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18 December, 2015 

 

 

Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning 

By - upload to Plan Melbourne website  

 

Re: Submissions concerning Plan Melbourne Refresh 

 

The Victorian Planning and Environmental Law Association (VPELA) is a professional 

association of some 1,200 members whose disciplines represent a broad spread of 

the professions that are concerned with planning and the environment.  Our 

membership includes planners and lawyers, but also valuers, architects, engineers 

and environmental scientists working in the public and private sectors and who 

practice in the development industry sector. 

VPELA welcomes the opportunity to make a submission concerning Plan Melbourne 

Refresh and is grateful to have been invited to attend the consultation meeting on 3 

December 2015. 

Having reviewed the relevant materials, we invite the Department of Environment, 

Land, Water and Planning to consider the following: 

1. The concept of the 20 minute city is supported. It is essential, however, in 

achieving this goal, that higher densities be permitted in and around activity 

centres and with the middle ring suburbs that are currently very well served by 

under-utilised existing infrastructure including transport, services, open space 

and schools. 

2. The establishment of strategic transport corridors is crucial to achieving 

employment clusters. Plan Melbourne ought to make clear the nature of the 

characteristics that constitute a strategic transport corridor if the government is 

not prepared to name particular corridors of Melbourne; 

3. Plan Melbourne must be clear about where density in the city is to occur. On the 

one hand Plan Melbourne provides that the suburbs must be protected and yet 

on the other it provides that increased densities must be employed to make the 

best use of existing infrastructure.   

4. In conjunction with the residential zones review, the middle ring suburbs must 

be re-cast to ensure that opportunities for increased density are identified 

within the middle ring, and not be limited to ‘large strategic development sites’. 

Plan Melbourne must be clear about what constitutes a middle ring suburb if we 

are to have any chance of monitoring and evaluating whether the objectives of 

greater density and more efficient use of existing infrastructure have been 

achieved.   

  



 

 

 

5. There are some Neighbourhood Activity Centres that are now affected by a 9m 

height control, even where there are existing buildings of 12m or 13m in height. 

In most cases, these are locations that are very well served by services and 

transport. The blanket application of mandatory height controls or the 

Neighbourhood residential zone is incongruous with the achievement of Plan 

Melbourne objectives.  Plan Melbourne ought to make clear that these are not 

good planning outcomes. 

6. In relation to proposed densities of 25 dwellings/hectare in the growth areas, 

we are concerned that if applied, these are densities that will apply to future 

PSPs which are those that are furthest away, at the very edge of our city and 

with the least amount of infrastructure, services and connectivity with existing 

neighbourhoods.  In this regard, the concept of ‘affordable housing’ really needs 

to be extended to one of ‘affordable living’ to ensure that costs to households for 

access to employments, schools and services do not outweigh the savings made 

by delivering affordable housing. 

7. There is a need for leadership greater co-ordination at State government level 

concerning controls and standards for Environmentally Sustainable 

Development.  Each municipality ought not be required to re-invent the wheel 

when it comes to the inclusion of ESD controls in its planning scheme.  

Inevitably, each set of planning scheme controls in this regard are slightly 

different which places an additional cost on the development industry and is at 

odds with the principle of consistency underlying the Victoria Planning 

Provisions. 

8. While there has been some consideration in the industry about the prospect of 

adopting a code assess model for two or three dwelling developments, we 

encourage government to be wary of achieving mediocrity by establishing a set 

of minimum prescriptive standards such as those which were the subject of 

design codes such as VicCode 2 in the 1990’s.  As a planning community, we also 

ought to be wary of causing an under-utilisation of land by making two dwelling 

developments as of right but requiring three dwelling developments to obtain a 

permit, even where the lot size could easily accommodate three dwellings. One 

way to overcome that potential would be to consider a maximum lot size for as 

of right two dwelling developments. 

In conclusion, VPELA welcomes the opportunity to participate in this important 

project and looks forward to seeing the first signs of implementation of Plan 

Melbourne in 2016. 

Yours faithfully,  
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