
















Discussion Paper Submission 

Introduction 
Please find following key information about making a submission. 

Who can make a submission? 

Anyone is able to comment and make submissions on the Plan Melbourne refresh discussion paper. 

How will submissions be used? 

We want a Plan Melbourne to reflect the community’s views, particularly in relation to housing 
affordability and diversity, energy efficiency and climate change. All submissions received will be 
reviewed and inform Plan Melbourne 2016. 

Will submissions be publicly available?  

Written submissions will be publicly available and will be able to be read by others, unless you have 
requested and been granted confidentiality status. 

Why do I have to register to make a submission or comment online? 

The information provided in the registration form will help us analyse the responses and help us 
know which issues are of concern to residents in which areas of Melbourne or to particular 
community groups.  

Can I provide a submission in another format? 

Given the high volume of submissions anticipated it is strongly preferred that the online form or the 
downloadable template be used. This will ensure the most effective evaluation of the issues raised in 
submissions.  

How do I make a submission? 

You will need to register to make a submission. Submissions and comments will close at 5.00pm 
AEDST Friday 18 December 2015.  Once registered, there are two ways to make a submission: 

• Complete the online submission form

• Upload your submission using this submission template. Note that the preferred format is MS
Word, 

As part of making a submission, you will need to agree to the privacy collection notice and statement 
of confidentiality. These are outlined in both the online submission and upload forms. 

Do I have to respond to all of the questions in the submission form for my views to be heard? 

Not at all. You are welcome to respond to as many, or as few, of the questions on the Plan 
Melbourne refresh discussion paper as you would like.  

http://refresh.planmelbourne.vic.gov.au/submissions/survey_tools/online-submission-form
http://refresh.planmelbourne.vic.gov.au/submissions


Plan Melbourne Refresh: Discussion Paper Submission 

Can I comment on other areas not addressed in the Plan Melbourne refresh discussion Paper? 

This refresh is not intended to comprehensively revise Plan Melbourne 2014. It builds on the 
extensive work and consultation underpinning Plan Melbourne 2014. Much of Plan Melbourne 2014 
enjoys bi-partisan support and will not change.  

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. 
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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?

It is important to broaden the focus of PLAN MELBOURNE beyond “the city” and address the plan to 
whole of the “Melbourne region” including the interface and peri-urban areas.   

A key challenge is to maintain Melbourne’s green wedges against the pressures of suburban sprawl - 
in order to retain the benefits of green wedges, which include access to locally produced food, 
opportunities for outdoor and unstructured recreation, conservation of environmental and cultural 
values etc.  

In terms of planning policy issues relating to the Mornington Peninsula the proposals to maintain a 
strong urban growth boundary and to “lock in” the UGB, protect the Green Wedge and provide more 
support for the protection of productive agricultural land are all strongly supported by Council.  

The Mornington Peninsula Shire through an extensive community consultation process was the first 
Council to introduce a localised Planning Statement to give effect to these policy directions and it is 
of particular importance for the use of Planning Statements to identify and protect areas of special 
value to be retained and strengthened in the revised PLAN MELBOURNE.  

The areas of Melbourne defined as requiring Planning Statements, being the Mornington Peninsula, 
Yarra Ranges, Bellarine Peninsula and Macedon Ranges, are under constant speculative pressure, 
which is only likely to increase with the increasing population and development across the 
metropolitan region.  

Accordingly, it is critical to send a strong bi-partisan message that the Mornington Peninsula, and 
these other key areas, are not simply future extensions of the metro growth area, but rather have 
permanent value for the role they perform, in agriculture, conservation and recreation, as well as 
warranting a “non-metropolitan” approach to settlement planning. Too much of Melbourne has been 
“homogenised” by infill development and this is a significant threat to the character and amenity of 
the Peninsula’s townships and villages.  

In this context, the Mornington Peninsula Shire Council seeks a strong statement of commitment 
from the State government to maintaining and supporting the implementation of the Mornington 
Peninsula Localised Planning Statement, to recognise the particular roles and values of the 
Peninsula and to complement the Plan Melbourne strategy. 

