
 

Minister for Planning 

 
 
 
18 December 2015 
 
 
 
Dear Minister, 
 
 
 
Re: Plan Melbourne Refresh feedback – Significant Impact on the Greenfield Industry 
 

I write to you with further comments on the Plan Melbourne Refresh which, due to the rigidity of the 
online submission process, there was no opportunity to include in our primary submission. 

The Property Council congratulates the Government on their efforts to include sustainability in the 
long term strategy for Melbourne. We believe that it is fundamental to planning for our future and 
we look forward to working with you further on developing a detailed sustainability strategy to 
achieve Plan Melbourne’s objectives. 

We do however have serious concerns about some of the proposed changes to sections which 
deal with planning Melbourne’s future housing. Our main concern relates to the Government’s 
intention to provide disincentives to the provision of housing in the growth areas.  We are 
particularly concerned with the combined or cumulative impact of the policy mix.  As a whole, the 
draft policies read as being strongly opposed to good, well designed greenfield urban 
development.  Melbourne risks losing the current enviable and competitive position of its greenfield 
land market, sending investment interstate. 

Currently, approximately 50 per cent of Melbourne’s housing stock is being provided in the 
greenfield areas.  They offer the most affordable and attractive option to the many thousands of 
families who want to live in a detached home with a backyard.  Victoria’s housing affordability is 
maintained, in no small part, due to the sustainable and competitive scale of the greenfield industry 
at present. As a result, Victoria’s competitive advantage should be jealously guarded and not 
regulated away. 

By implementing policies such as those proposed in the Plan Melbourne Refresh discussion paper, 
and in the Advisory Committee report, the Government would be putting this at risk. 

 

 



The combined operation of the following flagged policy initiatives will firstly constrain, then degrade 
and finally significantly diminish Melbourne’s greenfield development industry: 

• Locking down the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB).  The UGB (when instituted) was 
articulated by the then Labor Government both as a ‘fixed’ boundary in sensitive parts of 
Melbourne and as a ‘land release management tool’ in the designated growth corridors.  It 
was never intended that the UGB be fixed, permanently. 
 
The industry can support the concept of a ‘locked’ or ‘fixed’ UGB in visually or 
environmentally sensitive areas – and there is and will continue to be broad community 
support for such a concept.  Areas that could be locked down include the Peninsula, the 
Yarra Valley and the Dandenong Ranges.  However, land with long term urban potential 
needs to be protected and managed as a precious resource, not locked away.  If legislated 
or regulated land scarcity is introduced into the planning policy mix, the market will likely 
respond by increasing englobo land prices, more sharply as greenfield land supply 
diminishes. 
 
Such an outcome is at odds with the Government’s strong policy objectives to boost 
housing affordability for all Victorians.  It is also unrealistic and unnecessary.  Melbourne 
has fundamental urban expansion potential in key areas, such as Melbourne’s West, North 
and South East that can be well serviced by transport and employment networks, over 
time.  Any short term gain from a policy of locking down the UGB is likely to create systemic 
longer term land supply and land price growth issues, like those experienced in Sydney 
after it went down that path some years ago.  Sydney is not the model that Victoria, and 
Melbourne should follow.  It is a path that will lead to unnecessary financial hardship for 
Victorian families. 
 

• Macro sequencing of PSP creation.  The industry is concerned about any move to slow 
or constrain the current MPA PSP program.  For example, page 48 of the document states 
that Government is considering “exercising greater control on the timing and sequencing of 
greenfield land release.” 
 
The industry strongly endorses an orderly PSP program that ensures plenty of well-located, 
comprehensively planned PSP land supply.  There are many reasons why an expansive 
PSP program is absolutely critical to the industry and therefore the Government.  Only once 
a PSP is prepared does the Council, service authorities and the industry have the 
necessary certainty to plan for future investment in major truck infrastructure and new land 
estates.  Also, PSP approvals provide the development industry with the necessary 
certainty regarding understanding development feasibility, costs and specific issues that 
may be present in certain locations.  It can take a number of years once a PSP is approved 
for the land to become available and more time again for subsequent estates and 
development fronts to open up within that PSP area.  But completing the PSP planning is at 
the cornerstone of the development and service delivery planning process. 
 
It is important that the headline of ‘PSP approved lots available’ is not taken to mean that 
the all of that land is available for development – it is not.  Many PSPs (for example Manor 
Lakes, Rockbank North, Black Forest Road North, Black Forest Road South, Westbrook, 



and Lockerbie / Lockerbie North – more than 50,000 lots) are controlled, or largely 
controlled by either a single developer or less than a handful of developers.   
So the fact that tens of thousands of lots are held in these seven PSPs (for example) is not 
what it seems as that supply is reflected in reality in a few operating housing Estates.  The 
approval of these PSPs has been critical to allow for large scale masterplanned community 
creation.  A broad spread of development opportunities in different locations, markets and 
sub-markets is crucial to the balanced operation of the market, and therefore to avoid 
unnecessary price growth in any particular market or overall.  Gaining this spread of 
development opportunities requires a significant and sustained PSP program.   
 
An expansive PSP program provides the foundation for optimum conditions for a 
competitive land market, especially in a hot market or market sales spike.  In a market 
upturn, a sound PSP program allows new estates or more land and fronts to be brought on 
the address demand in a way that negates price growth.  Historically, where land release in 
Melbourne has been artificially constrained – it has simply led to increased land prices – 
plain and simple. 
 
Typically, Governments, by their nature, have a shallow understanding of the complexities 
of greenfield land markets.  Governments need to be very cautious when looking a 
introducing new regulation and policy.  It would be best if Government signals a direction it 
wishes to head, and then consults heavily with stakeholders on the barriers to getting there 
and to build its knowledge base around that issue before it looks at introducing further 
regulation.   
 
Rather than constrain the PSP program, Government should work with industry to examine 
more carefully options to work towards models that can address earlier and more certain 
infrastructure and service provision.  These key issues can be tacked, by working with the 
industry – it is in our mutual interests.   
 

• Micro-sequencing of land developments within a PSP or Estate.  The MAC report flags 
a desire for heavy handed and highly regulated sequencing of development, at a micro or 
‘estate’ level.  For example, page 104 suggests that Government is considering amending 
PSP Guidelines “to require that PSPs include a sequencing plan for new suburbs that link 
the timing of delivery of essential community infrastructure identified in a DCP to the 
anticipated stage of development.”  Such policies as written would simply stop most land 
estates in their tracks.  Such policies reflect a significant lack of understanding of how 
contemporary masterplanned communities are delivered.  Many PSP plans for example 
reflect the location of existing services in abutting communities and plan for new services to 
be located away from the initial development front. Catchments for new services take time 
to build, otherwise if services are provided early then a greater recurrent funding subsidy is 
required to allow those services to operate.  Service delivery is complex and many models 
exist.   
 
The development front may take several years to reach the proposed location of the 
planned services, before the land can be made available and the services provided.  
Generally the process now works well.  
 



 
• Micro-sequencing of land developments within a PSP or Estate.  The MAC report flags 

a desire for heavy handed and highly regulated sequencing of development, at a micro or 
‘estate’ level.  The policy direction is to require developers to deliver services and facilities 
with the first stage of development and subsequently to link the development to agreed 
provision of services and facilities generally. 
 
