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VC148  

Please note that this report has been re-drafted following the 

gazettal of VC148.  However, at this stage of drafting, DELWP is 

yet to provide advice to Councils regarding how to prepare a 

Municipal Planning Strategy (MPS), and how existing local policies 

will be translated into the new Planning Policy Framework (PPF), 

though the format of both is included in the updated Ministerial 

Direction The Form and Content of Planning Schemes. 
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Introduction 

The implementation recommendations for the Macedon Ranges 

Landscape Assessment represent the fifth and final stage of the 

project, following inception, the determination and analysis of 

landscape character, the collection of community values, and the 

assessment and rating of the significance of the landscapes and 

views across the Shire. 

The focus for the implementation of the study is through the 

Macedon Ranges Planning Scheme.  Successful implementation of 

the proposed planning scheme policy and controls will legally bind 

the Council, the Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal 

(VCAT) and planning permit applicants to consider, protect and 

manage the significant landscapes and views that have been 

identified and documented. 

Project Stages 

As described, the implementation recommendations represent 

Stage 5 of the project, as highlighted below.  This report is the key 

output from Stage 5 and forms part of a suite of reports that 

comprise the overall Macedon Ranges Landscape Assessment.  

Stage 1 :  Inception 

Stage 2:  Landscape Character Assessment 

Output:  Landscape Character Types and Areas report 

Stage 3:  Identification of Community Values 

Output:  Community Values report (appended to Stage 4 report) 

Stage 4:  Landscape Significance Assessment 

Output:  Landscape Values & Significance report 

Stage 5:  Implementation Recommendations 

Output:  Implementation Recommendations report 

This Report 

This report includes the following sections: 

Part 1: Landscape Protection & Management sets out the proposed 

changes to the planning scheme, including changes to the Planning 

Policy Framework (PPF) consisting of state and regional policies, 

and the current Local Planning Policy Framework (LPPF), which is 

yet to be translated into the PPF, and zoning schedules.  It also 

outlines the proposed application of the Significant Landscape 

Overlay (SLO), and describes the rationale and approach to 

mapping the SLO and writing an SLO Schedule.  This section also 

includes relevant commentary on existing policy and controls 

relating to landscapes in the Macedon Ranges Planning Scheme. 

Appendix 1A:  Proposed SLO Schedules & Maps includes the draft 

SLO schedules and corresponding maps, together with detailed 

justification for the extent of all SLO boundaries and planning 

permit requirements. 

Appendix 1B:  Planning Panels Victoria Decisions includes a 

summary and analysis of recent and relevant Panel findings relating 

to the protection of significant landscapes. 
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Part 1:   
Landscape 
Protection & 
Management

View of the Upper Coliban Reservoir from the Spring Hill landscape area 
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Executive Summary 
 
The Macedon Ranges Landscape Assessment Study 2018 is proposed to 

be implemented through the Macedon Ranges Planning Scheme by: 

 

Supporting the inclusion of the Macedon Ranges Statement of Planning 

Policy (SPP) in the Planning Policy Framework at Clause 11.03-5 

‘Distinctive Areas and Landscapes’. 

 

Supporting the future re-drafting of Clause 21.05 of the Municipal 

Strategic Statement (MSS) ‘Environment and Landscape 

Values’ within a new Municipal Planning Strategy (MPS) at Clause 

2.0, to reflect the findings of the Landscape Assessment Study and the 

Biodiversity Strategy also underway.  (Suggested MPS content is 

provided.)  This should occur following the translation of the 

Macedon Ranges Planning Scheme into the new Planning Policy 

Framework (PPF), for which timing is yet to be determined. 

 

Supporting the future review of Clause 22.01 ‘Macedon Ranges and 

Surrounds’, to reflect the findings of the Landscape Assessment Study. 

 

Introducing a new local policy titled: ‘Protection of Significant 

Views from Road Corridors’ to apply to the ‘Newham Rises’ 

landscape area, bound by the Calder Freeway, Three Chain Road, 

Melbourne-Lancefield Road and Hamilton Road/Kilmore Road, as 

well as development within 100 metres of the following designated 

roads within the ‘Spring Hill and Reservoirs’ landscape area: 

 

• Springhill Road between Coliban Road and Kyneton-

Tretham Road 

• Kyneton-Springhill Road between Shepherds Hill Road 

and Harts Lane 

• Keegan Road between Lauriston Road and Lauriston 

Reservoir Road 

• Lauriston Reservoir Road between Keegan Road and 

Harts Lane 

• Shepherds Hill Road between Lauriston Road and 

Springhill Road 

Suggested content is provided for the new local policy, which will 

eventually form part of the PPF, and should be ‘nested’ under 

Clause 12. 

 

Including a requirement in the existing schedule to the Farming 

Zone that triggers a permit for a building within 100 metres of the 

aforementioned roads in the ‘Spring Hill and Reservoirs’ landscape 

area. 

 

Introducing an additional schedule to the Rural Conservation Zone 

(RCZ5) to apply to the areas currently zoned RCZ1 that are located 

between the Calder Freeway, Three Chain Road, Melbourne-

Lancefield Road and Hamilton Road/Kilmore Road. 

 

Including the following conservation values in RCZ5: 

 

• To protect the views available from road corridors throughout the 

area to the significant landscape features of the Macedon Ranges, 

Cobaw Ranges, Hanging Rock, and the Jim Jim. 

• To ensure that development in the foreground of identified 

significant views is sited and designed to minimise visual intrusion. 

In RCZ5, retaining the conservation values that are currently 

included in RCZ1, with some rationalisation to avoid repetition. 

 

Retaining RCZ2 (Cobaw bio link) but also including the 

conservation values proposed for RCZ5. 

 

Applying the Significant Landscape Overlay (SLO) to nineteen (19) 

separate landscape areas across the Shire, with six (6) new SLO 

schedules as follows: 

 

• SLO1 Macedon Ranges and Hanging Rock 

• SLO2 Lerderderg and Wombat Forests 

• SLO3 Cobaw Ranges 

• SLO4 McHarg Ranges and Granitic Uplands 

• SLO5 Mt William Ridge and Deep Creek 

• SLO6 Volcanic Cones and Rises 
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1 .  Planning Policy Framework 
 
A new Planning Policy Framework (PPF) has been introduced by 

Amendment VC148, which was gazetted on 31 July 2018.  

Amendment VC148 is part of the ‘Smart Planning’ initiative, which 

aims to simplify and modernise Victoria’s planning schemes. 

The PPF forms part of all of Victoria’s planning schemes and will 

eventually contain all planning policies, including state and regional 

policies, and local planning policies.  Thus far, Amendment VC148 

has only implemented the first stage of the PPF reforms, replacing 

the State Planning Policy Framework (SPPF).  In future, the PPF 

will (together with the new Municipal Planning Strategy, or MPS), 

also replace the Local Planning Policy Framework (LPPF). 

1 . 1  Clause 11 Settlement 

The new PPF uses themes as the basis for its structure, in a similar 

manner to the old SPPF.  However, new policy themes have been 

introduced to allow for the future integration of regional and local 

planning policies, and restructuring has occurred to make the 

thematic structure more logical. 

Under the old SPPF, Clause 11.05 of the Macedon Ranges Planning 

Scheme was titled ‘Planning for Distinctive Areas and Landscapes’, 

with Clause 11.05-2 relating to distinctive areas of state 

significance.  The objective of the clause was: 

To protect and enhance the valued attributes of the distinctive areas 

of the Bellarine Peninsula, Macedon Ranges, Mornington 

Peninsula and the Yarra Valley and Dandenong Ranges. 

Strategies to achieve this objective were to: 

• Recognise the significant geographic and physical features of these 

areas.  

• Protect the identified key values and activities of these areas.  

• Support use and development where it enhances the valued 

characteristics of these areas.  

• Recognise the important role these areas play in the state as tourist 

destinations.  

• Avoid use and development that could undermine the long-term 

natural or non-urban use of land in these areas.  

• Protect areas that are important for food production. 

With the introduction of the new PPF, this clause has been deleted.   

However, the new PPF structure allows for the future recognition 

of the Macedon Ranges Shire as a distinctive and significant area 

under Clause 11.03 Planning for Places, Sub-clause 11.03-5 

Distinctive Areas and Landscapes. 

1 .2 Clause 12 Environmental and 
Landscape Values 

Under the new PPF, Clause 12 of the Macedon Ranges Planning Scheme 

‘Environmental and Landscape Values’ remains, with Clause 12.05 

now relating to Significant Environments and Landscapes, and 

Clause 12.05-1S specifically to environmentally sensitive areas, with 

the following objective: 

To protect and conserve environmentally sensitive areas. 

And the strategy to: 

• Protect environmentally sensitive areas with significant recreational 

value such as the Dandenong and Macedon Ranges, the Upper 

Yarra Valley, Western Port and Port Phillip Bays and their 

foreshores, the Mornington Peninsula, the Yarra and Maribyrnong 

Rivers and the Merri Creek, the Grampians, the Gippsland 

Lakes and its foreshore, the coastal areas and their foreshores and 

the Alpine areas as well as nominated urban conservation areas, 

historic buildings and precincts from development which would 

diminish their environmental conservation or recreation values.  

Clause 12.05-2S relates specifically to landscapes and includes the 

following (slightly amended) objective.  Where the objective has 

been amended, it is underlined: 

To protect and enhance significant landscapes and open spaces that 

contribute to character, identity and sustainable environments.  

And (again, slightly amended) strategies to: 

• Ensure significant landscape areas such as forests, the bays and 

coastlines are protected. 

• Ensure development does not detract from the natural qualities of 

significant landscape areas.  

• 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.  

• Recognise the natural landscape for its aesthetic value and as a fully 

functioning system.  

• Ensure important natural features are protected and enhanced.  

1 .3 Macedon Ranges Statement of 
Planning Policy 

The Victorian State Government, Macedon Ranges Shire Council 

and Traditional Owners are currently working together to finalise 

the Macedon Ranges Statement of Planning Policy (SPP).  It is intended 

that the statement replace the Statement of Planning Policy No. 8 

(Macedon Ranges and Surrounds), which was introduced under the 

Town and Country Planning Act 1961, in 1975.   

The draft statement includes as its purpose: 
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… to ensure the state-significant landscapes and the environmental 

and cultural values of the Macedon Ranges are protected and 

enhanced for the benefit of current and future generations of 

residents and visitors to the region.  

And further: 

This statement acknowledges the policy area’s distinctive areas and 

landscapes. It recognises the importance of the landscape to regional 

communities and the regional identity. It recognises the community’s 

strong desire to preserve the rural character of the Macedon Ranges. 

It celebrates the inexorable links between Country and Aboriginal 

Victorians. It intends to increase our understanding and enjoyment 

of the special qualities that make the Macedon Ranges area 

significant for all Victorians.  