It is also appropriate to recognise that Melbourne is a coastal city and that this results in both 
challenges and opportunities. Coastal areas are in the front line of exposure to the impacts of 
climate change, including threats to coastal infrastructure. However, the coasts and beaches of 
Melbourne are also a key source of its livability/quality of life. As the population of Melbourne and 
the demand for coastal recreation increase so will the pressures on our coasts and beaches, with 
areas such as the Mornington Peninsula needing to meet demands from across the whole of the 
metropolitan area. Mechanisms to plan for and equitably fund effective coastal management, as 
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set out in the Victorian Coastal Strategy, also need to be part of PLAN MELBOURNE.  The MPSC  
would also encourage ongoing consultation with the Association of Bayside Municipalities on this 
important planning  issue. 

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 
 No preference 
 Agree 
 Strongly Agree 

Please explain your response: 
The U.N Sustainable Development goals appear to be high level objectives, with aspirational targets, 
that are largely consistent with PLAN MELBOURNE’s goals. However, it is uncertain whether including 
reference to these goals will add value to PLAN MELBOURNE and many involve commitments that 
extend beyond the scope of a metropolitan strategy e.g. the goal to end poverty everywhere by 
2030. Accordingly, including the goals may be contrary to the pragmatic aims of the “refresh” i.e. to 
improve clarity and usability of the document (and clear lines of responsibility /accountability). 

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 
 Disagree 
 Agree 
 Strongly Agree 

Please explain your response: 
See response to question 1 above. However, it should be recognised that in the evolution of the UGB 
policy some UGBs have been well established as permanent – such as on the Mornington Peninsula, 
whereas the UGB in other areas e.g. adjacent to the Growth Areas has been more contingent e.g. on 
the continuing availability of land supply to meet housing demand – and has therefore the UGB in 
these locations has been more of a land release sequencing mechanism. 

In the case of the “contingent” UGBs it would be appropriate to complete sub regional housing plans 
in consultation with the relevant municipalities to ensure adequate land supply before “fixing” these 
boundaries and, equally, in determining the land use role of areas on the edge of such boundaries. 
The Interface Councils Group has made previous submissions in relation to these matters and should 
be consulted in the further development of this policy. 
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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?

See response to question 1 above – and particularly the importance of a commitment to the localised 
Planning Statements, such as the Mornington Peninsula Planning Statement (2014)   as 
complementary policies for identified distinctive areas.   

In regard to the reinforcement of the UGB and protection of agricultural land in the Green Wedge, 
Council also strongly advocates for the need to close existing “loopholes”, such as the opportunity for 
the establishment of defacto residential villages in the form of “caravan parks”, that allow the 
intrusion of urban type uses into the green wedge.  

Equally, there is a need to ensure that the use of land in Green Wedge areas for “rural living” is more 
strongly linked to the intended “primary” uses in the Green Wedge i.e. agriculture, conservation and 
landscape protection. The existing “in conjunction with” test is weak and ambiguous, and the 
relationship between primary uses and secondary uses in the green wedge needs to be clarified, 
including support for the use of S173 agreements to ensure prospective purchasers of land are aware 
of obligations under Farm Management Plans and/or Land Conservation Plans. This could potentially 
involve a review of Green Wedge Zone and associated provisions and land use definitions. 

The Interface Councils Group has made previous submissions in relation to these matters and should 
be consulted in further policy development and planning scheme reviews. 

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?

PLAN MELBOURNE promoted the concept of an “integrated economic triangle”, which aimed to 
express the policy of linking the Port of Hastings in the east, with the Hume corridor to the north and 
the Wyndham/Geelong corridor to the west.  

The MAC review and PLAN MELBOURNE Refresh argue that this concept has no real value and 
distracts attention from the key elements of the preferred city structure i.e. a polycentric city and 
supporting 20 – minute neighborhoods. 

While the use of the word “triangle” to describe the future pattern of interconnection has no 
particular significance, the principle of linking/integrating economic activity across Melbourne and 
specifically, the principle that the S E region of Melbourne requires major economic infrastructure 
investment to support the current and future population growth in this region, is one of the more 
critical issues “at stake” in this refresh process. 

Replacing the “triangle” with an equally “fuzzy” polycentric principle risks an ongoing lack of 
commitment to the provision of key economic infrastructure in the south east region. 
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On this point, the recent submissions by the Shire in relation to the Port of Melbourne privatization 
enquiry have highlighted that Hastings remains the location with clearest potential as a future 
container port and that trigger points need to be established to bring further port development at 
Hastings on line as the Port of Melbourne reaches capacity (or otherwise fails to provide competitive 
value to the Melbourne economy).  

Accordingly, the port options for Hastings, and the supporting road and rail infrastructure, should 
continue to be part of any high level concept plan, and should not pre-empt the review by 
Infrastructure Victoria. 