Councils already have the ability to impose such conditions, as appropriate and these can 
be appealed to VCAT where they are unreasonable, vague or not justified.  Generally, each 
estate has a different service provision context.  Councils have the local knowledge and 
close working relationships with the developers and understand what is practical and 
achievable.   
 
State planning policy already addresses the need for development sequencing and for 
infrastructure and services to be provided appropriately.  The proposed wording in the MAC 
report is too specific and demonstrates a lack of understanding about what is realistic and 
achievable.   
 

• Dramatically increasing housing density.  The MAC report flags a desire for lifting 
growth area residential housing densities from 15 to 25 dwellings per net developable 
hectare.  It is understood that the increase in density will have the benefit of increasing the 
density of service that can be provided in the growth areas.  Given the dramatic and 
‘mandate absent’ policy shift, we would have expected to see evidence supporting this 
change.  To date we have not sighted any evidence that would support the proposed 
changes in density.  There are many issues with the proposed policy, these are outlined in 
more detail below.   

The combined mix of these policies will strangle greenfield development.  That large section of the 
market which cannot afford to and / or does not want to live closer to Melbourne (not at the volume 
that would be required) and therefore pushes out into areas like Bacchus Marsh, Drouin and 
Kilmore.  The Government will then need to look at large volume / scale land release in these 
areas and upgrading transport links for the inevitable commute into Melbourne.  Development will 
leap frog into the next available land areas for traditional greenfield housing supply.  That is not a 
sustainable outcome. 

Contemporary greenfield development is highly regulated and the standards for development have 
been significantly improved over the past decade.  Much recent development that can be seen in 
the greenfields was approved more than a decade ago under a completely different planning 
paradigm.  We fear that some of the proposed greenfield policies are an overreaction to poorer 
quality development and planning that occurred in the past.  New greenfield development under 
the PSP process is and will be of a much greater standard and quality.  We suggest that the draft 
policies fail to understand or appreciate contemporary planning and development which is of a high 
standard and quality. 

The following expresses our further issues based on MAC recommendation numbers outlined in 
the discussion paper. 

Recommendation 22- 2.2.5-4 



The Property Council strongly opposes the proposal of 25 dwellings per net developable hectare 
for residential areas.   

As the status quo is 15 dwellings per hectare, this represents a drastic deviation from current 
Government policy.  It also mandates diversity that the market does not demand, creating 
apartments 40 km out of the CBD for a market that does not exist. Conversely, if the intention is 
that developers set aside large tracts of land for apartment/townhouses if and when they are 
demanded, it is hypothecating a market which does not exist to the detriment of the buyers who 
have to compensate the developer by paying higher prices for their homes.  Any sites held for 
future development will attract holding costs in Council rates and in Land Tax.  As such, we find 
this proposed change untenable.  

We have conducted an internal analysis which, when read in conjunction with the attached sketch, 
indicates the following: 

15 Dwellings per hectare 

Current Government policy of 15 dwellings per hectare allows for a broad range of lot sizes. It 
gives industry the ability to provide apartments (if feasible), townhouses, shallow lots and a broad 
range of wider and deeper lots.  The average lot size currently achieved is approximately 460m2.   

Obviously, the actual lot size average in any subdivision will vary depending on the way the details 
of the subdivision are designed and the extent of site constraints however we believe 460m2 to be 
a reasonable benchmark. 

The industry is accustomed to this policy and is able to create a broad range of affordable housing 
en masse. This gives industry the flexibility to provide some larger lots, provided they also provide 
some smaller lots, townhouses or apartments.  It must also be noted that density has increased 
gradually in the growth areas; this policy is 20 per cent denser than ten years ago when growth 
area subdivisions were typically around 12 dwellings per hectare.   

This must also be considered in a broader conversation about Melbourne. Currently the majority of 
established suburbs are at a density below 12 dwellings per hectare, varying between 8 and 10 
dwellings per hectare.  The exceptions to this rule are the older inner city localities and parts of 
Melbourne that are experienced high levels of redevelopment to increase density like Richmond.   

Anecdotal evidence shows us that the market demand and supply equilibrium falls around a lot 
size of 512m2. By implementing a policy of 25 dwellings per hectare, it will make it extremely 
difficult to supply more than a few of these, and makes meeting market demand for these lots 
impossible. 

16-17 and 18 dwellings per hectare 

Experience shows us that most conventional current growth area subdivisions are typically created 
at a rate of 16 to18 dwellings per hectare.  Of course there are some that are less dense and some 
that are more dense.  However, the industry is gradually increasing density beyond Government 
policy due to market forces.   

To achieve 18 dwellings per hectare, industry must combine a much higher percentage of narrow 
frontage lots (either single garage or rear loaded) with shallow lots.  The depth of the market for 



these products en masse is untested. It also carries with it a risk to the rate of supply, as 
development of these products will be less attractive to those who can move into other markets.  
This density can work well in pockets where market exists, but not across the market. 

25 dwellings per hectare 

To achieve 25 dwellings per hectare, industry cannot produce any (or at least a very low 
percentage) of its current housing products. It is also likely that Councils and service authorities will 
require the removal of rear easements and demand the services and drains in the front or street, 
both of which will result in an increased cost to the buyer.  The extra costs add thousands of 
dollars per lot.  In addition, more than 90 per cent of current housing is single storey.  At the 
densities proposed it will revert to largely double storey housing which has a higher cost per m2, 
adding further cost to consumers. 

The impact of introducing this dwelling requirement also has an impact on roads. As the volume of 
road per lot increases by 30 per cent under this density, there will be a corresponding increase in 
civil costs, all of which will result in an increased purchase price.   

As the percentage of the subdivision for road substantially increases, industry would be forced to 
introduce new, narrower road cross sections.  This is contrary to road policies of growth area 
Councils.  The road cross sections will also require revision to reduce land take and cost. This 
poses a challenge situation which will require complete cooperation from multiple authorities.  
Significant policy reform would be required, and this will take some years to action, if it is given 
priority. 

Further, the new density will require a redesign of infrastructure. It will necessitate the provision of 
more services and pocket parks, which will mean less large parks for growth area residents.  This 
may pose additional concern to Councils. It will also mean that public facilities will need to become 
multi-level facilities to increase the developable area per site which again will be reflected in an 
increased cost to deliver housing in the growth areas.  

 Further development and implementation issues 

The Property Council is also concerned about the following issues with implementing 25 dwellings 
per hectare: 

1. Competition 

Several hundred thousand lots have been approved in PSPs at 15 dwellings per hectare and a 
majority are yet to be developed.  All of these subdivisions will be attractive to the market.  By 
mandating 25 dwellings per hectare, industry who are putting forward PSPs in the same areas, 
with higher densities are immediately disadvantaged to the point where it may no longer be 
financially feasible. This will cause mass transition pain and dislocation, decreasing the overall 
market volume in the growth areas beyond the current PSPs. 

2. Design 

Volume builders will require a number of years to innovate their designs for tiny lots and 
accommodate this new standard. They will also need to consider ways in which greater volume 
can be incorporated using the Small Lot Housing Code. This will also need to be imposed on 



Councils, with Government removing their discretionary decision making, in particular on 
setbacks.  This is because to accommodate these small lots, the front setback will need to be 
routinely 1.5 metres as the status quo of three or more metre setbacks can no longer be 
accommodated. 

These smaller lots will also no longer accommodate private amenities like a trampolines or 
swimming pools, which is part of the attraction to the lifestyle in the growth areas. 

