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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? 

 
‘Accommodating Growth in Low Density / Rural Living Housing Options’ is a key challenge facing 
Melbourne. In recent years that has been very little provision of new low density (0.2ha – 1ha) 
residential lots. 
 
Whilst Plan Melbourne acknowledges the need for housing diversity, the emphasis is always placed 
on encouraging higher density housing options, through redevelopment of middle ring suburbs or 
accommodating smaller household types as the community ages. 
 
However, as Melbourne seeks to accommodate 8 million people in the future, there is no true 
recognition that low density housing is an important component of housing diversity. Living in a 
denser city does not necessarily suit the lifestyle of all and therefore all housing diversity targets 
should include a low density housing target.  
 
Since the establishment of the Growth Areas Authority (now Metropolitan Planning Authority) there 
has been very few, and as a percentage almost zero, provision for new low density housing options. It 
is understood that this form of housing is in conflict with the need to increase densities to support 
public transport provision and minimise the expansion of the city footprint, however growth in low 
density housing must be planned for in order to provide housing options and true diversity. 
 
In the past, it would be reasonable to expect that low density subdivisions would occur on the edge 
of the metropolitan area, however existing Green Wedge planning provisions provide a significant 
barrier to planning for the growth of low density living options, as changes to the Green Wedge zone 
subdivision provisions require Parliament ratification. 
 
Simply pushing those who seek this type of housing away from Melbourne is not considered a fair 
planning outcome and is likely to add to issues of increased travel times, congestion and social 
isolation. 
 

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 
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 Strongly Agree 
 

Please explain your response: 
 
 
 

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: 

Strongly Disagree  
 

Please explain your response: 

 
The concept of ‘locking down’ and ‘permanent boundary’ without due and fair process is considered 
unjust. Land owners on Melbourne’s edge have reasonably expected that there would be a further 
review of the urban growth boundary and therefore the suggestion that setting a permanent 
boundary in its current location has bi-partisan support is incorrect. 
 
The process for creating the current urban growth boundary did not allude to the fact that it would 
be ‘permanent’ or ‘locked down’. In fact, there has been a common understanding that there would 
be a biennial review of the urban growth boundary.  Amongst other things, this would be to ensure 
that key housing supply targets linked to maintaining Melbourne’s housing affordability were 
regularly considered. 
 
Even at an extreme interpretation, Initiative 6.1.1 (confirm the mechanism and lock in a permanent 
boundary) within the current Plan Melbourne clearly highlights that further planning consideration is 
needed before the final boundary is set and regard would be given to: 
 

- input from local governments 
- the report of the Logical Inclusions Advisory Committee of November 2011 
- Melbourne’s natural values and topographical features 
- Boundaries formed by major infrastructure. 

 
Logical Inclusions Advisory Committee 
 
In Section 2.1 – Introduction, of the Logical Inclusions Advisory Committee Report (Page 7), the 
Committee notes (amongst other things) that: 
 
 “In The Victorian Liberal Nationals Coalition Plan for Planning for the 2010 State Election, various 
commitments were made in relation to land supply and the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB). The 
document notes (amongst other things) that the Government at the time would: 
 
· Seek to have 20 to 25 years’ worth of land supply in growth areas for Melbourne, Geelong and other 
major regional cities across Victoria; 
· Conduct a biennial audit of land supply in Melbourne’s and Geelong’s growth areas to ensure  
adequate supply exists; 
· Establish a new structured process for the biennial review of the UGB in growth areas, with clear 
timeframes and a transparent process; and 
· Allow local residents in growth areas boundary inclusion areas to be a part of the UGB review where 
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they can choose to opt out of boundary expansion. 
 
Whilst it is understood that this is a commitment that was made by a previous Government, it is 
suggested in the Plan Melbourne Refresh Discussion Paper that there is bipartisan support for a 
permanent boundary and therefore it is essential that consideration is given to the context in which 
the previous Government supported the idea. 
 