In addition, while PLAN MELBOURNE seeks to emphasize a shift to urban consolidation and a 70/30 
split between new housing in established suburbs and development on the fringe, it remains the case 
that green field development remains and important element of the Metro. Strategy and therefore 
Growth Areas should be included as significant elements in the concept plan.  

This will also facilitate presentation of policy directions in relation to the appropriate forms of 
development in Growth Areas and clearly distinguish intended Growth Areas from areas with a 
different role and function, such as the Mornington Peninsula. 

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: 
The principle of a polycentric city is reasonably clear, however, it is uncertain how many “centres” 
are to be designated.  

In PLAN MELBOURNE (2014) there is a clear direction that a limited number of major centres will be 
prioritised and supported through major investment – with the State government (through the MPA) 
acting as the primary planning authority.  

In contrast, planning for local centres (referred to as activity centres, including some previously 
identified as Major Activity Centres), would be primarily the responsibility of local government. In 
these local activity centres, and particularly in neighbourhood centres, there is an expectation of a 
lower level of change than in the “higher order” centres, although they will be important in achieving 
the goal of “20 minute neighbourhoods”.  

This approach appears to have been intended to address a criticism of M2030 i.e. that it lacked 
sufficient focus to encourage/support investment, and that it was necessary to clearly identify high 
order/priority development areas – and to recognise that planning provisions for these centres 
would be different from those in “lower order” centres i.e. one size does not fit all in “activity centre” 
planning. At this stage, the position of the PLAN MELBOURNE refresh on this issue is not clear. 

There is general support for the 20 Minute Neighbourhood principle. However, the MAC review 
emphasizes that the “20 Minute” concept was intended to promote walking, cycling and use of public 
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transport as a means of both reducing carbon emissions and supporting health and wellbeing, rather 
than to set a standard or target for journey to work trips ( by car). 

In this context it is noted that the MAC recommends that the principle of the 20 minute 
neighbourhood ( and presumably the basis for future assessment) be defined as meaning “an ability 
to meet your everyday (non-work) needs locally, primarily within a 20 minute walk” e.g. within 
approx. 1 – 1.5 km of home. This is a more achievable aim; however it leaves open the question of 
the relationship between employment opportunities and the location of housing growth.  

Aside from noting a recommended direction of the MAC: “Deliver more housing closer to jobs and 
public transport”, there is no discussion in the PLAN MELBOURNE Refresh paper of how this goal 
(reducing car dependency for journeys to work) may be achieved, nor apparent support for a major 
shift to working locally or to ensuring local employment growth.  

The shift away from an explicit goal of reducing car dependency for journey to work trips is arguably 
counterproductive in terms of reducing and supporting greater resilience, lower carbon emissions 
and reduced energy use.  

It is noted that it is proposed to include criteria in PLAN MELBOURNE to better identify the preferred 
locations for new housing development and accessibility of employment should be included and 
given a high weighting in any such assessments. 

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: 
These policy directions are consistent with Council’s own policy priorities in relation to protection of 
the green wedge and greater emphasis on carbon neutrality, environmental protection/risk 
management, affordable housing, and the coordinated development of housing and employment 
opportunities. 

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

The need for public investment in all areas under pressure from population growth. 

It is recognised that a driving principle of PLAN MELBOURNE 2014 was to ensure the metropolitan 
strategy recognises and supports the (changing) economic base of the Melbourne Metropolitan 
Region by focusing both public investment and planning for future growth on certain key areas. 

In this context, development and expansion of the Central City has been given priority as a key 
element of the metro strategy, and the PLAN MELBOURNE refresh will continue to support this 
direction e.g. by focusing on investment in support of an expanded Central City – such as the Metro 
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Loop. 

However, it is also important to recognise that approx. 90% of jobs and the majority of Melbourne’s 
current and future population are located outside the Central City. Accordingly, it is critical that 
decisions regarding infrastructure and investment link the level and location of investment to the 
location of the current and projected future populations. There is a significant risk that too great a 
focus on Central City infrastructure and investment may compound the “two Melbournes” problem 
– a job rich, well serviced Central City – and a less well serviced, car dependent suburban edge.

This is particularly a concern for outer area Growth Councils – and has been the subject of ongoing 
advocacy by the Interface Councils group. While the principle of a polycentric city does have 
substantial support it will be critical to ensure that investment is also “polycentric” and does not 
over emphasize Central City development.   