3. Biodiversity 

Government must also be aware of the amount of land taken under the State’s Biodiversity 
Conservation Strategy. By mandating 25 dwellings per hectare, the amount of land designated 
under the Strategy is grossly exorbitant. We will not support a scenario which sees 25 dwellings 
per hectare mandated and at the same time a 300 metre wide grassy area set aside for the 
Growling Grass Frog. We believe this to be totally inappropriate. 

Recommendation 22- 2.2.5-1, -2 and -3 

While the Property Council supports the MPA taking a more active role in planning for 
infrastructure delivery in the growth areas, we do not support the proposals in Plan Melbourne. We 
believe that they are too heavy handed and places the onus on the wrong party.  

Instead of capping or sequencing development, as outlined in our pre budget submission, we 
strongly encourage Government to look at and increase its funding in the growth areas. We will not 
support a situation where industry is disincentivised or prevented from providing housing in the 
growth areas when there is clearly huge demand for it to be built. Melbourne’s growth areas 
provide an opportunity to provide some of the most affordable housing in Melbourne. 
Consequently, slowing supply through Government policy would represent a lost opportunity. 

If Councils are given the opportunity to cap development in pockets, it will simply stop development 
in its tracks in some estates.  This has a ‘knock on’ effect as, in order for infrastructure to be 
delivered, development needs to continuously flow so that there is a steady flow of funds to the 
Council from levies to deliver works. Further, the onus will be placed on industry to borrow money 
to fund early delivery.  This will add to their responsibilities and create further costs which will 
inevitably be passed onto buyers.  Additionally, the wording indicates that there is an inherent risk 
that facilities will be provided so early that they don't yet have a catchment of users.  While we 
recognise that facility provision is fundamental to growth area communities, Council also requires 
the ongoing funds to operate facilities with staffing and other resourcing. It remains unclear 
whether this fiscal and resource reality has been thought through. 

Councils will also require additional resourcing to aide them in properly planning for infrastructure 
delivery to support development.  While some Councils will be able to do this, many will struggle. 
Consequently, we would like to know what financial support the Government is willing to offer 
Councils if they intend to implement this proposal.  

While we concede that infrastructure planning can present challenges in the growth areas, we 
believe with increased funding, it could be remedied. Growth area developments are gradually 
getting denser and infrastructure delivery is being better planned and funded.   



Therefore, we do not support any further intervention by Government, in particular, in relation to 
the capping and sequencing of development. 

Retirement Living 

The Property Council is concerned that Plan Melbourne makes no provision for Victoria’s aging 
population despite forecasts suggesting that there will be 2,361,904 people above retirement age 
by 2061. 

Due to this demographic trend, the retirement village industry has been growing at an exponential 
rate. The villages provide housing, care and a social environment for the aging who can no longer 
maintain their homes and experience social isolation. Leaving the elderly in their homes, 
particularly after the death of their spouse, results in risks not only to their physical health but also 
mental health risks due to increased isolation. These health risks then put strain on our public 
healthcare system.  

Retirement villages provide an independent housing solution to our aging population without 
drawing money from finite State revenue. They also provide a housing option and lifestyle choice 
for retirees who wish to ‘age in place’ with support should they need it. Villages also mitigate many 
of the risks outlined above thereby saving the healthcare system in both facilities and finance.  

Plan Melbourne has very little to say on the subject and its value as a planning strategy is lesser 
for it. We strongly encourage a rethink in this policy space. 

Thank you for the opportunity to participate in this process. If you would like to discuss this letter 
further, please contact  
o
 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
 
 
 

 
Property Council of Australia 
 
 
 

 



 
 

 Discussion Paper Submission Submission Template 
Chapter 2: Growth, challenges, fundamental principles and key concepts 

1. The discussion paper includes the option (option 5, page 16) that Plan Melbourne better 
define the key opportunities and challenges for developing Melbourne and outlines some key 
points for considerations in Box 1.  Are there any other opportunities or challenges that we 
should be aware of? 

The Property Council believes that one of Plan Melbourne’s biggest challenges is funding. Without 
the strategy receiving committed financial support, very little of it can be brought to life. Public 
transport, social and affordable housing and infrastructure provision will not eventuate without 
significant funding commitments. Further, many of the objectives could be met more quickly through 
incentivising the private sector.  

2. The discussion paper includes the option (option 6, page 18) that the United Nations 
Sustainable Development Goals be included in Plan Melbourne 2016.   Do you agree with this 
idea? If so, how should the goals be incorporated into Plan Melbourne 2016?  Choose one 
option: 

 Strongly Disagree  
 Disagree 
 Agree 
 Strongly Agree 

 
Please explain your response: 

We agree that relevant Sustainable Development Goals should be included in Plan Melbourne 2016 if 
they are to be also reflected in policy development. Many of these goals however are broader than 
planning and as such, are not applicable to the document (e.g. gender equality). While the Property 
Council supports gender equality, we do not believe that the planning for our city plays a role in 
facilitating or improving it. Consequently, we ask that Government consider each of the goals and 
only include those which are relevant to the document. Further, we encourage Government to 
consider each measure before including it in the final document, and ensure that priorities like 
housing affordability are not compromised as a result. 

3. The discussion paper includes the option (option 7, page 18) to lock down the existing urban 
growth boundary and modify the action (i.e. the action under Initiative 6.1.1.1 in Plan 
Melbourne 2014) to reflect this. Do you agree that there should be a permanent urban 
growth boundary based on the existing boundary? Choose one option: 

x  Strongly Disagree  
 Disagree 
 Agree 
 Strongly Agree 

 
Please explain your response: 

The Property Council does not support the imposition of an Urban Growth Boundary. 
 
We oppose the imposition of an UGB for the following reasons: 

• It will increase the cost of land arbitrarily; 
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• It will undermine housing affordability; 
• It creates a land shortage when none need exist; 
• It has not been economically justified, not is it in Victoria’s long term economic interest; 
• It runs counter to Australian housing culture (preference for detached housing); 
• Environmental concerns about expansion have been exaggerated or are ideologically driven; 
• Insufficient housing growth opportunities have been created within the existing UGB; and, 
• Existing government policy, especially in the transport infrastructure realm, indicates a future 

UGB expansion is already being planned. 
 
Given the political history on this subject and repeated UGB expansion, the Property Council 
recommends the Government develop a phased expansion plan for the UGB over the next 50 years.  
 
It is important that the Government successfully achieves a level of infill and density within the 
boundary that can provide affordable outcomes. This conflicts with the existing zone reform 
provisions which effectively lock down the density in the suburbs, driving up the cost of living in 
these areas. When the Neighbourhood Zone reform is combined with the UGB, the artificial 
restriction of land supply is such that Melbourne’s property prices will inevitably inflate. 
 
The property industry does not foresee a future scenario where the Northern, Western and South 
Eastern boundaries of the UGB are not expanded in some form. Consequently, we urge the 
Government to adopt a responsible approach and plan for this eventuality now.  

4. The discussion paper includes the option (option 8, page 18) that Plan Melbourne 2016 should 
more clearly articulate the values of green wedge and peri- urban areas to be protected and 
safeguarded. How can Plan Melbourne 2016 better articulate the values of green wedge and 
peri-urban areas? 