Furthermore, it is noted that during consideration of submissions made to the Logical Inclusions 
Advisory Committee, the Growth Areas Authority (now Metropolitan Planning Authority) and the 
Logical Inclusions Advisory Committee often made reference that some areas may not be suitable for 
inclusion into the urban growth boundary as part of the Logical Inclusions process but should be 
considered as part of the Government’s proposed biennial review of the urban growth boundary. 
In Section 3.1 - Role of the GAA, of the Logical Inclusions Advisory Committee Report (Page 11) it is 
stated that: 
 
“Under the Growth Areas Logical Inclusions Review Process, the Minister for Planning requested that 
the GAA review and assess the merits of submissions already submitted as part of the 2009 UGB 
review, together with any submissions made by the Growth Area Councils during and since 2009. 
The GAA then referred the submissions and an Assessment Report for each of the four Growth Area 
corridors to the Committee for its consideration. 
 
It is noted by the Committee that the GAA has taken a conservative approach to nominating areas for 
inclusion within the UGB, and in this regard, CEO of the GAA advised that where 
something was undecided, the GAA “would not be comfortable recommending inclusion as part of 
this process”. (emphasis added). 
 
Cranbourne South is an example of where a range of strategic planning matters, including the 
potential designation of Biolinks to support the Southern Brown Bandicoot, were still being assessed 
and therefore consideration of the area for inclusion in the urban growth boundary was not 
considered appropriate as part of the logical inclusions process.  
 
The determination of the Biolink Strategy has now been made and it does not impact the land in this 
area, which is a significantly different planning framework to what was being considered at the time 
of the logical inclusions process. 
 
Finally, it is noted that the Logical Inclusions Advisory Committee identified that they had a limited 
scope noting that: 
 
“…there is no scope for the Committee to undertake a detailed analysis of current and future land 
supply, demand and availability by which to consider the ‘logic’ of considering each separate site or 
area”. 
 
The inability of the Committee to consider sites on their individual merit is a demonstration that the 
exact location of the existing urban growth boundary hasn’t been sufficiently reviewed to a point of 
being able to fix it permanently. 
 
Plan Melbourne Ministerial Advisory Committee 
 
The Logical Inclusions Advisory Committee and the Growth Areas Authority are not the only groups 
to have made reference to a process affecting the urban growth boundary and the assumed 
involvement of the community in future reviews / processes. 
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Recommendation 13 of the Plan Melbourne Ministerial Advisory Committee reports suggests the 
following: 
 
“Delete reference to a permanent boundary from the State of Cities chapter and insert the following 
initiative and actions under Direction 2.1: 
 
Initiative 2.1: Deliver a permanent urban boundary around Melbourne 
2.1.1-1: The MPA will advise the Minister for Planning (by a nominated date) on the alignment of the 
proposed Metropolitan Urban Boundary for Melbourne taking into account: 
 

- the views of local government 
- the findings and recommendations of the Logical Inclusions Advisory Committee, November 

2011 
- relevant submissions to PM Draft 2013 (emphasis added). 

 
Assumingly, the determination of which ‘relevant submissions to Plan Melbourne draft 2013’ in itself 
would require a process that involved the community. 
 
To simply ignore clear and current expectation of many parties in and around Melbourne and remove 
their rights to be heard is considered unjust. 
 
The continued creation of expectation by Government, the Logical Inclusions Advisory Committee, 
the Plan Melbourne Ministerial Advisory Committee and various Committees and Agencies that the 
urban growth boundary would be further reviewed is deemed to establish a right for members of the 
public to be given another opportunity to make submissions in relation to land that may be suitable 
for inclusion within a permanent urban growth boundary. 
 
In no circumstances should the urban growth boundary be locked down prior to the completion of a 
public independent panel / advisory committee review that allows interested parties to make 
submissions regarding the preferred location of the urban growth boundary and have individual sites 
considered on their own merits. 
 
Based on the information outlined above, it is requested that the current Plan Melbourne Initiative 
6.1.1 be expanded, rather than limited, to include the ‘input from the community’ as a key 
consideration for determining the permanent boundary. 
 