When finalised, it will be mandatory for all government agencies to 

consider it when making decisions or carrying out activities within 

the policy area.  The statement will be reviewed every 10 years. 

1 .3 Recommendations 

It is recommended that the new Macedon Ranges Statement of Planning 

Policy be translated into policy and embedded in the planning 

scheme at Clause 11.03-5 ‘Distinctive Areas and Landscapes’ when 

it is finalised. 
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2. Local Planning Policy 
Framework 
 

The importance of the Shire’s significant landscapes is 

acknowledged in the Local Planning Policy Framework, both in the 

Municipal Strategic Statement (MSS) and local policy 22.01. 

At this stage, this section of the Macedon Ranges Planning Scheme 

remains unchanged following the gazettal of VC148 and the 

introduction of the PPF.  In relation to local policies and the MSS 

(which will eventually be replaced with the Municipal Planning 

Strategy) Planning Advisory Note 71 (July 2018) states: 

…  (DELWP) will shortly provide further information (on) how 

existing LPPF content will be translated into the PPF, completing 

integration of all tiers of policy into a single PPF in each planning 

scheme.  DELWP will work closely with local councils on the 

future integration of local content into the PPF. 

And further: 

When a planning authority translates its LPPF into the new PPF, 

it will also be required to introduce a Municipal Planning Strategy 

(MPS) at Clause 02 of the planning scheme. The MPS supports 

but does not form part of the PPF. The PPF and MPS will work 

together to form the strategic basis of a planning scheme.   

The MPS will be a succinct expression of the overarching strategic 

policy directions of a municipality. It will provide for the planning 

scheme’s policy foundation, based on the municipality’s location and 

regional context, history, assets, strengths, key attributes and 

influences. Planning schemes already have similar clauses in the 

MSS, however the new concise format will ensure a more focused 

and direct message about a council’s planning aspirations.    

…  DELWP will shortly provide further information on 

preparing an MPS as part of the broader changes associated with 

the PPF.  DELWP will work closely with local councils on this 

process.   

It should be noted though, that the new basic structure of the MPS 

and the form and content of a local planning policy are included in 

the Ministerial Direction The Form and Content of Planning Schemes, 

which has been updated following the introduction of VC148.   

2.1 Municipal Strategic Statement 

Clause 21.05 (Environment and Landscape Values) of the Macedon 

Ranges Planning Scheme currently states: 

The Macedon Ranges and its surrounds are acknowledged as an 

area of both state and national environmental and conservation 

significance. The preservation and enhancement of its natural 

environment is fundamental to the Shire’s attractiveness as a 

residential living area and tourist destination.  

Clause 21.05-1 relates to biodiversity and native vegetation 

management, and Clause 21.05-2 covers significant environments 

and landscapes, and begins with the following overview: 

Macedon Ranges Shire has many and varied rural and township 

landscapes which are highly valued by residents and visitors. 

Important landscapes include the Macedon Ranges and the 

Cobaws, which are part of the Great Dividing Range. These 

provide topographic variety and relief, contrasted with deeply 

dissected river and creek valleys of the eastern volcanic plains. Open 

areas of rural land used for grazing and some cropping activities 

make up the remaining areas of the municipality. There are also 

sites of national, state, regional and local geological significance 

including volcanic cones and peaks such as Hanging Rock, Camels 

Hump, Golf Course Hill, Melbourne Hill and The Jim Jim that 

form dominant landscape features in the Shire. These landforms 

provide a valuable scientific, educational and aesthetic resource for 

the community.  

Landscape character within Macedon Ranges Shire is also defined 

by:  

 

• Heritage gardens with native vegetation, exotic species, 

hedgerows, managed plantations and pastoral qualities  

• Significant views and vistas from and to the undulating 

wooded hills, which also form major visual edges to the Shire  

• Distinctive settlements set within a rural environment.  

The key issues are outlined as follows: 

As a growing municipality on the fringe of Melbourne, these 

landscapes face many challenges and threats, which could have a 

detrimental effect on the Shire’s visual and landscape qualities. 

Competing demands on natural areas may also erode the significant 

landscapes; they include fire risk, nature conservation, recreation, 

vegetation protection and bushland living environments.  

The following seven objectives are outlined, each with a set of 

strategies for implementation: 

• To maintain and enhance the existing rural landscapes.  

• To maintain and enhance the open character of the plains area of 

the south east of the Shire.  

• To protect and enhance the farming character of the Agricultural 

Landscapes area identified in the Rural Framework Plan in 

Clause 21.03-3.  

• To maintain and enhance the ranges, major hills and ridges as 

significant visual backdrops to the Shire.  

• To protect and enhance sites of geological significance.  

• To protect the character of visually sensitive areas such as roadsides, 

rail corridors and water courses.  
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• To preserve significant exotic and native vegetation as a 

fundamental component of the Shire’s character and landscape.  

Further strategic work outlined in the clause is to undertake a 

landscape assessment study, including a review of the application of 

the SLO, which this study satisfies. 

2.2 Local policy  

Clause 22.01 of the Macedon Ranges Planning Scheme is a local 

policy titled ‘Macedon Ranges and surrounds’, and is a re-statement 

of Statement of Planning Policy No. 8 – Macedon Ranges and Surrounds as 

approved by the Victorian Government in 1975, and soon to be 

replaced by the Macedon Ranges Statement of Planning Policy. 

The policy applies to the policy area shown on the map in Clause 

22.01 and includes the following policy basis: 

The policy is directed primarily to the planning and management 

necessary for the conservation and utilisation of the policy area both 

as a water catchment for urban and local supply and as a location 

of State, metropolitan and local importance for leisure activities and 

nature conservation.  

And these policy statements, primarily relating to water resources, 

recreation, ecological conservation, subdivision and tourism: 

• Protection and utilisation of the resources of the policy area 

for water supply, tourism and recreation, and nature 

conservation must be the primary concern.  

• Where appropriate, due account must be given to the value 

of the area for forestry and agriculture.  

• All development in proclaimed water catchment areas and in 

elevated areas must be strictly limited and regulated to 

protect water quality, and maintain or enhance natural 

systems and landscape character.  

• Planning for recreation and leisure must be directed 

predominantly towards activities, which require natural or 

semi-natural surroundings and must be integrated with 

planning for water catchment management and nature 

conservation so as to minimise conflicts.  

• There must be no further subdivision for outward urban 

extension of the Mt. Macedon settlement or for extension 

generally northerly of the Macedon township.  

• Elsewhere in the policy area urban development must be 

provided for only in association with township areas and 

must be coordinated on a regional basis.  

• Development to be permitted in urban and rural areas must 

be planned to achieve harmony with the natural environment 

and to maintain both the generally rural character and high 

landscape values of the policy area.  

• All development of an urban character must be connected to 

or provided with, a high- grade system for the treatment and 

disposal of waste materials and effluents.  

• Planning and management of the resources of the policy area 

must take into account not only the interests of the 

Victorian community but also the needs and views of the 

local community.  

‘Major influencing factors’ outlined in the policy, relating to 

landscape include: 

• The outstanding quality and range of the natural resources 

of the policy area, having regard particularly to its close 

proximity to Melbourne and its special value and 

availability to the people of the northern and western sectors 

of the metropolis.  

• The distinctive character of the policy area deriving from its 

complex geological features of scientific and educational 

value.  

• The high quality of landscapes, both natural and man-made 

in the policy area.  

• The physical attractiveness of the policy area, which 

increasingly generates demand for residential development.  

Implementation consideration are also outlined in the policy, 

including the following relating specifically to ‘landscape’: 

• Preservation and enhancement of landscape by reservation or 

regulation of the use of land, paying particular attention to: 

• Landscape areas and vantage points of high quality; 

and, 

• Visual sequences along access routes.  

• The preservation of landforms and geological features of 

special scientific or educational value.  

• Formulation of suggested standards for the siting and 

appearance of buildings and other developments, particularly 

in recreation and tourist areas and areas of special landscape 

value, and provision for consultation thereon.  

 

2.3 Recommendations 

It is important that the findings of the study and its objectives in 

relation to landscape character and significance are set out in the 

new MPS when it is drafted. This will provide the strategic basis for 

policies and controls in other sections of the planning scheme.  
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It is therefore recommended that Clause 21.05 be reviewed and 

updated to reflect the findings of this study, with consideration of 

the Biodiversity Strategy currently underway.   

The new MPS will be included at Clause 02 of the Macedon Ranges 

Planning Scheme, and will have the following structure: 

• 02.01 Context 

• 02.02 Vision 

• 02.03 Strategic directions 

• 02.04 Strategic framework plan(s) 

Additional content for consideration when rationalising and re-

drafting the MPS, should include: 

• To protect and manage the significant landscapes of the 

Macedon Ranges Shire, including the following 

landscapes of state significance:  

• Macedon Ranges and Hanging Rock 

• Lerderderg Forest Wombat Forest 

And the following landscapes of regional significance: 

• Cobaw Ranges 

• McHarg Ranges and granitic uplands 

• Mt William Ridge and Deep Creek gully 

• Volcanic cones and rises (as a complex), including the 

following individual features: 

• The Jim Jim 

• Mt Bullengarook 

• Mt Gisborne 

• Mt Aitken 

• Golf Course Hill 

• To protect identified significant views and vistas, 

including the following views of state significance: 

•   Views from Camels Hump 

• Views from Hanging Rock  

And the following views of regional significance: 

• Views from the Major Mitchell Lookout 

• Views from the Mt Macedon Memorial Cross 

• Views from Mt Towrong  

• Views from Mt Gisborne 

• Views from Golf Course Hill 

• To manage the visual impact of development on the 

character and significance of the landscape.   

• To maintain the important contribution that significant 

landscapes and views make to the regional economy as 

tourism assets.   

• To maintain the positive contribution that productive 

agriculture and sustainable land management practices 

make to the character of the landscape.   

• To protect and increase remnant native vegetation 

coverage as an important landscape feature of the Shire. 

Additional strategic directions may also be considered (while being 

mindful to avoid duplication if these statements are included 

elsewhere): 

• Ensure that the design and external appearance of 

development complements the character of the 

surrounding landscape with consideration of form, 

construction materials, colours and finishes, and design 

detailing.   

• Ensure that development in the foreground of identified 

significant views, including within 100 metres of 

identified road corridors, is sited and designed to 

minimise visual intrusion (e.g. low building heights, 

minimal building footprints, appropriate colours and 

materials to the setting, and integration with vegetation).  

• Protect and rehabilitate significant stands of remnant 

native vegetation where they are integral to the character 

and significance of the landscape, and where practical. 

Particular consideration should be given to vegetation at 

roadsides, throughout paddocks, and adjacent to 

waterways, subject to farming requirements, fire 

protection and safety.  

