildings has come to the forefront in recent years with varying levels of 
success.  

·  Initiatives raised included STEPS/SDS, providing incentives for certain 
measures including water re-use and building conditions into planning permits 
by consent. 

Community Focus Group Feedback and Written Submissions 
·  Extending good public transport to the suburbs would help. 
·  Additional requirements for stormwater collection, passive heating etc. should 

be introduced. 
·  Frankston should adopt higher standard efficiency requirements and market 

itself based on this.  Alternative view increases cost to struggling home buyers.  
·  The use of public transport should be encouraged. 
·  Market and resource requirements should be explored, with skills established for 

industry and business needs. 
·  Clean industries should be targeted. Is it outside the scope of Planning Scheme 

incentives? 
·  The size of blocks in the Carrum Industrial area tend to work against attracting 

large industry. 
·  Needs a clearer clarification of the term “sustainability” as it has such a vast 

meaning.  What is this in planning terms? Eg. energy consumption, housing, 
transport planning? 
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Achieving High Quality Urban Design 

Council Officers & Related Departments Feedback 
·  It was thought that the term “high quality urban design” was a subjective one, 

which needs to become more meaningfully embedded within the Planning 
Scheme. 

·  How should Council go about applying this?  Should there be design 
competitions, more architects on staff or improved guidelines?  It would be 
valuable to provide examples of how Council’s encouraged and supported high 
quality urban design.  Knox and Melbourne are mentioned in the Issues Report, 
however more detail of what they have done would be useful. 

·  There is a strong concern amongst planners that over the increasing loss of tree 
canopy across the municipality.  In particular, the loss of larger trees in new 
development, substituted with trees that would not grow to a similar size was 
thought to have a negative impact.  There was a suggestion that the 
implementation of the Neighbourhood Character Study would help to alleviate 
this problem.  However, some within the group disagreed with this point by 
suggesting the controls did not go far enough. 

·  Council believes the application of the Victoria Planning Provisions sometimes 
results in less than optimum design outcomes.  

·  There have been cases of residents gravelling nature strips due to inadequate 
visitor car parking.  

Community Focus Group Feedback and Written Submissions 
·  The emphasis of urban design is often on sustainability rather then aesthetics. 
·  There needs to be a shared vision of the character of Frankston that should be 

preserved and protected. 
·  There is concern over elements such as mobile phone infrastructure and 

billboards. 
·  Would like to reduce visual impact of roads and road widening. 
·  Should be linked to prescriptive policies to achieve basic design outcomes.  As 

Frankston is a lower socio economic area, performance outcomes may not be 
as successful. 

·  Vegetation in streetscapes is often inappropriate. 
·  Need green reserves within housing developments. 
·  Example of American plans with red lines in ‘no-go’ areas. Development can’t 

go ahead in these areas of natural open space. 
·  Very important to have open space. 
·  Open space shouldn’t necessarily be parkland. We need natural reserves. 
·  Linear parks in the eastern suburbs of Melbourne – but isn’t Frankston pretty 

good in terms of provision of open space? 
·  Too many unit developments, up to 4 dwellings on one lot, often two storey – 

not enough space for vegetation, landscaping, gardens.  Results in poor ESD as 
well as parking issues. 

·  Street tree policy needs to be reviewed.  

Neighbourhood Character and Housing 

Council Officers & Related Departments Feedback 
·  Participants noted the importance of Amendment C24 (the Neighbourhood 

Character Amendment) and the need for it to be implemented as soon as 
possible.  

·  Housing demand in Frankston may exceed supply from about 2011.  The 
Melbourne 2030 objective of reducing reliance on new subdivisions does not 
seem to be working in Sunbury. 
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·  Planning controls drafted by Council encouraged affordable housing in the 
Principle Activity Centre through building height bonus, however the State 
Government’s Priority Development Panel recommend against the use of 
incentives.  

·  Neighbourhood character and liveability is being compromised by the lack of 
clarity regarding neighbourhood character.  

·  There is a need to build on the Neighbourhood Character policy to push the 
boundary with the new “Making Local Policy Stronger” report. 

·  Development has disregarded existing streetscape, the environment and is 
creating 200m² lots.  

·  Due to the intensification of infill development, many find it too high and 
disorderly.  Development leaves the community in a mess because proper 
planning hasn’t been achieved, leaving residents with feelings of insecurity.  

·  Affordable and appropriate housing is an issue. Can developers be required to 
incorporate a percentage of affordable housing in developments? 

Community Focus Group Feedback and Written Submissions 
·  There were different views about what forms of residential development should 

be encouraged. 
·  There are already enough housing choices in Frankston. 
·  Concerns about random developments. 
·  Concerns about the impact of large scale redevelopment on large lots and 

repetitive design. 
·  Solar orientation should be required. 
·  There is quite a good housing demand in CAD, but development isn’t viable. 
·  Frankston needs affordable housing – sometimes the design of this is poor. 

Perhaps it is also poorly located.  
·  Poor quality of rental stock – often related to the maintenance of the property. 