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 green wedges and peri-urban areas must play an active role in accommodating housing diversity 
and growth. 
 
As Melbourne continues to grow, there is an obvious need to accommodate future growth of low 
density / rural residential housing options. However the current planning framework provides little 
guidance as to the best location to accommodate this growth. 
 
Current practice within the urban growth boundary is to achieve at least 15 dwellings per hectares 
and many precinct structure plan areas now seeking to achieve 18 + dwellings per hectare. These 
targets cannot be achieved if low density residential options are also being accommodated. 
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As such, there is a need to look to the green wedge and peri-urban areas to accommodate this 
growth. 
 
Whilst the Logical Inclusions Advisory Committee provided commentary on the difficulties associated 
with accommodating growth of low density residential lots within the existing Green Wedge Zones, 
there are the same challenges in moving the urban growth boundary. However traditionally the 
moving of the urban growth boundary has allowed for a broader strategic view to be considered (I.e. 
Metropolitan based). 
 
Given the difficulties associated with both changing the Green Wedge Zone subdivision provisions 
and moving the urban growth boundary it seems more appropriate to amend the urban growth 
boundary and identify specific areas that are to accommodate this type of housing growth across 
Melbourne. 
 
For example, there are a number of under-utilized farming lots in Cranbourne South that are already 
surrounded by low density / rural living subdivision that would be suitable to be designated to 
accommodate low density residential growth for the south east of Melbourne. It is a long held 
planning theory that providing a low density residential buffer on the edge of a city or town provides 
a suitable urban - rural transition. This is especially achievable in areas where there is:  
 

- Larger lots that can be subdivided to provide new low density lots 
- Good access to services and facilities within the urban area 
- Access to service infrastructure in the nearby urban area 
- Reasonable road access to support moderate increases in vehicle traffic 

 
By moving the urban growth boundary in some green wedge / peri-urban locations to provide for low 
density housing options, there is an opportunity to create an inter-urban break between the 
intensive urban growth areas and broad acre farming areas.  
 
Finally, it is noted that the current approach to preparing Green Wedge Management Plans is limited 
and somewhat swayed towards restricting land use activities. As mentioned, Melbourne has an 
emerging housing diversity gap and rather than proactively identifying ways in which these areas can 
contribute toward achieving housing diversity outcomes across Melbourne, it seems that the focus is 
agricultural and conservation only. As such, the use of the Green Wedge Management Plans does not 
seem to be an effective tool for promoting housing diversity outcomes. 

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? 
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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  
 Disagree 
 Agree 
 Strongly Agree 

 

Please explain your response: 

 
 
 

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  
 Disagree 
 Agree 
 Strongly Agree 

 

Please explain your response: 
 
 
 

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

 
 
 

 

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? 
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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 
 Option 21B 

 
Please explain why you have chosen your preferred option: 

 
 
 

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 
 Agree 
 Strongly Agree 

 
Why? 

 
 
 

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 
 Agree 
 Strongly Agree 

Why? 
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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? 

 
 
 

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 concept of protecting strategic agricultural land is considered important however the process of 
identifying which land should be protected is equally important. 

In recent times there has been a growing conflict between intensive agricultural activities and those 
living within proximity. Specifically, cattle farming, dairy farming, cropping, piggeries, vineyards and 
many other agricultural enterprises are under threat by growing complaints from nearby residences 
regarding noise, smell, dust, spray drift and many other matters related to typical farming activities. 

As such, the protection of potential farming land that is already surrounded by low density / rural 
living areas (i.e. source of complaint) should not be deemed strategically important. In fact, many of 
these farms have become exposed to illegal dumping, vandalism / theft and trespassing, which add 
additional stress to their current occupants. 

The idea of an ‘Urban Interface Zone’, which would increase flexibility and housing choice on the 
outskirts of cities and towns and allow councils to establish a lower density residential buffer 
between farming zones and residential zoning, has been floated and is worth further consideration. 

The introduction of a new zone of this nature would allow both farming and residential uses to be 
protected from the potential impacts associated with each other, whilst facilitating moderate growth 
of low density housing supply. 