It is recommended that the requirement for the local policy at 

Clause 22.01 also be reviewed, as it will be superseded and replaced 

by the Macedon Ranges Statement of Planning Policy (at Clause 11), once 

completed.  Further, Clause 22.01 does not reflect current best 

practice in relation to the purpose and content of local policies, 

including the following principles, outlined in Planning Practice Note 

8: 

ü An LPP should not repeat or contradict the State 

Planning Policy Framework (SPPF). 

ü An LPP should not repeat or contradict the MSS. 
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ü An LPP should not contain broad strategic 

objectives and strategies.  Policies that address 

broad level strategic planning issues should be 

included in the MSS rather than as an LPP. 

ü Use zones and overlays to deliver the policy 

objective where possible.  Where possible, the use 

of schedules to zones, overlays or particular 

provisions should be used instead of local policies 

to express local policy objectives. 

ü An LPP should be derived from an objective or 

strategy in the MSS.  An LPP guides the exercise of 

discretion under a planning scheme control to 

deliver an objective or strategy in the MSS. It is 

important that the broader objective or strategy 

that it is implementing is clear. 

ü An LPP should relate to a specific permit 

discretion. 

ü An LPP should assist the council to make a 

decision. 

ü An LPP should not repeat or contradict other 

LPPs.  (Some LPPs may compete and deciding 

between them is a normal function of the planning 

system.)  

ü An LPP should not repeat or contradict controls in 

a zone.  There is no need to repeat application 

requirements or decision guidelines that are set out 

in a zone and in the general decision guidelines in 

Clause 65. 

ü An LPP should not repeat or contradict controls in 

an overlay.  There is generally no need to have a 

separate policy that relates only to the 

implementation of an overlay.  

ü An LPP should be self-contained.  Policies should 

not rely on external documents or guidelines unless 

those documents are incorporated into the scheme. 

Incorporated documents should not contain 

unnecessary background or descriptive material.  

ü An LPP should not contain mandatory 

requirements. An LPP is a guideline about how 

discretion is likely to be decided and cannot 

prescribe mandatory requirements. A ‘mandatory’ 

requirement included in an LPP has no statutory 

weight. An LPP is not a control. If a mandatory 

requirement is appropriate it must be prescribed in 

schedules to zones, overlays and particular 

provisions. 

ü An LPP should be clear. A well written, clear and 

unambiguous LPP can reduce challenges at VCAT 

and make the whole decision process more 

transparent. 

The introduction of a new local policy ‘Protection of Significant 

Views from Road Corridors’ is recommended to provide specific 

guidance on development within the foreground of views and 

should adhere to the above principles, together with the new 

structure outlined in the Ministerial Direction The Form and Content 

of Planning Schemes.  Discussion regarding the requirement for such a 

policy and recommended policy guidelines are included in Section 4 

of this report. 
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3. Significant Landscape 
Overlay 
 
The Significant Landscape Overlay (SLO) is proposed to cover 

nineteen (19) separate landscape areas across the Shire, with six (6) 

new SLO schedules.  This includes the re-mapping and re-drafting 

of existing SLO areas and schedules. 

These SLO landscapes of state and regional significance are shown 

on the overview map on page 17.  (Note that the volcanic cones 

and rises have all been classified as ‘regional’ on the overview map, 

as they are considered one landscape or ‘grouping’.) 

The SLO is the most appropriate planning scheme tool for 

protecting and managing significant landscapes.  The purpose of 

the SLO is: 

• To identify significant landscapes.  

• To conserve and enhance the character of significant landscapes.   

The SLO requires a permit to construct a building or construct or 

carry out works, unless exempted (this does not apply to 

agricultural activities such as ploughing and fencing, unless 

specified); construct a fence (if specified); and remove, destroy or 

lop any vegetation (unless exempted).  As outlined, these 

requirements can be exempted and/or tailored to meet the specific 

objective of the overlay.   

An extensive list of additional exemptions relating to vegetation 

removal is outlined at clause 42.03-3, and includes vegetation 

removal related to emergency works, fire protection, mineral 

exploration and extraction, noxious weeds, the functioning of an 

existing railway, road safety, Traditional Owners acting under a 

specified agreement, and others. 

The decision guidelines outlined in the head clause (42.03-5) that 

the Council must consider have been slightly amended (underlined) 

post VC148 and are: 

• The Municipal Planning Strategy and the Planning Policy 

Framework. 

• The statement of the nature and key elements of the landscape and 

the landscape character objective (sic) contained in a schedule to this 

overlay.  

• The conservation and enhancement of the landscape values of the 

area.  

• The need to remove, destroy or lop vegetation to create a defendable 

space to reduce the risk of bushfire to life and property.  

• The impact of the proposed buildings and works on the landscape 

due to height, bulk, colour, general appearance or the need to 

remove vegetation.  

• The extent to which the buildings and works are designed to 

enhance or promote the landscape character objectives of the area.  

• The impact of buildings and works on significant views. 

• Any other matters specified in a schedule to this overlay. 

A number of landscapes of state or regional significance (and 

individual volcanic cones that are of local significance but of 

regional significance when considered as part of a ‘complex’ or 

grouping) are recommended for protection and management 

through the SLO as part of this study.   

The detailed determination and analysis of landscape character, 

together with the assessment of the relative significance of the 

landscapes, provides a sound strategic basis for these 

recommendations.  They are particularly appropriate in this Shire, 

where the community places high value on the visual values and 

other qualities of landscapes, and where existing planning controls 

require updating to reflect community expectations, and to achieve 

the desired outcomes. 

3.1 SLO Schedules 

An explanation of the content and approach to drafting the SLO 

schedules follows. 

Statement of nature and key elements of 

landscape 

This section of the draft schedules reads as a ‘statement of 

significance’ for the landscape areas. It describes the landscape, 

based on the contents of the character observations and 

significance assessments undertaken in previous stages. The 

statements are generally structured so that the first part establishes 

the level of significance and goes on to describe the visual values of 

the landscape. If an identified significant view or viewing location is 

located within the SLO curtilage, it is also described and its 

significance level noted. The final part of the statement describes 

the other cultural values associated with the landscape that support 

its designation as significant.   

Landscape character objective to be achieved 

Following VC148 and in accordance with the revised Ministerial 

Direction The Form and Content of Planning Schemes, a maximum of 

five objectives may now be inserted into the SLO schedule 

(previously only one).  These objectives must set out precisely what 

the SLO is to achieve. 

Permit requirement 

The permit requirements specified in the draft schedules are based 

on the sensitivity to change of the landscape, and potential threats 

to the significance of the landscape.  The exemptions are based on 

the requirements of the relevant zone, and local conditions and 

land uses, together with past experience in the drafting SLO 
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schedules, and their support by Planning Panels, Council and the 

community.  

VC148 has introduced VicSmart requirements to this section of the 

SLO schedule, including information requirements and decision 

guidelines relating to the construction of a fence and buildings and 

works associated with a dwelling including a carport, garage, 

pergola, verandah, deck, shed (or similar), and rainwater tank (now 

also subject to Clause 59.05 Buildings and Works in an Overlay); 

and to the removal, destruction or lopping of trees (now also 

subject to Clause 59.06 Remove, Destroy or Lop a Tree). 

Application requirements 
 

Following VC148 Clause 4.0 of the schedule to the SLO can now 

contain application requirements.  This is additional information 

that can be required to be submitted with a planning permit 

application, and should result in Council’s planners having all the 

information they require to make an informed decision.  Logically, 

the application requirements included in the draft schedules are 

derived from the decision guidelines set out in the final section of 

the schedule. 

Decision guidelines 
 

The decision guidelines in the draft schedules are in addition to 

those included at clause 42.03-5 and should not duplicate other 

guidance elsewhere in the planning scheme.  

The additional decision guidelines are pertinent to the local 

conditions of each landscape area and its significance, and aim to 

proactively protect landscape features of particularly high value, 

while supporting strong siting and design outcomes.  

SLO Practice Note 

Based on the methodology of this study, and its approach to 

drafting an SLO schedule and mapping its curtilage, it is 

recommended that DELWP prepare a Practice Note for Applying 

the Significant Landscape Overlay.  

 
3.2 Mapping the SLO  

The following considerations have been used to determine the 

most appropriate locations for the SLO boundaries.  For a full 

discussion of the rationale behind these conclusions, refer to 

Addendum 1A to this report Planning Panels Victoria Decisions. 

The SLO has been appl i ed  to  the  fu l l  extent  o f  the  s i gn i f i cant  

landscape  or  landscape  f ea ture .    

The existing SLO areas in the Macedon Ranges Planning Scheme 

are based on roads, cadastral boundaries and zoning. However, 

recent Panel findings have concluded that the overlay curtilage 

should be informed by the features of landscape significance, i.e. 

that which is fully described in the ‘statement of nature and key 

elements of landscape’ in the schedule, and informed by landscape 

characteristics such as topography, geology, vegetation coverage 

etc., rather than a cadastral base. 

The SLO has been appl i ed  to  s i gn i f i cant  landscapes  i r r e spec t iv e  

o f  land t enure .  

It is now widely accepted that the SLO should be applied to public 

land, in the interests of consistency and good management.  

Protecting and managing significant landscapes consistently across 

the State is important for completeness, and to inform a full 

comparative assessment and designation of significance across a 

region or study area.  It is also important to ensure appropriate 

landscape protection and management, because while National, 

State and Regional Parks are often subject to additional legislation 

and separate management plans, they can still experience high 

degrees of development pressure, where additional guidance such 

as that provided in an SLO schedule is of benefit to decision 

making. 

The SLO has been appl i ed  wi th cons iderat ion o f  the  ‘ s e t t ing ’  o f  
the  s i gn i f i cant  landscape  or  landscape  f ea ture .  

The setting (or appropriate buffer) of the significant feature, and its 

interface with the adjacent landscape must also be considered when 

applying the SLO.  ‘Setting’ is defined as: 

“The immediate and extended environment that is part of, or contributes to, its 

significance and distinctive character.” * 

The most appropriate setting distance has been the subject of some 

debate in recent Panel hearings, and varies depending on the 

characteristics of the significant landscape or landscape feature 

being protected.  The setting often occurs at the ‘transition point’ 

or area between significance and non-significance, and logically, the 

edge of the setting distance should also relate to the point at which 

the landscape feature becomes less visually dramatic and ceases to 

be visually significant. 

In previous studies such as the South West Victoria Landscape 

Assessment Study (2013), setting distances have been quantified with 

an assessment of height, width and distance relationships, together 

with the significance level of the landscape feature.  ‘Minor 

features’ (<5km wide) such as volcanic cones were given a setting, 

or buffer, of 1:5, or a 500m offset from the feature per 100m in 

height.  ‘Large features’ (>5km wide or state significant features of 

any size) were given a setting, or buffer, of 1:10, based on the 

principle that as the width of the feature increases, so does its 

visual dominance.   