The Property Council supports the inclusion of Green Wedges in the Plan Melbourne strategy and we 
believe they should be protected. To this end, we welcome the recent review of the Green Wedge 
Zone and Green Wedge A Zone as part of the zone reform process. However, we believe important 
opportunities have been missed in this process and we recommend the State Government consider 
the following issues.  
 
The strategic location of Green Wedges is an important factor in ensuring they are protected. We 
believe they should not be located where there is likely to be future development, such as key 
intersections along the Outer Metropolitan Ring road, long term development corridors and near 
train lines.  

The Property Council is of the view that a purist approach to Green Wedges should be adopted 
whereby they should be genuinely ‘green’. Planning controls currently permit uses within these 
zones – such as airports and quarries – that are contrary to this aspiration and detract from the 
environmental, landscape and ecological values of the area.  

The Property Council believes these ‘greyfield’ areas should be excised from the Green Wedge Zones 
and consideration should be given to creating a new zone for them. This new zone would enable 
further development or use of these areas but with an emphasis on protecting and enhancing the 
landscape values and overall amenity and appearance of land in the adjacent Green Wedge Zones.  
 
These ‘greyfield’ areas would essentially be islands of activity within Green Wedge Zones which 
would then provide a buffer. 
 
The regeneration of ‘greyfield’ sites will also contribute to achieving the intent of the Green Wedge 
Zones by reducing the pressure on these zones for additional use and development. For example, 
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additional uses are now permitted as part of the zone reform process, such as primary and secondary 
schools. Locating these activities on regenerated greyfield sites will reduce the need to use land in 
the Green Wedge Zone with high landscape or ecological values.  

Government policy addressing the regeneration of ‘greyfield’ sites is also unclear or absent. We 
therefore request further clarity to ensure the community is better informed about what kind of 
development is possible where. 

5. The discussion paper includes the option (option 9, page 18) to remove the concept of an 
Integrated Economic Triangle and replace it with a high-level 2050 concept map for Melbourne 
(i.e. a map that shows the Expanded Central City, National Employment Clusters, Metropolitan 
Activity Centres, State-Significant Industrial Precincts, Transport Gateways, Health and 
Education Precincts and Urban Renewal Precincts). What elements should be included in a 
2050 concept map for Melbourne? 

 
The Property Council believes that the following employment hubs must be included in any 2050 
concept map: 
 

• The Melbourne Airport; 
• The Port of Melbourne; 
• Melbourne’s second port;  
• Melbourne’s third airport; 
• Future roads, freeways and toll ways; 
• The Outer Ring Road; 
• East West Link (Western Distributer); 
• North East Link; 
• Metro 2; and 
• Future public transport. 

 
We support a strategy where people movement is encouraged on public transport systems where 
possible, freeing up road space for freight movement and service industries who are more dependent 
on their vehicles. The Property Council does not support the removal of the East West Link from Plan 
Melbourne as it is a vital link to our road network that will be required in the medium to long term. 
The Plan requires a realistic acceptance of the future freight, which is essential to Melbourne’s future 
as a logistics hub.  

6. The discussion paper includes the option (option 10, page 18) that the concept of Melbourne as 
a polycentric city (i.e. a city with many centres) with 20-minute neighbourhoods (i.e. the ability 
to meet your everyday (non-work) needs locally, primarily within a 20-minute walk) be better 
defined. Do the definitions adequately clarify the concepts? Choose one option: 

 Strongly Disagree  
X  Disagree 

 Agree 
 Strongly Agree 

 
Please explain your response: 

The Property Council is concerned that the 20 minute neighbourhood is an unrealistic ambition. The 
State Government should conduct research into whether this initiative is actually achievable across 
Greater Melbourne before it is implemented via planning controls.  
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Additionally, further clarity is required as to what entails a neighbourhood centre. Market forces 
dictate that the local population must be sufficient to generate a critical mass of spending and 
activities to support local shops, the provision of local community services and facilities, public 
transport and investment in improved walking and cycling infrastructure before they can be 
introduced. Consequently, a strategic plan with population triggers needs to be implemented to 
ensure demand meets supply in neighbourhood centres. 

7. The discussion paper includes options (options 11-17, pages 23 to 27) that identify housing, 
climate change, people place and identity and partnerships with local government as key concepts 
that need to be incorporated into Plan Melbourne 2016. Do you support the inclusion of these 
as key concepts in Plan Melbourne 2016? 

 Strongly Disagree  
X  Disagree 

 Agree 
 Strongly Agree 

 
Please explain your response: 

The Property Council strongly supports the inclusion of housing into the Plan Melbourne refresh. 
believes that this Plan cannot be left to Councils to implement without increased resourcing and 
accountability. Instead we encourage Government to ensure that the MPA has the ability to enforce 
their strategy through Councils. It is essential for the MPA to have powers that allow them to 
override or incentivise Councils if it is required and to implement the strategy across the State. 

8. Any other comments about chapter 2 (growth, challenges, fundamental principles and key 
concepts)? 

While there a number of very positive inclusions in Plan Melbourne, the Property Council remains 
seriously concerned about the following proposals: 

• The imposition of a housing affordability threatening ‘permanent’ metropolitan urban 
boundary; 

• Plans to amend Growth Area PSP’s requiring them to deliver 25 dwellings per hectare; 
• The 70/30 housing split which would drive up the cost of housing across Melbourne and has 

no political or community support; and 
• Sequencing of development in the Growth Areas. 

 

Chapter 3: Delivering jobs and investment 

9. The discussion paper includes the option (option 20, page 30) to revise the Delivering Jobs and 
Investment chapter in Plan Melbourne 2014 to ensure the significance and roles of the 
National Employment Clusters as places of innovation and knowledge-based employment are 
clear. How can Plan Melbourne 2016 better articulate the significance and roles of the National 
Employment Clusters as places of innovation and knowledge-based employment? 

The Property Council recognises the efficiency of employment clusters in attracting employment and 
investment. Like the current biomedical precinct in Melbourne, the State Government should look to 
facilitate the growth of more clusters throughout Greater Melbourne.  
 
Planning alone will not accomplish the development of employment clusters; a strategy for 
facilitation is required. This strategy needs to be well researched, created and then advertised. This 
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could be accomplished by forming alliances with research and development organisations and 
institutions. Analysis is also needed on what attracts businesses to and creates employment clusters.  

10. The discussion paper includes two options (page 30) relating to National Employment Clusters, 
being: 

Option 21A: Focus planning for National Employment Clusters on core institutions and businesses 

Option 21B: Take a broader approach to planning for National Employment Clusters that looks 
beyond the core institutions and businesses 

Which option do you prefer?  

 Option 21A 
X  Option 21B 
 
Please explain why you have chosen your preferred option: 

The Property Council does not have further comments. 

11. The discussion paper includes the option (option 22, page 30) to broaden the East Werribee 
National Employment Cluster to call it the Werribee National Employment Cluster in order to 
encompass the full range of activities and employment activities that make up Werribee. This 
could include the Werribee Activity Centre and the Werribee Park Tourism Precinct.  Do you 
agree with broadening the East Werribee Cluster? Choose one option: 

 Strongly Disagree  
 Disagree 

x  Agree 
 Strongly Agree 

 
Why? 

The Property Council does not have a specific policy on this issue. 