In terms of the Mornington Peninsula, there needs to be greater recognition of the role(s) of the 
Peninsula in supporting the livability of the wider region – and the need for government investment 
in supporting those functions. For example, considerable public investment is required in coastal 
areas and in the protection of natural systems. Equally, in terms of equity of opportunity, greater 
investment in public transport services is critical to avoiding isolation of vulnerable members of the 
community in many outer areas of Melbourne. 

As a general comment, the inclusion of clear targets in PLAN MELBOURNE is supported, however, 
there is a danger in focusing only on target numbers (as outlined in comments below in relation to 
the 70/30 distribution of new housing). Unrealistic targets can distort the planning decision making 
process – and over development/ over “consolidation” resulting in congestion and residential areas 
lacking open space and other amenities in proportion to the demands of an increasing population, 
would be a poor outcome for the people of Melbourne and counter to the goal of increasing 
Melbourne’s attraction as a global city. The recent experience with apartment standards points to 
the need to establish appropriate standards of development and design e.g. relating housing density 
to the availability of open space, to ensure balanced development that meets a range of objectives. 

It is also noted that the ability to achieve the intended objectives, such as 20 minute 
neighbourhoods, will have significant funding implications for local government and both direct 
financial support from the state for infrastructure such as pedestrian paths and cycle ways, open 
space/linear connections, pedestrian safe zones and overpasses  will be vital. Changes to facilitate 
development contributions to support these objectives should also be considered. 

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 role and significance of the National Employment Clusters is reasonably well articulated, 
however the structure plans and urban design frameworks which will be required for these areas will 
be critical in determining the attraction of these areas, particularly where a mix of land uses and 
development forms is proposed. 
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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: 

A key concept of PLAN MELBOURNE is to locate new housing close to major employment centres and 
to integrate transport and land use planning. A broader perspective in relation to the National 
Employment Clusters may assist in achieving these goals. The centres, including Dandenong and 
Frankston, are intended to provide key opportunities across the region and therefore the broader the 
scope for planning and integration with the transport network the more effective these areas are 
likely to be in performing their role. 

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 
 No preference 
 Agree 
 Strongly Agree 

Why? 
 NA 

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? 

See response to question 10 above. 
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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?

As noted in the discussion paper, the designation of activity centres and the implementation of 
activity centre policy is an area that would benefit from further clarification. While the role of activity 
centres in achieving the goal of “20 minute neighbourhoods” is recognised and generally supported, 
a one size fits all approach to policy and policy implementation is counterproductive.  

The MPSC has sought to ensure that planning policy recognises the particular characteristics of the 
Peninsula, i.e. the commercial centres within the townships on the Peninsula often draw on relatively 
small and distinct catchments, and face highly seasonal trading patterns. They are less able to 
compete and remain viable under pressure from new retail development which may be established 
in out of centre locations on main road frontages in the Shire’s industrial zones, which until recent 
changes excluded retail uses.  

In these terms the Peninsula’s retail pattern is arguably more like that of regional areas than that of 
suburban Melbourne – and a similar exemption from retailing in the industrial zones is considered 
warranted, given the community benefit of maintaining strong town centres rather than dispersed 
highway based commercial sprawl. In this context, arguments to establish new “out of town” centres 
which may increase accessibility for some areas must be balanced against the impact on the viability 
of businesses located with existing town centres– which service a wider catchment.  

This is a well-known principle in planning i.e. while competition between individual businesses should 
not be regulated it is legitimate to prevent changes which would result in a lower level of service to 
the community overall. Support for the existing town centres is also considered critical to providing 
the certainty required to encourage both public and private investment, and this is undermined by 
the prospect of out of centre development. 

In this context, the Refresh discussion paper refers to an action in PLAN MELBOURNE, under Initiative 
6.2.1  Better Manage Melbourne’s Peri-urban Regions, Including Designating Towns for Growth : 

Determine whether any areas (such as parts of the Mornington Peninsula) should no 
longer be considered to be part of metropolitan Melbourne.  

The MAC indictates that there is no logical basis for this action, however it is understood that the 
intention was to highlight that not all planning policies which apply to the metropolitan region are 
appropriate to planning on the Mornington Peninsula, and the provision for retailing in industrial 
zones is a key example.  

While this is still considered an important consideration, it is acknowledged that the comment in its 
current form is ambiguous and Council would be pleased to assist in refining and redrafting the 
comment to reflect its intended purpose, consistent with the policies expressed in the Mornington 
Peninsula Planning Statement. 
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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?