How can this be controlled? 

Frankston 2025 and the Planning Scheme 

Council Officers & Related Departments Feedback 
·  There was concern that it would be difficult to practically implement Frankston 

2025 through the Planning Scheme, however there was general support for the 
vision and its goals.  

·  It is important to reflect Frankston 2025 into the Planning Scheme.  
·  There needs to be examples of how Council can achieve its goals through the 

Planning Scheme. 

Community Focus Group Feedback and Written Submissions 
·  Good quality urban design would achieve many of these objectives. 
·  Major concern was protection of canopy trees and a belief that the provision of 

larger lots will assist this. 
·  Discouraging cars in the Central Activities District should be a key objective. 

Frequent User Feedback 
·  Bulky goods definition should be clarified/ modified to ensure core retailing is 

retained in the Central Activities District. 
·  Spot rezoning tends to work against vision. 
·  Urban Design Guidelines for Central Activities District should be more detailed. 
·  How will the review implement the keys objectives? 
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Prescription vs. Performance? 

Council Officers & Related Departments Feedback 
·  Most of the discussion under this theme revolved around the adopted policies 

and codes that are used by the statutory planners in the assessment of 
applications.  It was felt that while these were very useful in determining 
applications, they held little weight in VCAT, particularly in terms of the 
prescriptive standards that they seek to apply.  Often Council officers would be 
forced to “back down” or negotiate with applicants who challenge such 
standards. 

·  There were general agreements that while prescriptive standards were easier to 
apply, they did not always equal good design.  The group agreed that a balance 
between prescriptive and performance would be the way forward, this would be 
in line with State Government directions. 

·  It is important to describe what “performance based” planning is.  It would be 
valuable to have examples of “performance based” planning.  Prescriptive 
planning can be challenging as well as there needs to be an agreement on 
where such prescription can apply.  

Community Focus Group Feedback and Written Submissions 
·  Need more prescription in planning controls. 
·  Prescription can help achieve a more innovation outcome by providing 

parameters. 
·  Prefer prescription, particularly in outer parts of Frankston City to increase 

certainty. 
·  Alternative views over whether or not prescription in CAD is desirable. 
·  Prescriptive based planning needs to have standards which deliver results. 
·  Need prescriptive controls to take pressure off councillors. 
·  The Planning Scheme should be slanted towards prescriptive wherever 

possible.  The rest will follow naturally. 

Educating the Community about Strategic Planning 

Council Officers & Related Departments Feedback 
·  Discussion under this theme generally revolved around community consultation.  

The group agreed that it would always be a challenge to educate and consult 
the community in strategic planning projects.  Council officers are aware that it is 
often the same groups or individuals who participate in consultation processes.  

Community Focus Group Feedback and Written Submissions 
·  A lot of people don’t know about planning, and those who do don’t care. 
·  The Scheme is too complex and too much to take in. 
·  Should be taught in schools. 
·  There is a need to employ strategic planners in Council rather than engage 

other professionals to do strategic planning projects. 

Educating the Community about Statutory Planning 

Council Officers & Related Departments Feedback 
·  Continued and improved education of the community in relation to statutory 

planning was supported by the group.  There was a point made that the 
community placed too much trust in real estate agents in terms of potential 
future uses and development of land.  It was felt that there needed to be a 
channel to provide sound, realistic advice to potential buyers and the 
development community. 
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·  There was some frustration in regard to the lack of community understanding in 
the Tribunal process.  The community needs to understand that there are 
certain things out of Council control.  

Community Focus Group Feedback and Written Submissions 
·  Controversy exists because the scheme isn’t clear enough.  
·  Where does the real problem exist?  Need to identify where the problem lies first 

(ie at what level of government?) in order to fix the issues.  
·  Scheme needs to be more inclusive.  Industrial and business uses are also 

important.  Need to include all stakeholders and get more people involved. 
·  The review should reflect the ‘community’s’ directions, not just councils. 
·  Council should consider educating ‘everyone’, not just ‘residents and 

developers’.  

Managing Change in Central Frankston 

Council Officers & Related Departments Feedback 
·  Staff were interested in major projects such as the Frankston CAD TAFE to Bay 

Structure Plan.  They suggested the interim controls and their implications for 
planning applications could be explained.  It was also noted that it was too early 
to determine the success of the outcomes of the Structure Plan. 

·  Are the Transit City designation and design controls strong enough to achieve 
objectives in the Frankston Central Activities District? 

·  Council is concerned about the impact of infill development, for example the loss 
of canopy trees through redevelopment and lack of space which has led to 
changes in the landscape character of some areas and greater leadership from 
the State Government is required.  

·  Council believes resistance to infill development in some areas is because 
development bears no resemblance to the expectations of local communities. 

·  More certainty is required to enable the identification of areas where infill 
development is consistent with regional housing strategies, neighbourhood 
character and amenity and other local policies.  Controls, aligned with policy, 
that direct housing growth into “no-go”, “slow-go” and “go-go” areas, are on the 
State Government’s agenda. 