This approach is considered appropriate in the flat to gently 

undulating Central Volcanic Plains landscapes of the Shire, where 

volcanic cones rise dramatically and are highly visible from long 

distances.  However, the blanket application of height to width 

ratios isn’t considered the best approach within the Uplands 

																																																								
* ICOMOS Xi’an Declaration on the Conservation of Settings, 2005  
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landscape character type, where patterns of viewing and the 

visibility of development are affected by rolling hills, mountain 

ranges and vegetation coverage.  Further, mapping based solely on 

these ratios would result in large areas of non-significant landscapes 

being covered by the SLO, a principle that has since not been 

supported by Planning panels. 

As a result, an individual approach to SLO mapping (and 

appropriate setting distances) has been taken with the significant 

landscapes of Macedon Ranges, and these are explained and 

justified in Addendum 1A of this report. 

A further  consideration  for  the  applicat ion of  the  SLO is  
‘v isibility’. 

The Panel Report for Amendment C217 (Greater Bendigo) 

concluded that for a landscape to be suitable for the application of 

the SLO it must be able to be seen, with the term ‘visible’ relating 

to established patterns of viewing from public areas.  Visual or 

aesthetic values are certainly the basis for determining the 

significance of landscapes in a study such as this and visibility and 

accessibility have informed both the methodology (including the 

criteria for the selection of the viewing locations) and the 

significance assessments.  Further, the way a landscape or 

landscape featured is viewed has partly determined the SLO extents 

and appropriate setting distances in each area.  That is not to say, 

however, that if a landscape is not easily viewed, it is considered 

less significant. 

Macedon Ranges Landscape Implementation 

In some cases ,  the  munic ipa l  boundary  must  in form the  lo ca t ion 

o f  the  SLO. 

Where the significant landscape occurs at the edge of the 

municipality or transcends the boundary, logically the SLO must 

follow the boundary of the LGA. 
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Proposed Significant Landscape 
Overlay Map  
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4. Protecting Views 
 
There are many different types of views, viewing locations and 

viewing experiences available across the Macedon Ranges Shire.  

Some are expansive vistas from well-known lookout points such as 

Camels Hump and Hanging Rock, and others are a sequence of 

views experienced from road or rail corridors, while traveling 

through the landscape.   

4.1 Issues 

For the purposes of this study, only the most significant views that 

feature a regionally or state significant landscape were assessed in 

detail, and in order to be assessed they had to meet a minimum of 

three selection considerations relating to the characteristics of the 

viewing location. 

In all cases, these viewing locations and the foreground of the 

significant views will be managed and protected through the 

application of the SLO.  This can be justified because the viewing 

locations are positioned within significant landscapes. 

However, other notable views towards significant landscape 

features from lesser-known locations, or road corridors, are more 

difficult to manage.  This is largely due to the following factors: 

• The foreground of a view is the most sensitive to change 

and development within this plane can affect the viewer’s 

experience and the significance of a view the most 

dramatically. 

• The foreground of many notable views in the study area 

occurs immediately adjacent to road corridors, on land 

that is not visually significant, and can not therefore be 

protected and managed with the SLO. 

• There are no specific ‘view protection and management’ 

provisions in the VPPs, and it has often been quoted in 

planning that “no one owns a view or the right to a 

view.” 

• It is, however, reasonable to expect that a highly valued 

view of a regionally or state significant landscape feature 

can be protected through the planning scheme, if it is 

underpinned by thorough strategic justification, and the 

proposed inclusions in the planning scheme are specific 

and provide practical guidance. 

The following options are available for the protection and 

management of other notable views. 

4.2 Options 

Farming Zone schedule 

The schedule to the Farming Zone can be utilised to require a 

permit for a building within a certain setback from a Road Zone 

Category 1, or any other road or boundary.  The standard setback 

in the head clause for a Road Zone Category 1 is 50 metres, and 

this has been increased to 100 metres in the schedule to the 

Farming Zone in the Macedon Ranges Planning Scheme.  The same 

schedule includes a setback distance of 40 metres from a Road 

Zone Category 2, 20 metres from any other road, and 5 metres 

from any other boundary.   

To reiterate, this setback distance could be increased to trigger a 

permit for a building within the foreground of a view, adjacent to a 

road corridor (or other boundary).  This provision was used in the 

implementation recommendations for the South West Victoria 

Landscape Assessment Study where a setback distance of 500 metres 

was proposed to trigger a planning permit for buildings adjacent to 

identified significant viewing corridors, where views of state 

significant landscape features were available. 

Once a planning permit is triggered, guidance on decision-making 

is still required, however.   

Rural Conservation Zone & schedule 

The purpose of the Rural Conservation Zone includes: 

• To conserve the values specified in a schedule to this zone.  

• To protect and enhance the natural environment and natural 

processes for their historic, archaeological and scientific interest, 

landscape, faunal habitat and cultural values.  

• To encourage development and use of land which is consistent with 

sustainable land management and land capability practices, and 

which takes into account the conservation values and environmental 

sensitivity of the locality.  

• To provide for agricultural use consistent with the conservation of 

environmental and landscape values of the area.  

• To conserve and enhance the cultural significance and character of 

open rural and scenic non urban landscapes.  

While a schedule to the Rural Conservation Zone cannot vary 

setback distances in the same way a schedule to the Farming Zone 

can, or trigger a permit for building works (various) under a floor 

area of 100 square metres∗, a maximum of five ‘conservation 

values’ can be included in a schedule and tailored to a specific issue 

and/or location.   

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
∗Despite this being clearly stated in the head clause (Cl. 35.06-5) i.e. “Any 
area specified must be more than 100 square metres”, areas less than 100 
square metres are included in RCZ1, RCZ2, RCZ3 (20sqm) and RCZ4 
(3sqm) in the Macedon Ranges Planning Scheme.  These dimensions are also 
included in the incorrect column.	
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There are currently four schedules to the Rural Conservation Zone 
in the Macedon Ranges Planning Scheme: 
 

• RCZ1 applies to large areas of the Shire, including the 

rural land surrounding the Macedon Ranges and the 

Wombat and Lerderderg forests.  Its conservation values 

are far reaching, and include protecting the ‘forest 

mosaic’; ensuring that development does not 

compromise water quality; protecting biodiversity; 

protecting landscape values, and achieving sustainable 

agriculture. 

• RCZ2 is more specific and is related to the creation of a 

bio link between Macedon and the Cobaw Ranges.  Its 

conservation values relate to adding to the existing 

remnant native vegetation in the bio link area; protecting 

the character and landscape; and achieving sustainable 

agricultural practice. 

• RCZ3 is also specific in its application and relates to the 

water supply catchments of Merrimu and Rosslynne in 

the southern areas of the Shire.  Conservation values are 

to protect water quality; protect the character and 

landscape of the area, and to achieve sustainable 

agriculture. 

• RCZ4 relates to the land immediately adjacent to 

Jacksons Creek and includes one conservation value to 

protect the character and landscape of the Gisborne 

Escarpment. 

The Rural Conservation Zone is therefore well suited to the 

protection of views, and the inclusion of this intent in the 

‘conservation values’ section of the schedule.  However, decision 

guidelines need to be accommodated elsewhere, and this is possible 

through the application of a local policy. 

4.3 Recommendations 

The most highly valued and notable views that did not meet the 

selection criteria and have therefore not been afforded a state or 

regional significance rating, are those that occur from the road 

corridors that dissect the ‘Newham Rises’ landscape area between 

the Macedon and Cobaw Ranges, and from the roads between 

Gisborne and Riddells Creek looking north.  The overall character 

of these landscapes is also highly valued by the community for its 

patchwork of agricultural paddocks interspersed with remnant 

native vegetation, with the backdrops or focal points of significant 

landscape features such as the Macedon Ranges, Hanging Rock, the 

Jim Jim and the Cobaw Ranges.   

It is therefore recommended that these sequences of views are 

protected and managed via: 

• The introduction of an additional schedule to the Rural 

Conservation Zone (RCZ5) to apply to the areas 

currently zoned RCZ1 that are located between the 

Calder Freeway, Three Chain Road, Melbourne-

Lancefield Road and Hamilton Road/Kilmore Road. 

• RCZ5 should include the conservation values: 

• To protect the views available from road corridors 

throughout the area to the significant landscape features of 

the Macedon Ranges, Cobaw Ranges, Hanging Rock and 

the Jim Jim. 

• To ensure that development in the foreground of identified 

significant views is sited and designed to minimise visual 

intrusion. 

• RCZ5 should also include the conservation values that 

are currently included in RCZ1, with some rationalisation 

to avoid repetition. 

• RCZ2 should be retained, but should also include the 

conservation values proposed for RCZ5. 

• A new local policy titled ‘protection of significant views 

from road corridors’ should also be included in the 

LPPF with a specific focus on the appropriate siting and 

design of development in the foreground of views. The 

policy should be clear and unambiguous, and should aid 

decision-making. 

• The local policy should apply to all land zoned RCZ2 

and RCZ5. 

An additional highly scenic area with notable views is the ‘Spring 

Hill’ landscape area.  Of particular note and most valued by the 

community are the views from road corridors located generally at 

high points, over the rolling landscape towards the reservoirs.   

While the landscape within these corridors is not considered to be 

of regional or state significance and does not warrant application of 

the SLO, the views towards the reservoirs afforded from these 

corridors require protection and management.  It is therefore 

recommended that these sequence of views are managed via: 

• The introduction of a requirement in the existing 

schedule to the Farming Zone that triggers a permit for a 

building within 100 metres of the following roads: 

• Springhill Road between Coliban Road and Kyneton-

Tretham Road 

• Kyneton-Springhill Road between Shepherds Hill Road and 

Harts Lane 

• Keegan Road between Lauriston Road and Lauriston 

Reservoir Road 
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• Lauriston Reservoir Road between Keegan Road and Harts 

Lane 

• Shepherds Hill Road between Lauriston Road and 

Springhill Road 

• In addition, the new local policy ‘Protection of 

Significant Views from Road Corridors’ should apply to 

development that requires a permit within 100 metres of 

the stated roads. 

VC148 and the revised Ministerial Direction on The Form and 

Content of Planning Schemes outlines the following structure for 

new local policies that will eventually form part of the PPF: 

• (Policy title) 

• Policy application 

• Objectives 

• Strategies 

• Policy guidelines 

• Policy documents 

• (Policy map title) 

The new local policy should therefore contain the following policy 

objectives: 

• To protect the views available from road corridors throughout the 

area to the significant landscape features of the Macedon Ranges, 

Cobaw Ranges, Hanging Rock, the Jim Jim and the Lauriston 

and Coliban Reservoirs. 