Productive agricultural land on the edge of Melbourne is strategically important having regard to 
food security and access to fresh food. The areas identified for Planning Statements have a particular 
role in this regard.   

The use of the Green Wedge Zone and a refocused Farming Zone can be effective but need to 
prioritise agricultural use over incompatible development/activities, particularly defacto urban 
expansion in the form of “caravan parks” and similar “tourism developments”, and the spread of low 
density “rural living”. 

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 use of extractive industry sites needs to be based on appropriate (current) standards of 
development and operation, particularly when in proximity to sensitive uses. 

16. Any other comments about chapter 3 (delivering jobs and investment)?

The Port of Hastings remains the location with clearest potential as a future container port and 
trigger points need to be established to bring further port development at Hastings on line as the 
Port of Melbourne reaches capacity or fails to provide competitive value to the Melbourne economy. 

Accordingly, the port options for Hastings, and supporting road and rail infrastructure should 
continue to be included for consideration, and changes to PLAN MELBOURNE should not pre-empt 
the review by Infrastructure Victoria. Council would strongly argue that the upgrade of the Western 
Port highway to freeway standard should continue, give the continuing role of Hastings as a bulk 
trades port. 

The South East Metro Councils group has made extensive submissions in relation to this issue and 
would seek further consultation in the further development of PLAN MELLBOURNE in relation to 
regional economic development opportunities. 
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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? 

PLAN MELBOURNE aims to provide an integrated land use and transport strategy and major goals 
relating to the economic efficiency of the city, achieving a low carbon future and containing the cost 
of living for households ( as distinct from the upfront affordability of housing) are linked to the 
integration of transport with land use.  

The consideration of the existing PPTN in land use choices and decisions is a move towards such 
integration e.g. promoting coordination between (existing) transport systems and the identification 
of areas with capacity to support further housing growth. However, as outlined in the response to 
Q.19, further integration and network development, as outlined in the MAC report, is also critical. 

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?

This will be an important factor in the assessment of performance in relation to the 20 Minute 
Neighbourhood principle and structure planning more generally. Specific key initiatives appear to be 
well addressed in the MAC report e.g. The MAC’s proposals relating to the original PLAN MELBOURNE 
document outlined on p. 183 of the MAC review. 

19. Any other comments about chapter 4 (a more connected Melbourne)?

It is noted that the discussion paper advocates an “adaptive approach” to transport planning, to 
“respond to Melbourne’s growth patterns as they emerge and change over time”.  In effect, 
development of a comprehensive transport strategy has been deferred as part of as part of future 
transport network planning. In this context, a key criticism that has been made of the PLAN 
MELBOURNE Refresh is that it provides a land use strategy and a list of transport projects – but is 
not, as recommended by the MAC, an integrated land use and transport strategy. 

Many recommendations from the MAC relating to the transport system, and particularly extensive 
recommendations regarding bus route and service improvements, tram route extensions and 
measures to support circumferential freight movement  

While there is no doubt a need for flexibility, the scale and timeframe for major transport 
infrastructure investment and development is substantial, and a challenge for the newly established 
Infrastructure Victoria will be to provide greater certainty on these matters, particularly as urban 
consolidation at the level proposed will create additional transport system pressures. 

In regard to the Mornington Peninsula Shire, the MAC review notes that the priority given to the 
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progressive conversion of the Western Port Highway to freeway standard, primarily to service the 
Port of Hastings, will depend on the approach taken the development of Melbourne’s port capacity 
in coming years.  

As noted above, clear trigger points for the planning and development of new (Port) infrastructure 
need to be established to support economic development in the SE Region.  

In terms of the Baxter rail line, MAC report (rec 45) refers to “securing all rail reservations for 
planned extensions and duplications in growth areas at Melton, Wallan, Mernda, Wollert, Clyde, 
Baxter and Wyndham Vale to Werribee, and deliver these extensions in the medium to long term”.  

It is important to clarify that the area of Baxter, within the Mornington Peninsula Shire is not a 
designated growth area and is in fact contained by a clear Urban Growth Boundary. Accordingly, the 
use of this term may create speculation and unrealistic expectations. Equally, there are no further 
details on the proposals for Baxter and these need to be further investigated. The electrification of 
the rail line to Baxter and the potential establishment of a major park and ride facility at Baxter 
(primarily  to enable redevelopment around the Frankston station) have been flagged for many 
years, however there has been no comprehensive public assessment of the likely impacts of such a 
proposal, the costs and benefits, and their distribution. The MPSC strongly advocates the need for 
such a review/impact and feasibility assessment before any decisions relating to Baxter are made.  
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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:

 Strongly Disagree 
 Disagree 
 Agree 
 Strongly Agree 

Why? 