Community Focus Group Feedback and Written Submissions 
·  Strongly agree with issue direction 
·  What exactly is a higher order activity?  This needs further explanation and 

definition. 
·  Shouldn’t focus on Frankston being a “Transit” City.  The word implies that 

people are moving through Frankston and not coming into the centre to stay. 
·  Need stronger objectives in the Structure Plan - We have already invested a lot 

of time and money in a Structure Plan that was just overruled by State 
Government. 

·  Agree that there is a need to build higher not out, to reduce sprawl. 
·  Agree that we need to locate all activities within the Central Activities District.  

No Bulky Goods on outskirts. Encourage these stores to move in closer.  
·  Need to continue Government and Business investment in the CAD.  Bring them 

back. 
·  Too much big box outer development occurring on the outskirts 
·  Keep the people in central Frankston. 
·  Tree and landscape review required to identify significant trees to be retained. 
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Improving City Pride – Gaming Issues in the City 

Council Officers & Related Departments Feedback 
·  The statutory planners present at the workshop particularly felt that gaming was 

not as much of a planning issue, in terms of amenity and building design.  Yet, 
there was general concern regarding the social impacts of additional pokies 
machines.  Although Frankston is still considered to be below the State 
Government limit on machines within the area, incremental change is still 
occurring.  

Community Focus Group Feedback and Written Submissions 
·  Do we even have the power to control this?  Who prepares the policy on 

gaming?  Do we have a say? 
·  Where will they relocate gaming? 
·  Not sure that there is currently a problem- surely there are more important 

issues? 
·  Generally against pokies in residential areas 

Non Residential Uses in Residential Areas 

Council Officers & Related Departments Feedback 
·  There was significant concern around this issue in terms of specific uses and 

their impact on the amenity of surrounding areas.  Medical services and child 
care centres where thought to provoke the bulk of community angst due to car 
parking. 

·  While applications for non residential uses are assessed against the Local 
Planning Policy on Non-Residential Uses, they are also assessed against 
adopted policies or codes which may not carry any weight at VCAT. 

·  The planners thought that there was also a general perception among the 
community that the allowance of one non-residential use could have a 
cumulative effect which would “open the floodgates” to other non-residential 
uses. 

·  It was also noted that there were some clusters of non-residential uses in 
residential areas. 

Impact of Road Infrastructure 

Council Officers & Related Departments Feedback 
·  Discussion over this issue revolved around the proposed Mornington Peninsula 

Freeway.  It was thought that whether or not this freeway goes ahead; there will 
still be barriers to pedestrian and local traffic movement across this corridor.  It 
was noted that the Mornington Peninsula Freeway is still in the EES stage, and 
that the lack of details regarding road engineering at this stage meant that the 
Council could not yet plan for pedestrian connections.  

Community Focus Group Feedback and Written Submissions 
·  Participants of the workshop were particularly interested in the proposed 

Frankston Bypass and the majority felt that whether or not it was a desirable 
outcome, it was necessary given the construction of East Link.  There was also 
interest in the decision of which route the Bypass would take. 
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Land Use and Built Form along Main Road Corridors 

Council Officers & Related Departments Feedback 
·  There is a lack of coordinated approach to addressing urban design along main 

roads.  The urban design of certain main roads including the Nepean Highway 
was highlighted as being significant for the Central Activities District.  

·  The Nepean Highway, particularly at the entrances to the Frankston CAD, 
needs to be emphasised as a place that needs attention.  There would be 
benefit in achieving high quality built form outcomes at the entrances to the 
CAD. 

Conflicts between Industry and Residential Activities 

Council Officers & Related Departments Feedback 
·  There was seen to be a greater level of conflict between peripheral retail and 

residential uses within the City. Developments within zones such as the B5Z 
were seen to cause problems particularly where their design failed to respect 
surrounding sensitive uses. 

·  Eastlink was seen to be giving rise to a substantial increase in the number or 
applications for industrial developments.  

Areas in Transition 

Council Officers & Related Departments Feedback 
·  The biggest issue for areas in transition was thought to be the need for new 

developments to contribute to open space.  Currently the Council asks for a 5 
per cent contribution however this is often open to negotiation. 

·  Open space in new subdivisions has, to date, been obtained through the Outline 
Development Plans (ODP) that are applied to these areas.  Theses areas are 
now largely complete, thus it was suggested that the ODP’s are less relevant 
than previously. 

Community Focus Group Feedback and Written Submissions 
·  At the Visitor’s Centre, people often comment on the vast improvement in 

liveability in Frankston and how much it has changed for the better. 
Development of the foreshore should continue in a controlled manner. 

New Subdivisions 

Community Focus Group Feedback and Written Submissions 
·  There was some discussion regarding the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) and 

new subdivisions that are happening within and outside the boundary.  It was 
felt by some that the UGB was not fixed and could be easily altered by the State 
government. 

 

 

 