12. The discussion paper includes the option (option 23, page 30) to broaden the Dandenong South 
National Employment Cluster to call it the Dandenong National Employment Cluster in order to 
encompass the full range of activities and employment activities that make up Dandenong. 
This could include the Dandenong Metropolitan Activity Centre and Chisholm Institute of TAFE. 
Do you agree with broadening the Dandenong South National Employment Cluster? Choose 
one option: 

 Strongly Disagree  
 Disagree 

x  Agree 
 Strongly Agree 

Why? 

The Property Council does not have a specific policy on this issue. 
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13. The discussion paper includes options (options 24 to 30, pages 33 and 34) that consider the 
designation of activity centres and criteria for new activity centres.  Do you have any comments 
on the designation of activity centres or the criteria for new activity centres as outlined in the 
discussion paper? 

Melbourne Airport is a valuable asset and distinguished from Sydney Airport due to its ability to 
operate without flight restrictions. It is also Melbourne’s largest employment cluster outside of the 
CBD with 15,000 jobs and continues to grow. Yet Plan Melbourne does not consider it as an 
employment cluster. We strongly encourage Government to include Melbourne Airport as a NEC and 
to plan for public transport links to facilitate access and further job growth. 
 
Further, we believe that Principal Activity Centres should continue to be recognised in Plan 
Melbourne when they are designated in the relating PSP framework. One example of this is 
Cloverton which is in the Lockerbie PSP. It provides for a range of uses including: 
 
•         A town centre core (comprising a range of retail, entertainment and leisure facilities); 
•         A commercial precinct (comprising a mix of office health and community facilities); 
•         A mixed use precinct (comprising a mix of offices, retail and restaurants and accommodation); 
•         A range of civic & community facilities, including: 
•         Council and State government facilities; 
•         Emergency services; 
•         Health services; 
•         Law courts; 
•         Tertiary and life-long learning facilities; 
•         Art galleries and museums; 
•         Convention and exhibition facilities; 
•         Education facilities;  
•         High density residential precincts; 
•         Land to be set aside for future regional-scale facilities; 
•         A new train station of transport interchange; and 
•         A variety of town squares and public spaces. 
 
Areas like this must maintain their status as Metropolitan Activity Centres to provide a consistent 
approach to planning and indicate to investors and Government agencies that it is a priority location. 

14. The discussion paper includes the option (option 31, page 35) to evaluate the range of planning 
mechanisms available to protect strategic agricultural land. What types of agricultural land and 
agricultural activities need to be protected and how could the planning system better protect 
them? 

The Property Council is of the view that Australia does not have a food supply problem and that 
agricultural land does not need to be prioritised above other land uses. 
 
The need to protect ‘prime ag’ land is an outdated concept in light of revolutionary breakthroughs in 
genetic modification, drip feed technology and vertical farming. As one of the world’s few net food 
exporters, Australia presently feeds over 60 million people each year. It is also home to one of the 
highest arable land to people ratios on Earth. 
 
As a result of our self-sufficiency, the Property Council does not believe the Government should give 
priority to one form of land use over another, especially when alternative land uses arecapable of 
delivering better social outcomes  
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15. The discussion paper includes the option (option 32, page 36) to implement the outcomes of 
the Extractive Industries Taskforce through the planning scheme, including Regional Growth 
Plans, to affirm that extractive industries resources are protected to provide an economic 
supply of materials for construction and road industries. Do you have any comments in relation 
to extractive industries?  

The provision of sufficient land for long term cement quarry development is vital to Melbourne’s 
economic future. Unfortunately, no new extraction sites near Melbourne have been commissioned 
within the past twenty years and not enough land has been set aside for their future development 
within recent strategic land use plans. 
 
With the expansion of Melbourne’s urban centres threatening the operation of existing extraction 
sites, and no significant planning being undertaken for the reservation of future sites, the property 
industry is worried about where its future building supplies will be coming from. 
In Sydney at present, cement is transported from up to 200 kilometres away because no new sites 
were reserved in advance of Greater Sydney’s expansion. Further, the price of bricks are also causing 
a cost escalation in the New South Wales development market. As a result, Sydney materials prices 
are considerably higher due to the transportation costs involved. 
 
In Melbourne’s case, the transport distances are currently much smaller. However, if no long term 
planning is done to identify future source sites, the city’s competitive edge could quickly be eroded. 
 
According to Property Council research, quarrying sites should ideally be located within 30 kilometres 
of the end use consumers. Consequently, if the State Government is going to ensure the property 
industry has affordable access to cement supplies, it will need to strike a sensible balance between 
competing urban, environmental and development interests. 
 
In order to achieve this balance, the Property Council proposes the creation of a new planning zone 
entitled ‘Greyfields’. This new zone should exist inside and beyond the urban growth boundary and 
permit the development of future quarries to help supply Melbourne’s long term construction 
activities. 
 
We also encourage Government to review legislation and policy to encourage innovation in building 
techniques such as timber construction. This would not only contribute to decreasing the cost of 
construction but could create additional jobs in Victoria. 

16. Any other comments about chapter 3 (delivering jobs and investment)? 
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Chapter 4: A more connected Melbourne 

17. The discussion paper includes the option (option 34, page 42) to include the Principal Public 
Transport Network in Plan Melbourne 2016. Do you agree that the Principal Public Transport 
Network should inform land use choices and decisions? Choose one option: 

 Strongly Disagree  
 Disagree 

X  Agree 
 Strongly Agree 

Why? 

While the Property Council supports the inclusion of a Principal Public Transport Network which 
informs land use choices, it will only work when paired with a funding strategy. We do not support a 
strategy which allows sites to remain unused as it is allocated for unfunded infrastructure. If any 
Network is informing land use choices, it must be the highest and best use or at a minimum have 
dedicated funding to ensure that the use is not hypothecated and opportunity does not lie dormant. 

18. The discussion paper includes the option (option 35, page 43) to incorporate references to 
Active Transport Victoria (which aims to increase participation and safety among cyclists and 
pedestrians) in Plan Melbourne 2016. How should walking and cycling networks influence and 
integrate with land use? 

The Property Council does not have a specific policy on this issue. 

19. Any other comments about chapter 4 (a more connected Melbourne)? 
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Chapter 5: Housing 

20. The discussion paper includes the option (option 36A, page 46) to establish a 70/30 target 
where established areas provide 70 per cent of Melbourne’s new housing supply and 
greenfield growth areas provide 30 per cent.  Do you agree with establishing a 70/30 target for 
housing supply? Choose one option: 

x  Strongly Disagree  
 Disagree 
 Agree 
 Strongly Agree 

Why? 

The Property Council opposes the proposed 70/30 target. We believe that the target fails to take into 
account housing preferences and cost. Implementing a target which deviates so dramatically from 
the status quo will artificially and detrimentally manipulate the market. It means that the great 
Australian dream of owning a house with a backyard is no longer possible for most families due to 
the decrease in supply of detached housing in the growth areas. Additionally, many will no longer 
have the choice of moving further from the CBD to buy a family home. The proposed policy is 
predicated on the idea that infill development will cater to Melbourne’s needs. If this were the case, 
this target would not be necessary as market forces would demand it. Instead we see the inverse, 
increasing numbers flocking to the growth areas looking for a home.  Currently, PSPs cannot be 
approved fast enough to meet demand. It is not the responsibility of Government to dictate the type 
of housing that people can choose to live in or to limit their choices, particularly when that housing 
type is the most popular in Melbourne. Similarly, this must be matched with additional funding of 
infrastructure in these areas to match housing demand and population growth. As such, the Property 
Council encourages Government to increase funding in these areas. 