The goal of reducing dependency on outward fringe expansion of metropolitan Melbourne is 
supported, given research that indicates the high social, economic and environmental costs of such a 
“growth model”. Equally, the establishment of a target is necessary to provide the basis for the 
development of sub-regional and municipal housing plans. However, it is important to be clear that a 
70/30 target is not the only, or even primary, policy objective per se.   

Target levels for urban consolidation can be used to override legitimate concerns regarding the 
sustainability and liveability of “densified” areas – and, in introducing such targets it must be clearly 
indicated that the ability of areas to accommodate substantial change and higher densities of infill 
development, while maintaining high levels of amenity, must be clearly established, through a 
consultative process.   

This approach is much more likely to achieve and maintain support for the 70/30 principle (and the 
foreshadowed removal of the inclusion of 50% of existing residential areas within the Neighbourhood 
Residential Zone) than an “unqualified” target. An issue of particular concern to Council is the need 
to link the density of development to the availability of open space and recreational facilities. Council 
strongly supports the objective of developing a network of accessible high quality local open spaces 
(MAC recommendation 39) and seeks practical mechanisms to pursue this goal.  For example, it may 
be appropriate to consider linking the level (%) of open space provision/ contribution to the density 
of development (expressed as site coverage or the density of dwellings/households) rather than the 
undeveloped value of the site. Equally, and having regard to objectives related to “urban greening” it 
is important to consider site coverage limits at both the individual site level and neighbourhood 
scale. 

Equally, a 70/30 target should not exclude consideration of “smarter growth” in the fringe growth 
areas – if smarter growth can deliver more of the required housing supply, this should be 
encouraged. Similarly, the opportunities for regional de-centralisation should not be overlooked.  

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

See response to Q 20 above. 

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 
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 Disagree 
 Agree 
 Strongly Agree 

Why? 

See response to Q.20 above.  Structure plans for Growth Areas provide a significant opportunity to 
demonstrate forms of residential development that may be adapted to infill situations. 

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? 

See response to Q.20 

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? 

Given that housing distribution and density, and the flow on effect to planning scheme provisions 
regarding residential development and neighbourhood character are often highly contested ( in 
VCAT, Panel hearings etc) it is considered that  the greater the clarity that can be provided on this 
issue the better.  

In this context, it is considered that housing targets at both the sub regional and the municipal level 
would actually be more effective – giving local Council’s a clear understanding of the level of housing 
supply which needs to be planned for within a defined time period – and, in turn, the level of support 
from higher levels of government which it should be able to expect to support such growth.  

Mechanisms similar to the previous Regional Housing Working Groups (or similar groups convened 
under the Metropolitan Planning Authority) should aim to produce both sub regional housing plans 
and municipal housing targets – but with Councils able to substantially determine the most 
appropriate locations and forms of development to achieve such targets through a dialogue with 
their local communities. 
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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?

See response to Q.20. This needs to be a consultative process – with a stronger emphasis on defining 
what (community) benefits will be achieved and how ( in terms of more detail on the built form 
/urban design and place based outcomes), rather than a simple “go-go” designation that leaves 
design decisions and the level of community benefit to an uncertain market and (often adversarial) 
statutory planning processes. 

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?

See response to Q.20 and Q.25 above 

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? 

 See response to Q.20 

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?

This issue can best be examined through the proposed investigation, and needs to include 
consideration of alternative forms of financing, land tenure and housing security, as well as built 
form. 
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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?

Despite raising many options the discussion paper indicates that tackling this issue is beyond the 
scope of the current “refresh” and will be considered by several government initiatives across 
different policy areas relating to affordable and social housing.  

While the issue of housing affordability and social housing is difficult to address, the risk of 
homelessness and potentially greater displacement and spatial isolation of those with lower incomes 
is a critical factor.  

Accordingly, affordable housing should not be put “on the policy backburner”. The discussion paper 
notes that boosting the supply of “market rate” housing alone will not improve housing affordability 
for low income families. In this context, there is a significant  opportunity to coordinate current 
decisions regarding the locations of future growth (and the associated “planning uplift” in value) with 
requirements for contributions towards or the direct provision of an increase in the supply of social 
rental housing, as part of establishing a long term pool of affordable housing.   