• To ensure that development in the foreground of views to significant 

landscape features is sited and designed to minimise visual 

intrusion. 

And policy guidelines: 

Whether the proposed development is: 

• Set back a sufficient distance from the road corridor so that 

out-views to significant landscape features are not blocked. 

• Sited to avoid visually prominent locations such as 

ridgelines, hill faces and volcanic rises. 

• Set within established vegetation or screened with 

landscaping using appropriate native species. 

• Designed to follow the contours and natural form of the 

landscape. 

• An appropriate scale and height to minimise its visual 

impact, including relative to the surrounding tree canopy 

height. 

• Designed using simple, pared-back building forms and 

design detailing. 

• Finished with colours and materials that best immerse the 

building within the landscape and minimise contrast with 

the surrounds. 

• Designed utilising materials and finishes that minimise 

distant visibility. 

Council should also consider the inclusion of this study as a policy 

document. 
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Appendix 1A:   
Draft SLO 
Schedules & Maps

Black Hill Reserve 
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Proposed SLO1 Macedon Ranges 
& Hanging Rock 
 

• Landscape Areas 1.4 Macedon Ranges and 1.5 Newham 

Rises 

• Existing SLO?  Yes, SLO1 Mountain Ranges and 

Features 

The following considerations have been used to determine the 

most appropriate boundaries for SLO1 Macedon Ranges & 

Hanging Rock: 

• Proposed SLO1 is not too dissimilar to the existing 

SLO1 in this area. 

• The boundaries of the proposed SLO have been revised 

to include the full extent of the significant landscape 

itself, and to more closely follow the break of slope 

(occurring where the contours are closer together, 

depicting a steeper slope, edge, or break from the 

surrounding landscape).   

• The SLO boundary has been extended north to include 

the full extent of Hanging Rock and other rises that 

contribute to the setting of Mt Macedon in this area.   

• The contour elevations map on p. 23 illustrates that the 

proposed SLO has been determined by the extent of the 

range (and foothills) and its elevation above sea level, 

including steeper land between 400m and 600m, and all 

land above 600m. 

• Tree cover has also influenced the extents of the SLO, 

especially at its southern edge. 

• Views of the significant landscape, and how it is viewed 

from road corridors outside the area have also informed 

the proposed SLO boundaries.  These include long range 

vistas of the forested slopes in all directions, and views 

of the landscape from main road corridors such as 

Hamilton Road and Kilmore Road to the south, 

Rochford Road, the Calder Freeway and Melbourne-

Lancefield Road. 

• Proposed SLO1 has been overlaid on the cadastral map  

(p. 24) and the zoning map (p. 25) for further clarity 

regarding its location and implications.  The zoning map 

shows that the majority of the proposed SLO remains 

Rural Conservation zoned land, together with public land 

zoned Public Conservation and Resource.  There are 

now also some small areas of Rural Living and Low 

Density Residential zoned land on the fringe of Riddells 

Creek that are included within the SLO boundaries. 

The following matters have been taken into account when drafting 

the SLO schedule permit requirements: 

 

• The majority of the proposed SLO area is already 

covered by SLO1, and there are no buildings or works 

exemptions specified in the current schedule.  However, 

it is not specified that a permit is required for agricultural 

activities (e.g. ploughing and fencing) or to construct a 

fence. 

• It is considered reasonable to retain the permit 

requirements as they are in the RCZ and PCRZ areas of 

the overlay, with the exception of fencing (other than 

agricultural fencing in the RCZ). 

• Given that this landscape is of state significance, it is also 

considered reasonable to extend these permit 

requirements to the small areas of Rural Living and Low 

Density Residential zoned land on the fringe of Riddells 

Creek.  These areas are tucked into the foothills of the 

range, in and around the Sandy Creek gully and adjacent 

to the heavily vegetated T Hill Nature Conservation 

Reserve and the Conglomerate Gully Forest Reserve. 

• Development within these areas has the potential to 

visually impact on the significance of the Macedon 

Ranges landscape. 

Addendum:  Following the public exhibition of the draft 

SLO maps and schedules in October/November 2018 

and February/March 2019, and in response to 

submissions received, the boundary of SLO1 was revised 

(reduced) slightly northwards to take in less of the 

Riddells Creek township.  The amended SLO boundary 

better reflects the break of slope and the consistent tree 

coverage at this southern edge. 

It should also be noted that this study did not include a 

detailed assessment of the cultural heritage significance 

of the exotic gardens of Mount Macedon.  However, the 

separately prepared Macedon Ranges Heritage Study (draft 14 

March 2019) did identify the SLO as the most 

appropriate tool for protecting and enhancing the 

historically significant private gardens that form part of 

the character and cultural heritage of Mount Macedon.  

The heritage study noted seven places that should be 

identified specifically, but this is not considered to be an 

exhaustive list as approximately 40 gardens were 

identified in the former Macedon Ranges Heritage Study 

(1994).  The proposed SLO1 includes reference to the 

historic gardens throughout, including the requirement 

for a conservation management plan, but it is 

recommended that further work be undertaken to fully 

identify the history, values and significance of each 

individual garden. 
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Proposed SLO1 Macedon Ranges 
& Hanging Rock  
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Proposed SLO1 Macedon Ranges 
& Hanging Rock 
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Proposed SLO1 Macedon Ranges 
& Hanging Rock 
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Proposed SLO2 Wombat & 
Lerderderg Forests 
 

• Landscape Area 1.1 Wombat and Lerderderg Forests 

• Existing SLO?  Yes, SLO1 Mountain Ranges and 

Features (only part of the landscape) 

The following considerations have been used to determine the 

most appropriate boundaries for SLO2 Wombat & Lerderderg 

Forests: 

• Proposed SLO2 over the Lerderderg State Park is not 

dissimilar to the existing SLO1 in this area.  However, 

the boundary has been extended northwards to take in 

the full extent of vegetation cover, and includes Hobbs 

Road, a significant viewing corridor, which is located on 

the north-eastern edge of the State Park.  Refer to the 

tree cover map on p. 27. 

• Elsewhere, the edges of the proposed SLO in the 

Lerderderg area have been revised slightly to reflect the 

actual extents of the significant landscape i.e. influenced 

by topography (refer to the contour elevations map on p. 

28), including the break of slope designating the 

escarpment to the east of Bullengarook, and vegetation 

cover. 

• Proposed SLO2 at the western edge of the Wombat 

State Forest around Trentham East has been receded to 

take in less of the landscape than the current SLO1 in 

this location.  The proposed SLO better reflects the 

extents of significance and tree coverage, and is located 

to the west of the Campaspe River, with an appropriate 

buffer to the waterway. 

• Elsewhere, the proposed SLO2 in the Wombat area has 

been extended significantly eastwards to take in the 

majority of the Wombat State Forest (public land zoned 

Public Conservation and Resource – refer to the zoning 

map on p. 30) and reflects the vegetation cover and the 

significance of the heavily forested landscape.  At its 

north-eastern edge, the proposed overlay boundary is 

located to the north of Gisborne Creek with an 

appropriate buffer and does not include the Macedon 

Plantation. 

• Overall, proposed SLO2 also takes in Rural 

Conservation zoned land at the State Forest and State 

Park interfaces, where the vegetation ‘spills out’ onto 

private land.  These forest fringe areas are considered 

important to the future character and significance of the 

landscape as they are most susceptible to change and 

have the potential to impact how the forest is viewed 

from road corridors, and elsewhere in the southern area 

of the Shire. 

• Aerial photography has been utilised extensively in 

mapping proposed SLO2 to determine the extent of 

vegetation coverage. 

The following matters have been taken into account when drafting 

the SLO schedule permit requirements: 

 

• The majority of the privately owned land in the proposed 

SLO area is already covered by SLO1, and there are no 

buildings or works exemptions specified in the current 

schedule.  However, it is not specified that a permit is 

required for agricultural activities (e.g. ploughing and 

fencing) or to construct a fence. 

• It is considered reasonable to retain the permit 

requirements as they are in the RCZ and PCRZ areas of 

the overlay, with the exception of fencing (other than 

agricultural fencing in the RCZ). 

• It is also considered reasonable to extend these permit 

requirements to the additional areas of RCZ and PCRZ 

land.   

• The privately owned parcels of RCZ land are located on 

the fringes of the Wombat State Forest and development 

at these visible ‘edge’ locations has the potential to 

visually impact the landscape significance of this 

regionally important landscape area. 

Addendum:  Following the public exhibition of the draft 

SLO maps and schedules in October/November 2018 

and February/March 2019, and in response to 

submissions received, the boundary of SLO2 was 

reviewed at its point of interface with cleared land and 

the forest edges, as well as topography.  The boundary 

has been revised (reduced) to more closely follow 

existing vegetation (made possible by more up to date 

aerial photography) and topography/break of slope.  The 

amended SLO boundary now includes all elevated and 

steeper land, and is more consistent with vegetation 

coverage at the forest edges. 
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Proposed SLO2 Wombat & 
Lerderderg Forests  
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Proposed SLO2 Wombat & 
Lerderderg Forests  
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Proposed SLO2 Wombat & 
Lerderderg Forests  
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Proposed SLO2 Wombat & 
Lerderderg Forests  
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Proposed SLO3 Cobaw Ranges 
 

• Landscape Area 1.6 Cobaw Ranges 

• Existing SLO?  Yes, SLO1 Mountain Ranges and 

Features 

The following considerations have been used to determine the 

most appropriate boundaries for SLO3 Cobaw Ranges: 

• Proposed SLO3 is also not dissimilar to the existing 

SLO1 located over the Cobaw Ranges, but has been 

extended northwards to take in the full topographic 

extent of the ranges and tree cover, and also now 

includes the south west tip of the range.    

• The contour elevations map on p. 32 illustrates that the 

SLO extents are based on the break of slope, where the 

range is most discernible from the surrounding 

landscape, and includes all land above approximately 

500m.  

• Tree canopy cover was another consideration in mapping 

the edges of the proposed SLO3, and this influenced 

particularly the eastern end of its southern edge, as 

illustrated by the tree cover map on p. 33.  Current aerial 

photography provided further detail regarding tree 

coverage. 

• The northern boundary of the proposed SLO3 was the 

most difficult to define as the question had to be asked:  

‘Where does the Cobaw Ranges landscape stop, and the 

granitic uplands landscape begin?’  While both 

landscapes are within the Uplands Landscape Type, these 

areas differ in character and significance, and it is most 

appropriate to have two separate SLO schedules.  The 

northern boundary of the proposed SLO has therefore 

been based on tree cover (the most distinguishing feature 

between the landscapes), and a just discernible divide 

between the contours, where Martins Road travels 

through the landscape. 