21. What, if any, planning reforms are necessary to achieve a 70/30 target? 

1. Code assess system for medium density development; 
2. Roll back of the Neighborhood Residential Zone in areas well serviced by: 

 Public transport; 
Schools; 
Healthcare; 
Employment; and 
Other essential infrastructure. 

3. Roll back of C262; 
4. As of right dual occupancy development; 
5. Increased funding of new public transport infrastructure to be rolled out across Metropolitan 

Melbourne; 
6. Linking of transport and planning policy development; and 
7. Marketing campaign to promote residential infill development. 

22. The discussion paper includes the option (option 36B, page 46) to investigate a mechanism to 
manage the sequence and density of the remaining Precinct Structure Plans based on land 
supply needs.  Do you agree with this idea? Choose one option: 

x  Strongly Disagree  
 Disagree 
 Agree 
 Strongly Agree 
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Why? 

The Property Council strongly opposes this proposition. We do not support the sequencing of PSPs in 
this manner for three reasons. 
 
First, we believe that land supply needs are subjective and will result in land being offered in the 
wrong locations. Instead we believe that market forces should dictate how much land comes to 
market and its location based on market preferences. 
 
Second, we question how Government seeks to prioritise PSPs for sequencing. While we agree that it 
would seem sensible to prioritise those closest to infrastructure and community facilities first, 
situations arise where this is no longer practical. In circumstances where land is not owned by active 
developers or is fragmented, PSPs may be approved and then remain undeveloped. Conversely, if 
Government wants to sequence only land with owners ready to develop, it will prove difficult and 
expensive to service.   
 
Thirdly, investment decisions have already been made, predicated on the current system. By 
changing this system, investments and their perceived and actual value will be dramatically altered. 
Consequently, we believe that the cost to investor confidence by introducing this policy far 
outweighs any hypothecated benefit from the proposed policy. 
 
Consequently, the market must play a role in deciding where development should occur and how it 
should occur. As a result, we believe that managing sequencing is not the answer. To introduce it 
carries risks including stalling the market or creating an artificial supply/demand imbalance and 
further impacting affordability. 

23. The discussion paper includes the option (option 36C, page 46) to focus metropolitan planning 
on unlocking housing supply in established areas, particularly within areas specifically targeted 
for growth and intensification. Do you agree with this idea? Choose one option: 

 Strongly Disagree  
 Disagree 

X  Agree 
 Strongly Agree 

Why? 

As Melbourne’s population expands, it cannot be left to the outer suburbs to absorb all of this 
increase; there must also be an increase in the density of established areas. 
 
It is our view that densification should occur in areas where there is already appropriate 
infrastructure in place, rather than relying on growth areas which require more investment.  
 
Housing must also be provided in reasonable proximity to employment centres to ensure that 
productivity is maximised and that the health and lifestyle of Melbourne’s citizens isn’t unduly 
compromised. If the Plan Melbourne ideal of a ’20 minute city’ is to be realised, density must occur in 
established areas, including those ‘unique neighbourhoods’. 
 
We believe the State Government should also set targets for the provision of additional housing in 
established suburbs to house the growth in population. These targets should be met by Councils 
through appropriate zoning and development approval measures, with responsibility for the 
monitoring, enforcement and incentives resting with the MPA.  
 
With the population of Melbourne aging, downsizing must also be a consideration. Generally 
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speaking, this demographic doesn’t want to move from their location (age in place) but the family 
home is surplus to their needs. This creates a need for medium density housing, for which this 
initiative will ensure an undersupply. Infill housing solutions are required in existing suburbs to stop 
the creation of a demographic and socioeconomic divide between existing suburbs and greenfield 
areas. 

24. The discussion paper includes options (option 37, page 50) to better define and 
communicate Melbourne’s housing needs by either: 

Option 37A: Setting housing targets for metropolitan Melbourne and each sub-region relating 
to housing diversity, supply and affordability. 

Option 37B: Developing a metropolitan Housing Strategy that includes a Housing Plan.  

Which option do you prefer? Choose one option: 

X  Option 37A 
 Option 37B 
 Other 

Why? 

The Property Council believes that minimum targets should be set to encourage Councils to increase 
their housing supply. These targets must be subjected to appropriate reviews and updates on a 
suitably regular basis. This should be across the board, with proactive Councils being rewarded with 
greater funding of infrastructure. We do not believe that greenfield nor infill development should be 
given preference but, rather, a focus should be on where the demand lies and how we can support 
the market to deliver housing solutions for our increasing population. 

25. The discussion paper includes the option (option 38, page 52) to introduce a policy statement 
in Plan Melbourne 2016 to support population and housing growth in defined locations and 
acknowledge that some areas within defined locations will require planning protection based 
on their valued character. How could Plan Melbourne 2016 clarify those locations in which 
higher scales of change are supported? 

Valued character can mean different things depending on the location. The Property Council 
recognises that areas of Melbourne have valued character however, this should not be accepted as 
the norm. Further, one kind of character should not be given preference over another. We do not 
accept that any character should inform a large proportion of any municipality’s planning scheme. 
Instead, we should protect the best examples and in other locations, planning provisions should 
encourage development that works with this valued character. We do not accept that over 50 per 
cent of any municipality should be protected. The character of any area changes with those who live 
in it. What was once an area with a large proportion of children, which necessitated additional 
childcare and schools, will change as those children become adults and move to other areas. 
Therefore, attempting to preserve character is impossible and should not inform planning policy. We 
are of the view that our already stringent heritage provisions are sufficient to preserve Melbourne’s 
built form history.  

26. The discussion paper includes the option (option 39, page 52) to clarify the direction to 
‘protect the suburbs’. How could Plan Melbourne 2016 clarify the direction to protect 
Melbourne and its suburbs from inappropriate development? 

The Property Council supports the inclusion of a direction which states that development must be 
sensitive to its location. We oppose the use of “inappropriate development” as we believe this is 
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subjective and plays on a public bias towards development. 

27. The discussion paper includes the option (option 40, page 56) to clarify the action to apply 
the Neighbourhood Residential Zone to at least 50 per cent of residential land by: 

Option 40A: Deleting the action and replacing it with a direction that clarifies how the 
residential zones should be applied to respect valued character and deliver housing diversity. 

Option 40B: Retain at least 50 per cent as a guide but expand the criteria to enable variations 
between municipalities.  

Which option do you prefer? Choose one option: 

 Option 40A 
 Option 40B 

X  Other 

Why? 

The Property Council strongly opposes a 50 per cent application of the Neighborhood Residential 
Zone (NRZ) to residential land. We are of the view that the NRZ should be used only in exceptional 
circumstances. We also remind Government that while currently being zoned outside of the NRZ is 
seen as a green light for development, this is because of the prevalence of the NRZ. By increasing the 
amount of land outside the NRZ, development could be built where the market (home buyers) 
demands it as opposed to where community groups secede. It would also mean that rather than 
relying on high density in concentrated areas in pockets, medium density housing could be scattered 
around Melbourne in appropriate locations. We believe this is a better outcome  for meeting any 
imposed housing targets. 

28.  The discussion paper includes the option (option 42, page 58) to include an action in Plan 
Melbourne 2016 to investigate how the building and planning system can facilitate housing 
that readily adapts to the changing needs of households over the life of a dwelling. In what 
other ways can Plan Melbourne 2016 support greater housing diversity? 