The MAC Review in fact provides a range of options for consideration. Council submits that 
opportunities to trial different approaches already exist, as for example through the current C184 
amendment, and seeks support for such initiatives, particularly where the development of 
government/public land is involved.  

30. Any other comments about chapter 5 (housing)?

The role of the Mornington Peninsula in providing future housing supply is directly addressed by the 
Mornington Peninsula Planning Statement, and while issues relating to specific investigation areas , 
including areas of Mornington and Mount Martha are currently being worked through it is important 
that the PLAN MELBOURNE Refresh supports the  established policy directions for the Peninsula i.e. 
the townships of the Mornington Peninsula are expected to accommodate at most moderate and 
generally low levels of housing growth, with many smaller towns and villages intended to 
accommodate very limited further development. 

In this context, the ability to apply the Neighbourhood Residential Zone, with clear subdivision 
controls, to clearly indicate areas which are not intended to accommodate significant levels of infill 
development  should be retained, complementing the intention to indicate those areas throughout 
metropolitan Melbourne where higher levels of consolidation is appropriate and will be supported. 
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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? 

The proposed commitments of the government to playing a stronger role in helping communities, 
businesses and governments reduce greenhouse gas emissions, increase energy, water  and resource 
use efficiency and respond to climate change impacts, together with an emphasis on increased 
“urban greening” (increases in tree canopy, vegetated ground cover and permeable surfaces) 
throughout Melbourne, are all welcomed. 

These statements support Council’s own moves towards carbon neutrality as a key policy position 
and Council’s existing policies and programs relating to resource efficiency, waste management and 
climate change adaptation. 

The discussion paper also raises the option of government seeking lead partners in research, 
property investment or government to facilitate innovative demonstration projects in greenfield and 
urban renewal projects.  

The MPSC would greatly welcome the opportunity to participate in future projects and seeks 
innovation in the use of local energy sources, integrated drainage management/WSUD, waste stream 
management, coastal adaptation planning and water conservation and reuse. In particular, Council 
would seek further consideration by government of the Bunyip foodbelt waste water treatment and 
recycling project, which is a major opportunity to increase water efficiency and safeguard the 
productive value of agricultural land on the Peninsula. 

These measures outlined in the discussion paper and MAC report all have value and are considered 
worth pursuing. In addition, further development of a strong sense of vision, targets and priorities, 
possibly through the State Biodiversity Strategy and Climate Change Adaptation Plans, which are also 
currently under review, would support a higher level of engagement at all levels. 

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? 

The use of planning tools to identify and manage environmental hazards, both those which already 
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exist – bushfire, erosion, land subject to inundation etc and those which are predicted – sea level and 
storm surge impacts, flooding, etc  are consistent with Council’ approach. In applying a precautionary 
principle it is however important to have regard to the time frame and trigger points for different 
levels of response in relation to particular hazards. For example, the shifting cost/benefit of 
investment in different forms of protection and adaptation works at different times. The notion of 
acceptable risk /unacceptable risk needs to be clearly articulated in these policy directions. 

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?

See response to Q.32 above 

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? 

See response to Q.32 above 

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? 

See response to Q.32 above 

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 
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 Agree 
 Strongly Agree 

Why? 

The identification, protection and enhancement of habitat corridors (or “bio-links) is a key element of 
the Western Port and Port Phillip Regional Catchment Management Plan and the Mornington 
Peninsula and Western Port  Biosphere draft Biodiversity Plan and Living Connections program, as 
well as work being undertaken by the Shire in the development of its own Biodiversity Action Plan. 

A network of habitat corridors and conservation reserves is considered a key strategy to enable fauna 
to adapt to climate change impacts and other pressures (such as land development on the fringe) 
over time.  That said, the value of maintaining remnant vegetation across the landscape e.g. 
particularly within green wedge areas, and not exclusively focusing on “flagship” areas, needs to be 
carefully considered in the current review of the Native Vegetation Management Framework and the 
State government’s Biodiversity Strategy. 

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?

There are a range of possible measures e.g http://www2.epa.gov/heat-islands/heat-island-cooling-
strategies - the establishment of pilot projects via Sustainability Victoria may be a means of 
determining those with the greatest potential in different locations. 

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 

Why? 