• Views towards the heavily forested range have also been 

considered when mapping the proposed SLO.  These 

include long range views across the Newham Rises 

landscape area, and the experience of viewing the 

landscape from main road corridors, especially Three 

Chain Road, which travels adjacent to the southern 

boundary of the significant landscape. 

• The zoning map on p. 35 shows that the proposed 

overlay still includes Rural Conservation zoned land and 

the Public Conservation and Resource zoned public land, 

and the extended areas now take in Farming zoned land 

to the north and in the south west corner of the SLO. 

The following matters have been taken into account when drafting 

the SLO schedule permit requirements: 

 

• The majority of the proposed SLO area is already 

covered by SLO1, and there are no buildings or works 

exemptions specified in the current schedule.  However, 

it is not specified that a permit is required for agricultural 

activities (e.g. ploughing and fencing) or to construct a 

fence. 

• It is considered reasonable to retain the permit 

requirements as they are in the RCZ and PCRZ areas of 

the overlay, with the exception of fencing (other than 

agricultural fencing). 

• The key areas for consideration within this overlay are 

the additions to the SLO zoned Farming. 

• A permit is currently required for buildings or works 

associated with Section 2 uses in these areas.  A permit is 

also required to extend an existing agricultural building 

by more than 80sqm (specified in the FZ1 schedule, 

though it is specified in the head clause that this 

dimension must be more than 200sqm). 

• A permit is also currently required for a dwelling 

extension or an out-building associated with a dwelling 

over 100sqm. 

• The SLO will not prohibit development in the landscape; 

its purpose is to more closely assess and guide the siting 

and design of proposed buildings or works. 

• Allowing the construction of farming structures up to a 

certain size without a permit was considered in the 

Farming Zone.  However, the additional land covered by 

this SLO is relatively steep, mostly above 500m in 

elevation and therefore highly visible.   

• On balance, it is considered that the closer scrutiny of all 

structures in this unique and highly visible area of 

regionally significant landscape is reasonable. 

Addendum:  Following the public exhibition of the draft 

SLO maps and schedules in October/November 2018 

and February/March 2019, and in response to 

submissions received, the boundary of SLO3 was 

reviewed at its point of interface with faming land to the 

north of Lancefield.  The boundary has been revised 

(reduced) northwards to take in all land at, and above, 

500m.  The revised SLO3 boundary better reflects the 

break of slope and includes all elevated and steeper land, 

as well as more consistent vegetation coverage at this 

southern edge. 
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Proposed SLO3 Cobaw Ranges 
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Proposed SLO3 Cobaw Ranges 
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Proposed SLO3 Cobaw Ranges 
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Proposed SLO3 Cobaw Ranges 
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Proposed SLO4 McHarg Ranges 
and Granitic Uplands  
 

• Landscape Area 1.7 Granitic Hills 

• Existing SLO?  Yes, SLO1 Mountain Ranges and 

Features (only over Black Hill Reserve and granitic 

outcrops either side of Baynton Road, east of Kyneton.) 

The following considerations have been used to determine the 

most appropriate boundaries for SLO4 McHarg Ranges and 

Granitic Uplands: 

• Proposed SLO4 is largely a new overlay area, with the 

exception of the Langley Bushland Reserve (aka Black 

Hill Reserve) and the Baynton Road granitic outcrops 

(just east of Kyneton) at the western edge of the overlay 

area.   

• The entire Langley Bushland Reserve has been retained 

within the proposed overlay, despite it being cadastral 

based, as the whole reserve is considered part of the 

setting and significance of Black Hill.  The proposed 

SLO has been retracted slightly at the Baynton Road 

granitic outcrops, based on topography and significance 

extent. 

• Overall, the boundaries of proposed SLO4 are based on 

the topographic character of the significant landscape 

features within this area – the full extent of the McHarg 

Ranges (within the Shire), the granitic hills around 

Baynton East and the landscape feature of the Three 

Sisters.   

• Views towards the McHarg Ranges and granitic hills 

have also been considered when determining the most 

appropriate SLO boundaries, particularly those views 

from Sidonia Road, which skirts the southern edge of the 

landscape feature. 

• The McHarg aureole is relatively low topographically 

(within the Shire) at around 400m to 500m above sea 

level (refer to the contour elevations map on p. 37). The 

SLO boundaries are therefore based on the break of 

slope (where the steepest part of the range contrasts with 

the surrounding landscape) and the prevalence of granitic 

boulders.   

• The granitic hills around Baynton East have been 

included in the proposed SLO4, and not those around 

Sidonia, as the landscape is more exemplary in this 

location i.e. the ‘best of its type’ within the Macedon 

Ranges Shire.  This is due to the elevation, steeper and 

more visually dramatic hills, and a greater prevalence of 

granitic outcrops and boulders. 

• The zoning map on p. 39 shows the majority of the 

proposed overlay area is zoned Farming, with some 

Rural Living zoned land on the fringe of Kyneton also 

included (and within the existing SLO1). 

The following matters have been taken into account when drafting 

the SLO schedule permit requirements: 

 

• The Rural Living areas on the outskirts of Kyneton and 

the Farming zoned land around Black Hill Reserve are 

already included in SLO1, and there are no buildings or 

works exemptions specified in the current schedule.  

However, it is not specified that a permit is required for 

agricultural activities (e.g. ploughing and fencing) or to 

construct a fence. 

• The key areas for consideration within this overlay are 

zoned Farming. 

• A permit is currently required for buildings or works 

associated with Section 2 uses in these areas.  A permit is 

also required to extend an existing agricultural building 

by more than 80sqm (specified in the FZ1 schedule, 

though it is specified in the head clause that this 

dimension must be more than 200sqm). 

• A permit is also currently required for a dwelling 

extension or an out-building associated with a dwelling 

over 100sqm. 

• The SLO will not prohibit development in the landscape; 

its purpose is to more closely assess and guide the siting 

and design of proposed buildings or works. 

• It is considered reasonable in a landscape of regional 

significance that structures up to a certain size that 

support the purpose of the zone (i.e. farming and 

agriculture) are allowed to be constructed without a 

permit, and that large structures require closer 

assessment. 

• However, the above exemptions should only apply in the 

less visible areas of the landscape i.e. not on ridge tops or 

hill slopes of a specified height and/or gradient. 
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Proposed SLO4 McHarg Ranges 
and Granitic Uplands  
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Proposed SLO4 McHarg Ranges 
and Granitic Uplands  
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Proposed SLO4 McHarg Ranges 
and Granitic Uplands  
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Proposed SLO5 Mt William Ridge 
and Deep Creek  

• Landscape Area 1.8 Mt William Ridge and Deep Creek  

• Existing SLO?  No 

The following considerations have been used to determine the 

most appropriate boundaries for SLO5 Mt William Ridge & Deep 

Creek: 

• Proposed SLO5 is an entirely new overlay area, which 

has been mapped based on the nature and full extent of 

the significant landscape.  That is, the full ridgeline and 

escarpments either side of Deep Creek, together with the 

extension of the Mt William ridge to the south, where it 

merges with the Chintin Hills, and again meets Deep 

Creek. 

• Views towards the Mt William Ridge from main road 

corridors and the adjacent volcanic plain (including from 

the townships of Lancefield and Romsey) have also been 

considered. 

• The contour elevation map on p. 41 shows that the 

overlay boundaries have been determined by the break of 

slope, which is very pronounced around Mt William in 

the northern part of the significant landscape area, and 

on the eastern side of the range.  The western boundary 

has been determined again by the topography, and the 

landscape feature of Deep Creek.  All land that forms 

part of the ridgeline above 500m has been included. 

• Further east, while picturesque, the landscape does not 

warrant inclusion in the SLO.  It is less visually dramatic 

and is removed physically and visually from the most 

significant landscape feature in this proposed SLO – Mt 

William itself. 

• The zoning map on p. 43 illustrates that the majority of 

the proposed SLO5 is zoned Farming, with some Rural 

Living zoned parcels at the edges of Lancefield and 

Romsey also in the SLO. 

The following matters have been taken into account when drafting 

the SLO schedule permit requirements: 

 

• The majority of areas for consideration within this 

overlay are zoned Farming. 

• A permit is currently required for buildings or works 

associated with Section 2 uses in these areas.  A permit is 

also required to extend an existing agricultural building 

by more than 80sqm (specified in the FZ1 schedule, 

though it is specified in the head clause that this 

dimension must be more than 200sqm). 

• With the FZ a permit is also currently required for a 

dwelling extension or an out-building associated with a 

dwelling over 100sqm. 

• The SLO will not prohibit development in the landscape; 

its purpose is to more closely assess and guide the siting 

and design of proposed buildings or works. 

• It is considered reasonable in a landscape of regional 

significance that structures up to a certain size that 

support the purpose of the zone (i.e. farming and 

agriculture) are allowed to be constructed without a 

permit, and that large structures require closer 

assessment. 

• However, as with proposed SLO4, the above exemptions 

should only apply in the less visible areas of the 

landscape i.e. not on escarpments, ridge tops or hill 

slopes of a specified height and/or gradient. 

• It is also considered appropriate that development within 

the small pockets of Rural Living zoned land should 

require a permit as these areas are hilly and highly visible, 

being dissected by Lancefield-Kilmore Road. 

Addendum:  Following the public exhibition of the draft 

SLO maps and schedules in October/November 2018 

and February/March 2019, and in response to 

submissions received, the boundary of SLO5 was 

reviewed at its south-eastern edge around the Chintin 

Hills.  The boundary was revised westwards (reduced) to 

take in only the most visually dramatic parts of the 

landscape associated with the Mt William Ridge and 

Deep Creek.  On balance it was considered difficult to 

justify the inclusion of land further east, without 

incorporating all similar land extending to the municipal 

boundary.  The revised SLO5 boundary better reflects 

the break of slope of the ridge and its foothills at this 

point. 
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Proposed SLO5 Mt William Ridge 
and Deep Creek  
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Proposed SLO5 Mt William Ridge 
and Deep Creek  
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Proposed SLO5 Mt William Ridge 
and Deep Creek  
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Proposed SLO6 Volcanic Cones & 
Rises 
 

• This ‘landscape of significance’ is a collection of 

landscape features comprising individual volcanic cones 

and rises that occur throughout the study area, primarily 

within the Central Volcanic Plains Landscape Character 

Type.  

• All (with the exception of Mt Bullengarook and Little 

Bullengarook) are covered by an existing SLO, but 

without effective mapping or schedule content. 

The following considerations have been used to determine the 

most appropriate boundaries for SLO6 Volcanic Cones & Rises: 

The Jim Jim  

• The proposed SLO boundaries have been only slightly 

expanded from the existing SLO. 

• The complex character of the surrounding undulating 

landscape and its capacity to absorb development has 

been considered, together with the location of the Jim 

Jim between two dominant mountain ranges.   