The Property Council is of the view that buildings should not be designed to be completely adaptable 
in the future; they should be designed for their intended purpose,with an element of flexibility for 
future change if and when it is required.  
 
The nature of most new buildings’ ownership is a series of individual titles through an owners 
corporation. For example, most new apartments are sold off-the-plan to a variety of owners and 
under current legislation there is no ability to make any substantial changes to these buildings 
without a clear majority vote.  This severely restricts the potential for changes of use.  It also restricts 
the ability of a small number of owners making any changes to their title(s) which would impact any 
other owner despite the merit of the claim or the gravity of the impact. 
 
The likelihood of major change to buildings in such a way that requires adaptability is therefore very 
unlikely.  Changing the building or planning system on the basis there maybe changes to the current 
legislation governing owners corporations in the future will add unnecessary cost and further restrict 
innovation, with no evidence of any benefit. 
 
Instead, the Property Council supports policies which remove barriers to moving house so that the 
current housing stock can be used more efficiently. The primary way this can be achieved is by 
removing stamp duty as this is a major cost of moving house.  
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29. A number of options are outlined in the discussion paper (page 58) to improve housing 
affordability, including: 

Option 45A: Consider introducing planning tools that mandate or facilitate or provide incentives 
to increase social and affordable housing supply. 

Option 45B: Evaluate the affordable housing initiative pilot for land sold by government to 
determine whether to extend this to other suitable land sold by government. 

Option 45C:  Identify planning scheme requirements that could be waived or reduced without 
compromising the amenity of social and affordable housing or neighbouring properties. 

What other ideas do you have for how Plan Melbourne 2016 can improve housing affordability? 

The Property Council encourages Government to separate policy which improves housing 
affordability from those which facilitate the provision of social and affordable housing. The options 
outlined above all relate to the later whereas the question relates to the former proposition. 
 
We are of the view that the best way to improve overall affordability is to increase the supply of sites 
on which to develop and to decrease the cost of development (i.e. taxes and charges, stringent 
provisions and red tape.) By implementing some of the proposals in this refresh, for example 
implementing 50 per cent NRZ and providing disincentives to development in the growth areas, 
Government is exacerbating the already dire unaffordability crisis.  
 
It should be noted that the biggest contribution to increased housing costs over the last 20 years is 
State Government which is up 795% more than CPI . The Property Council is of the view that the 
abolition of stamp duty would substantially improve Victoria’s housing affordability crisis. We 
encourage Government to consider this as the most immediate way to tackle this issue. 

30. Any other comments about chapter 5 (housing)? 
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Chapter 6: A more resilient and environmentally sustainable Melbourne 

31. The discussion paper includes the option (option 46, page 69) to introduce Strategic 
Environmental Principles in Plan Melbourne 2016 to guide implementation of environment, 
climate change and water initiatives. Do you agree with the inclusion of Strategic 
Environmental Principles in Plan Melbourne 2016? Choose one option: 

 Strongly Disagree  
X  Disagree 

 Agree 
 Strongly Agree 

Why? 

The Property Council supports the creation of policy which provides specific solutions to 
environmental issues. Many of these overarching statements are too broad to have any valuable 
impact. Further, these intentions are already achieved in the current planning regime. An unintended 
consequence of these statements could be that developers may be required to employ further 
consultants to interpret these policies, the cost of which will be passed onto the home buyer and 
drive up the cost of housing.  
 
We urge Government to ensure that any sustainability or climate change policy is specific so that it 
can be easily implemented and success of it quantified. 

32. The discussion paper includes the option (option 47, page 72) to review policy and hazard 
management planning tools (such as overlays) to ensure the planning system responds to 
climate change challenges. Do you agree with this idea? Choose one option: 

 Strongly Disagree  
x  Disagree 

 Agree 
 Strongly Agree 

Why? 

The Property Council believes that these principles are already supported by the current planning 
regime. 

33. The discussion paper includes options (options 48 and 49, page72) to update hazard mapping 
to promote resilience and avoid unacceptable risk, and update periodically the planning 
system and supporting legislative and policy frameworks to reflect best available climate 
change science and data. Do you have any comments on these options? 

The Property Council believes that current planning regime already caters for natural hazards. We 
believe that this mapping should not be prioritised over acquiring education and road sites in the 
growth areas. 

34. The discussion paper includes the option (option 50, page 73) to incorporate natural hazard 
management criteria into Victorian planning schemes to improve planning in areas exposed to 
climate change and environmental risks. Do you agree with this idea? Choose one option: 

 Strongly Disagree  
x  Disagree 

 Agree 
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 Strongly Agree 

Why? 

Please see answer to Question 31.  

35. The discussion paper includes the option (option 51, page 75) to investigate consideration of 
climate change risks in infrastructure planning in the land use planning system, including 
consideration of an ‘infrastructure resilience test’. Do you agree that a more structured approach 
to consideration of climate change risks in infrastructure planning has merit? Choose one option: 

 Strongly Disagree  
x  Disagree 

 Agree 
 Strongly Agree 

Why? 

The Property Council believes that these principles are already supported by the current planning 
regime. 

36. The discussion paper includes the option (option 52, page 76) to strengthen high-priority 
habitat corridors throughout Melbourne and its peri-urban areas to improve long-term 
health of key flora and fauna habitat.  Do you agree with this idea? Choose one option: 

 Strongly Disagree  
x  Disagree 

 Agree 
 Strongly Agree 

Why? 

The Property Council believes that this policy would be better served through funding the MSA to 
increase their research capabilities. Currently there is no evidence that the proposed Growling Grass 
Frog policy is effective and Government does not have the resourcing to develop a scientific basis for 
it. To introduce this kind of policy statement without the funding behind it gives it no substance and 
renders it destined to fail. 

37. The discussion paper includes options (options 53 and 54, pages 78 and 79) to introduce 
strategies to cool our city including: increasing tree canopy, vegetated ground cover and 
permeable surfaces; use of Water Sensitive Urban Design and irrigation; and encouraging the 
uptake of green roofs, facades and walls, as appropriate materials used for pavements and 
buildings with low heat-absorption properties. What other strategies could be beneficial for 
cooling our built environment?  

Improved urban design for environmental performance and human comfort should be a 
consideration in the planning process. Building density, wind flow, surface area exposed to solar 
radiation, orientation, and composition influence the ability of heat captured by structures to be 
released into the atmosphere. The overall population, and the way people interact with the urban 
environment, creates pollutants, waste heat and waste gases, through the use of motorised 
transport, body heat and respiration, air conditioning, and energy consumption are also factors in 
heating the city. Reducing the demand for energy and a reduction in waste gases is a key, other 
strategies may include: 

- Greater use of reflective materials with opportunities for water permeability along 
with improved building efficiency; 

- Ensuring a mix of light and dark surfaces to ensure a reduction in heat load over 
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darker surfaces (such as roads, paving, rooftops) which absorb, trap and store heat 
and cause ambient air temperatures to rise; 

- Use of thermal roads; 
- Planting more trees to ensure there is adequate canopy cover. Vegetation not only 

provides shade but integrated into the built form, it provides temperature 
regulation, water cycle benefits, and evapotranspiration. An increase in the cover 
of vegetation and diversity of species helps, but consideration should be given the 
impact of water usage; and 

- Better understanding of timing of air conditioning shut downs in CBD buildings. 
Research has demonstrated that releasing waste heat into the ambient 
environment exacerbates the nocturnal urban heat island and increases cooling 
demands early in the morning. 