This policy direction is consistent with Council’s own commitment to carbon neutrality and a low 
carbon future and is strongly supported. 
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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? 

See response to Q.31 above.  The opportunity to facilitate future renewable and low-emission energy 
generation technologies should not be limited to greenfield and urban renewal precincts. As noted 
Council would greatly welcome the opportunity to participate in future projects that seek innovation 
in the use of local energy sources. 

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? 

Achieving ESD outcomes involves decisions at both the planning/subdivision and building stages of 
development and therefore an integrated approach, initiated by the State government is likely to be 
more effective. 

41. Any other comments about chapter 6 (a more resilient and environmentally sustainable
Melbourne)?

The measures outlined in the discussion paper and MAC report all have value and are considered 
worth pursuing. In addition, further development of a strong sense of vision, targets and priorities, 
possibly through the State Biodiversity Strategy and Climate Change Adaptation Plans, which are also 
currently under review, would support a higher level of engagement at all levels. 
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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?

Agree with the discussion paper comments that the right planning tools for National Employment 
Clusters (NEC) and strategic urban renewal areas will depend on the area’s size, location, history of 
use, urban context and the complexity of development to be facilitated. It is considered that the 
existing suite of VPP provisions – Special Use Zones, Development Plan Overlays, Incorporated 
documents etc provides sufficient flexibility. 

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?

Code assess has often been proposed as a means of expediting planning approval by limiting the 
range of factors that may be considered and the extent of third party appeal rights. It may be more 
achievable to designate areas e.g. those areas where a priority to provide urban consolidation is 
identified through assessment of the capacity to support such development, where code assess may 
be applied, rather than seek to apply a one size fits all approach. Any moves towards code assess for 
multi- unit development needs to have regard to the liveability and environmental performance 
goals outlined in the discussion paper. 

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

The MPSC seeks recognition of the important role of the Mornington Peninsula in safeguarding the 
liveability of Melbourne and submits that the Mornington Peninsula Planning Statement is a critical 
policy to ensure long term values are protected. In this context, the key submission from Council is 
that the Planning Statement should continue to be given status and support in the PLAN 
MELBOURNE document and in State Planning Policy. 

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?

In terms of implementation, the discussion paper foreshadows consideration of a five year “rolling 
implementation plan” with the plan updated each year (presumably as part of the annual budget 
process) and within the context of the longer term strategy i.e. separating a long term and 
(hopefully) stable strategy from the variations and flexibility required in implementation.  

This is considered to be a worthwhile approach however, despite the emphasis in the discussion 
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paper on the areas of policy agreement, there are clearly major areas of difference e.g. in relation to 
the distribution of housing, transport strategy and port development that would undermine 
bipartisan support for a long term strategy. It may be that there is value in a commitment to a further 
review of PLAN MELBOURNE prior to the planned 2021 review, in the light of foreshadowed reviews 
by Infrastructure Victoria and the MPA/VPA. 

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

See response to Q.45 

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

The Plan Melbourne refresh indicates the proposed establishment of a “Victorian Planning 
Authority”. This appears to involve expanding the role of the Metropolitan Planning Authority to 
include growth area planning and infrastructure coordination in regional Victoria, although the 
details are not clear. It has been mooted that local government will be given more direct 
representation on the regional boards of the MPA, and this would be supported in relation to the 
VPA, however it is constituted. 

The Refresh discussion paper also appears to endorse the main governance directions of PLAN 
MELBOURNE relevant to local government i.e. that planning and project coordination occur between 
state and local government and regional stakeholders  at the sub-regional level through sub-regional 
planning groups led by the Metropolitan Planning Authority (MPA).  
To date, there has been very limited activity at the sub-group planning level and the role of the MPA 
in coordinating these groups and their responsibilities and terms of reference in this context need to 
be clarified and strengthened. 

It is noted that the discussion paper highlights the need to strengthen the recognition of the key role 
of local government as a partner for implementing PLAN MELBOURNE, stating that: 

“Local Government shares responsibilities (and powers) with the Victorian government in 
planning for Melbourne’s future. This is particularly so for issues relating to housing, the 
delivery of community infrastructure and coordinating people’s involvement in planning. It 
is important to articulate at a high level that local government has key roles and 
responsibilities for implementing PLAN MELBOURNE and that a partnership approach is 
vital” 

The credibility of this partnership approach will clearly be tested in the State government’s decisions 
regarding the resources that are available to local government.  
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