• The contour elevations map on p. 49 illustrates that the 

full extent of the landscape feature is proposed to be 

included, with the boundaries occurring at the break of 

slope, including all land above 600m, and steeper land 

above 500m. 

• How the feature is viewed from adjacent road corridors 

i.e. Dons Road and Three Chain Road has also 

influenced the proposed SLO boundaries. 

• The zoning map on p. 55 shows that the SLO still only 

covers Rural Conservation zoned land. 

Mt Bullengarook & Little Bullengarook  

• These cones sit in a visually complex landscape on the 

Bullengarook lava flow, at the edge of another proposed 

SLO area (Lerderderg State Park).   

• While the cones sit adjacent to the heavily forested 

Lerderderg, they display very different (i.e. volcanic rise) 

characteristics, and have been logically grouped with the 

volcanic cones and rises complex. 

• The contour elevations maps on p. 47 shows that the full 

topographic extent of the cones has been included in the 

SLO, with the boundaries at the break of slope, and 

abutting the proposed SLO2 on their eastern and south 

eastern sides. 

• The visibility of the cones from Bacchus Marsh Road has 

also been taken into account when mapping the 

proposed SLO boundaries. 

Mt Gisborne 

• The volcanic cone of Mt Gisborne is experienced more 

through topography than visual prominence, and this 

also relates to the fact that it has been largely developed 

and sits immediately adjacent to the township i.e. its 

edges or break of slope are less discernable on the 

ground. 

• The character of Mt Gisborne changes at approximately 

600m above sea level, which also coincides with a change 

in zoning to Rural Living on its northern side (refer to 

the zoning map on p. 53, and more spacious blocks and 

vegetation.   

• The SLO has therefore been expanded to include the full 

extent of its upper reaches (from approximately 600m), 

which is the most visually prominent part of the volcanic 

rise from outside the significance area, and also forms 

the foreground of significant views available from atop 

the cone.  Refer to the contour elevations map on p. 47. 

Mt Aitken 

• The proposed SLO boundaries have been expanded 

beyond just the Public Park and Recreation Zoned land 

at the apex of the cone. 

• Mt Aitken is a visually prominent cone, sitting adjacent 

to the Calder Freeway, in an otherwise flat and open 

landscape.  Development and changes in the landscape 

in this area have the potential to be (and are) visually 

impactful. 

• It is therefore considered appropriate to apply a setting 

distance to Mt Aitken and extend the proposed SLO 

beyond the break of slope.  In this instance it is 

considered that the land immediately adjacent to the 

cone contributes to, and is part of, the significance of the 

landscape. 

• A 1:5 ratio (as developed in the South West Victoria 

Landscape Assessment Study and applied in similar 

Landscape Types) has therefore been applied.  The cone 

has a height of 70m from its base to its apex, which has 

resulted in an SLO radius distance of 350m from its 

central base.  This rationale brings the proposed SLO to 

the edge of the Calder Freeway, which is considered 

ideal, as this is the location from which it is most viewed 

and visible. 

• The zoning map on p. 53 illustrates that the proposed 

SLO is to cover largely Rural Living zoned land. 
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Golf Course Hill and surrounds, 
Woodend  

• The majority of this volcanic rise is already covered by 

the SLO, but it has been re-mapped to take in the full 

extent of the volcanic cone and its significance.   

• As illustrated on the contour elevations map on p. 49, 

the new SLO is proposed to be located at the break of 

slope on the southern and eastern sides of the cone, 

coinciding with the Avenue of Honour, which bends 

around the cone to the east. 

• The rural setting of the volcanic rise to the north is 

considered contributory to the significance of Golf 

Course Hill and has been retained within the SLO 

boundaries. 

• As illustrated by the zoning map on p. 55 the proposed 

SLO takes in additional blocks of land zoned Rural 

Conservation to the south, together with Public Use 

(PUZ8) and Public Park and Recreation zoned land. 

Melbourne Hill , Lancefield  

• The proposed SLO is not too dissimilar in size to the 

existing SLO, but has been shifted to cover the actual 

landscape feature.  

• Melbourne Hill is a locally iconic and highly visible cone 

due to its location within a relatively flat, volcanic plain 

landscape and adjacent to the Melbourne-Lancefield 

Road.   

• The 1:5 ratio has therefore been applied to determine the 

new SLO boundaries as its setting is considered integral 

to its significance, as well as being visually susceptible to 

change.   

• As illustrated on the contour elevation map on p. 48, the 

proposed SLO has been extended to take in the break of 

slope plus a buffer or setting (50m high = 250m radius), 

and terminates at Melbourne-Lancefield Road, which is 

considered highly appropriate. 

• The zoning map on p. 54 show that the proposed SLO 

still applies to Rural Living zoned land at the edge of 

Lancefield. 

Rochford Road cone, Lancefield  

• The existing SLO has been revised to better reflect the 

location and extents of the landscape feature. 

• The Rochford Road cone is also located within a flat 

landscape, making the volcanic rise visible from long 

distances, and any development nearby or adjacent, 

highly impactful. 

• The 1:5 ratio has therefore been applied to the re-

mapping of this SLO, and because the landscape 

immediately adjacent to the break of slope is considered 

contributory to its significance.   

• The contour elevations map on p. 48 illustrates that the 

proposed SLO takes in the full extent of the landscape 

feature including an appropriate setting (50m high = 

250m radius). 

• The zoning map on p. 54 illustrates that the proposed 

new SLO applied to Farming zoned land. 

Joyces Road cone, Monegeetta  

• Again, the existing SLO boundaries have been revised to 

reflect the location and significance of the volcanic rise. 

• The Joyces Road cone, like the Bullengarook cones, sits 

adjacent to another significant landscape of differing 

character, the Mt William Ridge and Deep Creek SLO 

area.  The cone however, reads as a separate volcanic rise 

in the landscape, and has therefore been included as part 

of the complex of cones.   

• The Joyces Road cone is located in a flat volcanic 

landscape and is highly visible from long distances, 

including Romsey Road to the north.  Given the 

character of the landscape and the inability of this 

Landscape Type to absorb change, the 1:5 ratio 

methodology has also been applied to this cone. 

• The contour elevations map on p. 48 illustrates that the 

new SLO takes in the break of slope plus the setting of 

the volcanic rise (70m high = 350m radius), and 

terminates at its eastern edge where it abuts the adjacent 

proposed SLO5. 

• The revised SLO applies to Farming zoned land as 

illustrated by the zoning map on p. 54. 

Woodend North cone  

• The existing SLO does not capture the location or 

extents of the landscape feature and has been revised 

accordingly. 

• The Woodend North cone is highly visible from the 

Calder Freeway and is also located in a landscape that 

affords long-range views.   

• The 1:5 ratio methodology has therefore been applied to 

the re-mapping of this proposed SLO and is illustrated 

on the contour elevations map on p. 49.  The SLO 

boundaries take in the entire volcanic rise, including all 
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land above the break of slope and its setting, adjacent 

(40m high = 200m radius).   

• In this instance, the Calder Freeway provides a ‘break’ in 

the landscape, with land to its east not considered part of 

the significant landscape. 

• The zoning map on p. 55 illustrates that only Farming 

zoned land is covered by the SLO. 

Magnet Hill ,  New Gisborne 

• Magnet Hill has been largely developed, and its break of 

slope visually ‘blurred’.  Due to surrounding 

development and the varying topography, it is not highly 

visible in the landscape.  It does however remain a local 

landmark. 

• The proposed SLO has therefore been mapped to more 

accurately cover the extents of the volcanic rise, taking in 

all land above the break of slope as illustrated in the 

contour elevations map on p. 47. 

• The zoning map on p. 53 shows that the proposed new 

SLO takes in Rural Living zoned land. 

The following matters have been taken into account when drafting 

the SLO schedule permit requirements: 

• All of the proposed SLO areas are currently covered, or 

partially covered, by either SLO1 or SLO2 (except, little 

Bullengarook and technically, Mt Bullengarook). 

• There are no buildings or works exemptions specified in 

the current schedule.  However, it is not specified that a 

permit is required for agricultural activities (e.g. 

ploughing and fencing) or to construct a fence. 

• It is considered reasonable to retain the permit 

requirements as they are in the revised SLO areas, with 

the exception of fencing (other than agricultural fencing), 

for the following reasons: 

• The volcanic cones and rises are unique visual 

landscape features that occur across the Shire. 

• Many of the cones and rises are highly visible as 

they are located in flat, open landscapes where they 

can be seen from long distances. 

• A number of the cones and rises are located 

adjacent to main roads, making them visible to 

more people, and in many cases, iconic local 

landmarks. 

• Development on the side slopes or atop volcanic 

cones has the potential to detract enormously from 

their landscape character and significance. 
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Proposed SLO6 Volcanic Cones & 
Rises 
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Proposed SLO6 Volcanic Cones & 
Rises 
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Proposed SLO6 Volcanic Cones & 
Rises 
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Proposed SLO6 Volcanic Cones & 
Rises 
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Proposed SLO6 Volcanic Cones & 
Rises 
 
 
  



Macedon Ranges Landscape Implementation    52 

	

Proposed SLO6 Volcanic Cones & 
Rises 
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Proposed SLO6 Volcanic Cones & 
Rises 
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Proposed SLO6 Volcanic Cones & 
Rises 
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Proposed SLO6 Volcanic Cones & 
Rises 
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Appendix 1B:   
Planning Panels 
Victoria Decisions

Looking across Deep Creek to the southern foothills of the Mt William Range  
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Planning Panels Decisions 
 
Two recent Panel Reports contain useful observations and 

information regarding the application of the SLO to significant 

landscapes and the most appropriate methods for determining SLO 

boundaries.  These findings provide insights into what will be 

supported at Panel, and the level of justification required for a 

successful planning scheme amendment process. 

Greater Bendigo Amendment C217 

What was proposed? 

Amendment C217 proposed to include two new schedules to the 

Significant Landscape Overlay in the Bendigo Planning Scheme:  

• SLO3 Big Hill Significant Landscape Area   

• SLO4 Mandurang Valley Significant Landscape Area  

SLO3 was proposed to cover an area of privately owned, Farming 

zoned land, including (part of) the long crested ridgeline, southern 

slopes and foreground of Big Hill, extending all the way to the 

Calder Highway and Calder Alternate Highway.    

SLO4 was proposed to cover a number of parcels of land zoned 

Rural Living or Low Density Residential in the Mandurang Valley 

to the south east of Bendigo.  These groups of privately owned lots 

were located generally at the interface with/or directly adjacent to 

the Box-Ironbark forest landscape of the Greater Bendigo National 

Park and the Bendigo Regional Park.   

Key findings 

The Panel Report for Amendment C217 was handed down on 1 

April 2016.  The Panel recommended deferral of the proposed 

amendment, pending further work.  In particular, it was noted that 

the areas proposed to be covered by the SLO should be “more 

carefully and logically defined so that land is not unnecessarily included.” 