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?  

 
 
 

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 
 Agree 
 Strongly Agree 

Why? 

 
 
 

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? 

 
 
 

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: 

 Disagree 

Why? 

It is stated that ‘The Plan Melbourne refresh discussion paper and consultation process is asking 
Melburnians to take another look at particular aspects of Plan Melbourne 2014 that need revision 
such as the key issues of housing supply, diversity and affordability, and climate change and will 
reflect the Government’s transport network priorities’, however it would seem that there is little 
effort made to accommodate a broad spectrum of housing types, particularly in lower density stock. 
 
Establishing targets for growth is a reasonable strategic planning concept. However as mentioned 
previously in this submission, it is important to ensure that there are appropriate housing diversity 
outcomes / targets that are also achieved. 
 
The establishment of a 70/30 housing supply target is unlikely to promote the provision of low 
density housing options as current land owners seek to maximize their housing yield on land that is 
inside the urban growth boundary. 
 
Therefore, the consideration of broadening the target to include additional areas is necessary. This 
could be achieved by having five categories, rather than two, to further define the various areas for 
growth. These could include: 
 

1. Established Areas – Inner Urban 
2. Established Areas – Middle Urban 
3. Growth Areas 
4. Urban Edge Areas 
5. Regional Areas 

 
A site specific approach to assessing the different areas would ensure that an appropriate target 
could be set. 
 

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

 
 
 

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: 

 Strongly Disagree  
 Disagree 
 Agree 
 Strongly Agree 
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Why? 

 
 
 

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 
 Agree 
 Strongly Agree 

Why? 

 
 
 

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: 

 Option 37A 
 Option 37B 
 Other 

Why? 

 
 
 

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? 

Section 5.4 – Housing Diversity, of the Discussion Papers refers to the need to provide varying 
housing options for Melbourne’s growing and changing community. However, the focus clearly 
relates to promoting smaller housing types and social / affordable housing as assumingly these forms 
of housing are met with the greatest level of community concern. 
 
Notwithstanding above, it is important to acknowledge that there is also a need to grow low density / 
rural living options for those who have other specific economic, social or health needs, but still wish 
to be located in proximity to the metropolitan area. 
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As such, there is a need to expand the 70/30 target to recognise, amongst other things, the need for 
low density housing growth in the green wedge / peri-urban areas. 
 

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? 

 
 
 

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 
 Other 

Why? 

 
 
 

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? 
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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? 

 
 
 

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  
 Disagree 
 Agree 
 Strongly Agree 

Why? 

 
 
 

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  
 Disagree 
 Agree 
 Strongly Agree 

Why? 

 
 
 

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? 

 
 
 

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  
 Disagree 
 Agree 
 Strongly Agree 

Why? 
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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  
 Disagree 
 Agree 
 Strongly Agree 

Why? 

 
 
 

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  
 Disagree 
 Agree 
 Strongly Agree 

Why? 

 
 
 

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?  

 
 
 

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: 

 Strongly Disagree  
 Disagree 
 Agree 
 Strongly Agree 
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Why? 

 
 
 

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 
 Strongly Agree 

Why? 

 
 
 

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 
 Strongly Agree 

Why? 

 
 

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? 

 
 
 

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? 

 
 
 

44. Any other comments about chapter 7 (new planning tools)? 

In most part the Green Wedge provisions have been successful in managing the urban edge and 
protecting areas of environmental significance, however they have also stifled the opportunity 
provide low density housing options. 
 
The introduction of an ‘Interface Zone’ that has a key objective of managing the rural urban interface 
and land use conflicts and supporting growth in low density residential housing options should be 
considered. 
 
The ‘Interface Zone’ could increase flexibility and housing choice on the outskirts of cities and towns 
and allow councils to establish a lower density residential buffer between farming zones and 
residential zoning. This zone would also encourage a diversity of development on the edges of our 
cities and towns. 
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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? 

 
 
 

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

 
 
 

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

 
 
 

 