In considering these strategies, Property Council encourages Government to consider the 
implementation costs. We support flexible planning rules and requirements which allow industry to 
achieve grater outcomes in innovative ways instead of rigid processes. Further, any proposed 
requirement must pass an affordability test before it can be implemented. 

38. The discussion paper includes the option (option 56A, page 80) to investigate opportunities in 
the land use planning system, such as strong supporting planning policy, to facilitate the 
increased uptake of renewable and low-emission energy in Melbourne and its peri-urban 
areas. Do you agree that stronger land use planning policies are needed to facilitate the uptake 
of renewable and low-emission energy? Choose one option: 

x  Strongly Disagree  
 Disagree 
 Agree 
 Strongly Agree 

Why? 

The Property Council is of the view that the provision of energy is the State’s responsibility. Where 
developers are proposing tri-gen or other energy initiatives, it is usually to conform to the Green Star 
rating or as a result of a considered economic decision. As we already have a state wide power grid, 
this issue is beyond the scope of planning in isolation. 
 
We will not support any incentive to provide autonomous, battery clad, self-powered green 
buildings, like those we have seen in the past. The Property Council will oppose any responsibility 
imposed on the developer to provide these kinds of facilities.  
 
Further, any policy must have consideration for all policy and regulatory elements that exist to allow 
alternative energy generation. If industry cannot use the proposed systems because the electricity 
infrastructure is not in place then the policy cannot be implemented. 

39. The discussion paper includes options (options 56B and 56C, page 80) to strengthen the 
structure planning process to facilitate future renewable and low-emission energy generation 
technologies in greenfield and urban renewal precincts and require consideration of the costs 
and benefits of renewable or low-emission energy options across a precinct. Do you agree that 
the structure planning process should facilitate the uptake of renewable and low-emission 
technologies in greenfield and urban renewal precincts? Choose one option: 

 Strongly Disagree  
 Disagree 
 Agree 
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 Strongly Agree 

Why? 

The Property Council requires further details on what is proposed in order to make comment.   

40. The discussion paper includes the option (option 57, page 81) to take an integrated approach 
to planning and building to strengthen Environmentally Sustainable Design, including 
consideration of costs and benefits. Do you agree that an integrated planning and building 
approach would strengthen Environmentally Sustainable Design? Choose one option: 

 Strongly Disagree  
 Disagree 
 Agree 

x  Strongly Agree 

Why? 

The Property Council supports this proposition. However, we believe that a commitment to creating 
an economically viable implementation proposition is required for it is to be effective. We will not 
support any policy that creates greater construction costs without an equivalent or greater benefit. 

41. Any other comments about chapter 6 (a more resilient and environmentally sustainable 
Melbourne)? 
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Chapter 7: New planning tools 

42. The discussion paper includes options (options 58A and 58B, page 84) to evaluate whether new 
or existing planning tools (zones and overlays) could be applied to National Employment 
Clusters and urban renewal areas. Do you have any comments on the planning tools (zones and 
overlays) needed for National Employment Clusters and urban renewal areas? 

The Property Council supports the use of planning tools where they provide certainty and 
predictability for investors, maximising the highest and best use of each site. This cannot occur 
sustainably without support from the community. Therefore, we encourage Government to consult 
with industry and the community before implementing further zoning. 

43. The discussion paper includes options (options 59A and 59B, page 84) to evaluate the merits of 
code assessment for multi-unit development, taking into account the findings from the ‘Better 
Apartments’ process, to either replace ResCode with a codified process for multi-unit 
development or identify ResCode standards that can be codified. Do you have any comments 
on the merits of code assessment for multi-unit development? 

More development should be code assessed in Victoria, in particular multi-unit and commercial 
development. 
 
Code assess, like that which is used in Brisbane, have proven to be successful in facilitating good 
quality outcomes. We support a process like this being implemented where conforming code 
assessable developments meet the standards or performance outcomes of a local authority’s 
development guidelines. If a development satisfies the performance criteria, the Council cannot 
refuse the development application and the community will only be notified for information 
purposes that an application has been received. Submissions from the community will not otherwise 
be entertained. 
 
If the development does not meet an element of the criteria, Council can consider an alternative 
solution on merit, with community involvement (on the non-complying aspect of the development 
only), while the development remains on the code assessable development track. 
 
Victoria’s planning system is in need of an urban design led approach to increase housing diversity 
and choice. We need a framework and set of guidelines that can be incorporated into planning 
schemes across the metropolitan area and provide a ‘code compliance’ approvals regime where only 
limited buildings and works approval would be required. 
 
The aim is not to impose a single design standard, but rather to develop a shared vision of the spatial 
and built form outcomes of the strategic planning process. The outcome of such a framework would 
be either a series of pre-designed options that could be selected by councils with different standards 
applying in different parts of the municipality or in some particular cases, a specific urban design 
framework providing a framework for code compliance would be designed. 
We strongly support and would be interested in further discussion around a Code Assess model. The 
Property Council is currently formulating its own proposed model for how Code Assess could look in 
the middle ring and would be happy to share this with you once it is complete. We also endorse code 
compliance as a vehicle to deliver some of the outcomes of the Plan Melbourne Refresh.  However 
we believe the concept needs stronger emphasis and further detail.   
For example: this could apply as: 
• An as-of-right building envelope based on the Urban Growth Zone; 
• Typically allowing side boundary to side boundary development; and  
• Adopting standard ResCode setback from rear boundary (the interface with neighbourhood 
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residential zone).  
If built inside the determined envelope, no permit is required, only a plan approval or buildings and 
works permit (with no third party notice). Instead this is based on compliance with urban design 
guidelines for the particular area or section of road (eg setbacks, footpath widening, cable bundling, 
articulation of facade, solar orientation of living rooms etc). 
 
Victoria’s opportunity to deliver on its aspirations lies in the current Zone Reform process, expanding 
VicSmart and in the implementation of Plan Melbourne. Victoria has an affordability issue and any 
simplification of the process to streamline the delivery would improve it. 

44. Any other comments about chapter 7 (new planning tools)? 
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Chapter 8: Implementation 

45. The discussion paper includes the option (options 1 and 61, pages 14 and 90) of Plan 
Melbourne being an enduring strategy with a long-term focus supported by a ‘rolling’ 
implementation plan. Do you agree that separating the long-term strategy from a shorter-term 
supporting implementation plan is a good idea? 

The Property Council supports the separation of the long and short term strategies where the short 
term strategy is informed by the long term vision. We believe that Government must ensure that 
each document is different and that the short term is not a replica of the long term strategy. Further, 
we encourage Government to create a short term plan that is achievable within a defined time frame 
(e.g. 4-5 year time frames) with specific, measurable objectives. 

46. If a separate implementation plan is developed for Plan Melbourne 2016 what will make it 
effective? 

The implementation plan will be effective if it contains the following: 
• Specific short term goals; 
• Steps which must be taken to achieve these goals; 
• A financial plan including funding for each step; 
• A responsible party who is accountable for achieving each step- both at a Ministerial and 

Statutory Authority level; 
• How achievement of each step will be measured; and 
• The time frame in which each step will be achieved. 

47. Any other comments about chapter 8 (implementation)? 
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