Specifically, it was stated that the review should:  

a) “include significant landscape areas zoned Rural Conservation 

Zone and Public Conservation and Resource Zone...   

b) ... use landscape features to determine the overlay curtilage...   

c) ... include the ridgeline and escarpment at Big Hill and 

 substantially reduce the application to the remainder of the site at 

 Ravenswood Run...   

d) ... provide a logical boundary around the Box Ironbark forest and 

 interface properties.” †   

These four key findings are discussed in more detail below. 

Appli ca t ion o f  the  SLO to publ i c  land & al l  zones   

It is now widely accepted that the application of the SLO should 

consider public land, in the interests of consistency and good 

management. In agreeing with this viewpoint, the Panel drew 

attention to Planning Practice Note 2, Public Land Zones, which 

states:  

“In deciding whether to apply an overlay to land, the public land zones should 

be treated in the same manner as other zones...” ‡  

Preceding this Panel Report, a number of others have referenced 

the appropriateness of applying the SLO to public land.  It is also 

the author’s opinion that any assessment of landscape character 

and significance, and subsequent decisions on the application of 

overlays, should be undertaken irrespective of land tenure.  This is 

																																																								
† Planning Panels Victoria, Panel Report:  Greater Bendigo Planning Scheme Amendment C217 – Significant 

Landscape Overlays, 1 April 2016, p. 3 
‡ Planning Practice Note 2, Public Land Zones, June 2015  

	

important for completeness, and to inform a full comparative 

assessment and designation of significance across a region or study 

area.  

It is also important to ensure appropriate landscape protection and 

management, as evidenced in some State managed parks that have 

been impacted negatively by the installation of infrastructure such 

as powerlines, or by timber plantations. 

While National and Regional Parks are often subject to additional 

legislation (e.g. National Parks Act and Crown Land Reserves Act) and 

separate management plans, they still experience varying degrees of 

development pressure, namely for tourism and other infrastructure.  

Using landscape  f ea tures  to  de t ermine over lay  boundar i e s   

In relation to determining suitable boundaries for the SLO, the 

Panel concluded that the overlay curtilage should be informed by 

features of landscape significance and visibility.  

The Panel disagreed with the approach taken by Council in this 

case i.e. the use of roads, cadastral boundaries and zoning to 

determine the proposed curtilage of the SLO areas.  It stated 

instead, that landscape features should drive this decision:  

“Given that a landscape unit is determined by geographic or natural features 

rather than constructed features or mapping logistics, it seems reasonable... that 

natural features be used as the basis of determining logical boundaries for a 

Significant Landscape Overlay.” §   

This is also the author’s opinion and is reinforced by other Panel 

findings on SLO locations.  The Greater Geelong C177, East 

Gippsland C68 and South Gippsland C45 all reference the 

																																																								
§ Planning Panels Victoria, Panel Report: Greater Bendigo Planning Scheme Amendment C217 – Significant 

Landscape Overlays, 1 April 2016, p. 45  
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importance of relating overlay boundaries to views of significant 

landscapes, topography and landscape ‘visibility’ from public areas.  

In relation to visibility, the Panel concluded that “for a landscape to be 

deemed suitable for the application of the (SLO), that it first must be 

determined as a significant landscape, and that secondly, it must predominantly 

be able to be seen.” ** 

Further, the Panel agreed with the interpretation of the term 

‘visible’ as outlined in the report for South Gippsland C45, where it 

was taken to mean “established patterns of public viewing from roads, 

townships and recreational locations across the study area.” †† 

Aesthetic or visual values are certainly the basis for determining the 

significance of landscapes in landscape assessment studies.  The 

author does however agree with Council’s position put to the Panel 

Hearing that if a landscape is not easily viewed, it is not considered 

less significant as a result.  

Extent  o f  SLO boundar ie s  

In relation to the proposed SLO3 to the Big Hill area, the Panel 

found merit in the argument presented (by the owners of part of 

the proposed SLO area) that the landscape assessment did not 

adequately justify the application of the overlay.  This was 

particularly in relation to the ‘foreground’ of Big Hill, between the 

escarpment itself and the Calder Highway/Calder Alternate 

Highway, which was found to be of questionable landscape 

significance and not highly visible, due to undulating topography 

and roadside vegetation.  

In relation to the broader proposed overlay area, it was also 

concluded that the proposed curtilage had been determined in a 

non-preferred manner by cadastral boundaries, and excluded areas 

of Rural Conservation zoned land.  

																																																								
** Ibid. 
†† Ibid. p. 44 

In relation to the proposed SLO4 to the Mandurang Valley area, 

the Panel found that there were inconsistencies in its application. 

In particular, some areas were excluded as they are subject to 

overlay controls (e.g. HO and ESO), but others were included 

despite these overlays being in place.  

It was also concluded by Panel Members that the most visually 

prominent component of this landscape is the Box-Ironbark forest 

itself, including the National and Regional Parks, and the forest 

interface areas where remnant vegetation has been protected.  This 

indicates that the extent of vegetation coverage, together with the 

or the designation of the area as a Regional or National Park (i.e. 

the public land) should inform the SLO boundaries. 

 

Southern Grampians Amendment C36 

What was proposed? 

Amendment C36 to the Southern Grampians Planning Scheme 

proposed to alter and make permanent an interim SLO map and 

schedule (SLO6) that applied to Harmans Valley, near Hamilton.  

The geologically and visually significant landscape is a lava flow 

that resulted from the eruption of nearby Mt Napier.   

Panel findings 

The Panel Report was handed down on 16 April 2018 and 

recommended that the amendment be adopted as exhibited, 

subject to some minor mapping changes.  The Panel found that the 

Harmans Valley lava flow is of state significance that warrants 

permanent planning scheme protection and management.  The two 

key issues that were debated during the Panel hearing and are of 

most relevance to this study are: 

a) the extent of the SLO boundaries and whether a 50m 

buffer was an appropriate setting distance; and, 

b) whether the contents of the SLO schedule were too 

onerous and should be removed or relaxed.   

These issues are discussed further below. 

Extent  o f  SLO boundar ie s  & 50m buf f e r  

Following consideration of evidence and some 75 submissions, the 

Panel found that the interim SLO6 was applied over too broad a 

distance, including farmland that was unconnected to the lava flow 

and not significant.  The boundaries were based on cadastral land 

parcels, and not on the extent of the significant landscape feature 

itself. 

The Council in fact addressed this mapping issue before the Panel 

hearing and proposed that the SLO cover only the lava flow area, 

plus a 50m buffer.  Council utilised the following 

methodology/principles in determining the boundaries of the 

proposed permanent SLO6: 

• Visual observations, mapping and aerial photography. 

• The nature of the landscape feature itself, and its physical 

characteristics. 

• Contours (used to define the valley floor). 

• A setting (or appropriate buffer) of “50m from the landscape 

feature(s), and its interface with the landscape beyond…” ‡‡ 

The rationale for the 50m buffer area, was to “provide a margin of 

error to account for mapping tolerances and that it would assist in protecting the 

landscape setting within which the lava flow sits.” §§ 

In addition, Council advised that Crown land was not included in 

the SLO6 on the advice of DELWP.  However, the exclusion of 

																																																								
‡‡	Planning Panels Victoria, Panel Report:  Southern Grampians Planning Scheme Amendment C36, 16 April 
2018, p. 20	
§§ Ibid. p. 15-16 
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public land from and SLO area is not consistent with current best 

practice, or the findings of other recent Panel hearings including 

Amendment C217.   

In relation to the 50m buffer, the Panel found that the ‘setting’ of 

the lava flow is important and is needed so that the landscape can 

be interpreted and seen clearly.  It also concluded that the buffer 

did indeed account for a margin of error, “but more importantly 

contributes to protecting the visual setting, allowing not just the lava flow to be 

seen as a whole but also protecting the valley walls that frame the flow…” *** 

Moreover: 

“While the Panel agrees that the choice of 50 metres for the buffer is somewhat 

arbitrary, it is satisfied that this distance is a reasonable response to the 

characteristics of the valley and will adequately reveal the lava flow in its 

topographic setting…  On balance, the Panel supports the SLO6 applying to a 

50 metre buffer around the lava flow.” ††† 

Contents  o f  SLO schedule  

A point of debate during the Panel hearing was whether the SLO6 

adequately controlled ‘earthworks’.  In its report, the Panel re-

stated the SLO head clause (42.03): 

A permit is required to: 

• Construct a building or construct or carry out works. This does not 

apply: 

- If a schedule to this overlay specifically states that a permit is not 

required. 

- To the conduct of agricultural activities including ploughing and 

fencing (but not the construction of dams) unless a specific 

requirement for that activity is specified in a schedule to this overlay.  

																																																								
*** Ibid, p. 18 
††† Ibid. 

And also the definition of ‘works’ as defined in the Act: 

“… any change to the natural or existing condition or topography 

of land including the removal, destruction or lopping of trees and the 

removal of vegetation or topsoil.” ‡‡‡ 

And concluded that all ‘works’ other than those explicitly 

exempted in the schedule require a permit.  The Panel 

also counselled Council against including an additional 

(double-up) clause in the proposed SLO6 for 

clarification regarding earthworks, stating that: 

 

• “The head clause establishes that a permit is required 

for buildings and works, and only enables the schedule 

to require permits for a specified ‘agricultural  activity’.  

• Local content in the schedule should not duplicate 

provisions in the head  clause.” §§§ 

Regarding fencing, which does not require a permit 

unless stated in the schedule, the Panel concluded that: 

 

• “The requirement to obtain a permit for the removal or 

destruction of dry stone walls is appropriate.  

• New fences should require a permit, including post and 

wire fences where they would damage the lava flow or 

associated geological features or structures.” ****  

And regarding access tracks, which need to be explicitly 

excluded from requiring a permit in the schedule, as they 

are considered ‘works’, Panel found that: 

 

																																																								
‡‡‡ Ibid. p. 24 
§§§ Ibid. p. 25 
**** Ibid. p. 27 

• “New access tracks should require a permit where they 

change the topography or damage or require 

modification to the lava flow or associated geological 

features or structures.” ††††	 
A further recommendation of Panel was that: 

 

• “Southern Grampians Shire and the Department of 

Environment, Land, Water and Planning consider the 

joint production of a permit application guide or kit for 

the area within the Significant Landscape Overlay 

Schedule 6. The purposes of the guide or kit might 

include a ‘plain English’ explanation of the key 

provisions and an outline of the type of information 

that should accompany different types of permit 

applications.” ‡‡‡‡ 

 

 

																																																								
†††† Ibid.  p. 28 
‡‡‡‡ Ibid.  p. 30 


