
 
 

 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? 

 
 
 

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

 Strongly Disagree  
 Disagree 
 Agree 
 Strongly Agree 

 
Please explain your response: 

 
 
 

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: 

 
 
 

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? 
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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? 

 

 
 
 

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)? 
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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? 

 
 
 

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? 
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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? 

 
 
 

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? 

 
 
 

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: 

 Strongly Disagree  
 Disagree 
 Agree 
 Strongly Agree 

Why? 

A 70/30 target would support a more compact city which would reduce congestion and provide 
significant benefits to the community with less time spent travelling, more opportunities to walk or 
cycle to services, shops and employment.  
 
 

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

 
Refer attached submission 
 

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 

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? 

 
Refer attached submission 
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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? 

 
 
 

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? 
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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? 

Refer attached submission 
 
 

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? 

Strongly support 45A – refer submision 
 
 

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

Refer submission 
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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? 

Support ‘as-of-right’ for small secondary dwellings –refer submission 
 
 

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

 
 
 
  

Page 14 of 15 



Plan Melbourne Refresh: Discussion Paper Submission 

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)? 

 
 
 
 

Page 15 of 15 



 Plan Melbourne Refresh Discussion Submission 
 By Small Change Design and Construction Pty Ltd – 17th Dec. 2015  

Small Secondary Dwellings in Victoria: A planning change for 
housing affordability and diversity. 
 
Introduction 
 
Small Change Design and Construction Pty Ltd (Small Change) is a builder with a goal to 
make a positive and creative contribution to sustainable and affordable home building in 
Victoria. To achieve this we design and construct very small, affordable, energy efficient 
homes. Despite housing affordability and diversity planning goals of the current and previous 
State Governments and a growing enthusiasm from the community for living in smaller spaces 
(but not necessarily apartments)1 we are finding there are limited options for affordable land 
suitable for small homes generally - most particularly in established suburbs.  
 
Small Change therefore proposes that the planning rules be relaxed to better support small 
affordable housing. This would address the issues of affordability and diversity that have been 
highlighted in the Plan Melbourne 2015 Review by the Ministerial Advisory Committee (MAC 
2015). The MAC 2015 report made specific reference to ‘secondary suites’ and included an 
initiative to remove unnecessary planning obstacles to smaller scale infill housing programs 
such as accessory or ancillary units, granny flats, secondary suites or laneway units. We 
support the general initiative for recognition of this low impact dwelling type (which we refer to 
as a small secondary dwelling or SSD) and welcome the Plan Melbourne Refresh consultation 
process to outline a straightforward and easily implemented strategy to increasing the supply 
of these more affordable homes in both the private and social housing sector. 
 
Support for this proposal has been received from several Registered Housing Providers that 
have acknowledged that such a change would allow them to quickly and economically 
increase their housing stock utilising existing properties to meet the extraordinarily large and 
growing waiting lists for social housing2.  
 
The following is an outline of the background to this proposal, the suggested mechanism for 
the planning amendments, examples of other States implementation of similar planning 
strategies and the benefits such a proposal would bring to Victoria.   
 
Background 
 
Housing affordability, diversity of housing stock and providing housing where there is existing 
infrastructure and jobs have been pressing issues for many years in Victoria. With the median 
house price now $729,000 and the median unit price $532,000 there are now approximately 
1,000,000 long-term renters and some may never access home ownership.3 Commuting times 
are getting longer, the urban sprawl larger and the problem is getting bigger.  
 
This is also reflected in our public housing shortfall with the current waiting list at approximately 
35,000 and an estimated 22,000 people homeless. The private and public markets are not 
silo’s – failure of the private market to deliver affordable housing where it’s needed increases 
pressure on the public housing sector. The 2012 VAGO Access to Public Housing identified a 
critical mismatch in housing stock with tenants needs (too many family homes and not enough 
one bedroom homes) which is undoubtedly a reflection of a broader and deeper problem in the  
private market with the housing we are building not responding to our changing 
demographics.4  

1 https://theaustralianpopulationresearchinstitute.files.wordpress.com/2015/01/birrell-healy-high-rise-boom-sept-2013.pdf 
2 Refer letter from Registered Housing Provider –APPENDIX 1  
3 http://www.theage.com.au/victoria/victoria-state-election-2014/the-forgotten-people-victorias-1-million-renters-20141031-

11f29t 

4 Page 15-25 Public Housing Asset Management http://www.audit.vic.gov.au/publications/2011-12/20120328-Public-

Housing/20120328-Public-Housing.pdf 
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Smaller dwellings (40m2 – 80m2) aimed mainly at the single person household are not well 
catered for in anything other than the apartment market. The demand for small secondary 
dwellings generally comes from three distinct groups: 
 

1. Young person unable to afford the median house or unit price but with access to some 
savings, a regular income and their parent’s or friend’s backyard.  

2. Older retired home owner, living alone in a large family home too big for their needs but 
who is not inclined to leave their community or their garden. They would like to build 
themselves a small self contained dwelling behind their existing home but only if it is 
easy and affordable and they can retain the family home to pass on to their children. 

3. Established middle aged home owners with an aging parent, relative or friend who they 
would like to provide a self contained home for on their property with the option of 
renting the small home out when the family member or friend no longer resides there.   

 
Currently the only option for these scenarios is to comply with the requirements of Rescode 
Clause 55 Two or more dwellings on a lot. This involves a full town planning application with all 
the accompanying documentation, advertising/notification of the application and potential 
objections from neighbours that may lead to appealing or defending a proposal at VCAT. This 
process is usually lengthy, costly, complex and frequently a deterrent to those seeking to build 
a small affordable home. In addition, many Clause 55 applications are submitted on the basis 
that separate lots will be formed (either before or after construction) and the standards reflect 
this potential outcome. Our proposal for a change in the rules to support SSDs does not 
involve subdivision so there is an argument that issues like open space, private open space 
and parking should be relaxed. This is supported in the MAC 2015 report.   
 
Scenario 3 potentially has the option to utilise the current Dependent Person Unit (DPU) 
criteria, which does not usually require a planning permit. DPUs must be moveable and are 
only able to be occupied by a ‘dependent’ (which usually means a family member who is 
dependent by virtue of medical or economic circumstances). As the DPU must be removed 
once a dependent is not living there, it is not possible to rent it out to a non-dependent/non-
family member. DPUs cost between $80,000 and $150,000 minimum and, understandably, 
even if the ‘dependent’ criteria can be met, many people are not prepared to invest that 
amount of money if a dwelling must be removed. It should be noted however, that DPUs are 
often left in place for years. These are usually relatively low quality transportable buildings and 
there is an inconsistent follow up on removal, after dependency use ceases, by local councils.   
 
The other issue that SSD’s would address is the ongoing tension between the expert opinion 
that more development is needed in the middle suburbs (reiterated by 70/30 target in Plan 
Melbourne Refresh) and the distinctly anti development sentiment that exists in established 
suburbs. Councils have responded to community goals for ‘no change’ by rezoning large areas 
of land to Neighbourhood Residential Zone (NRZ). This anti development mentality and strong 
desire to maintain existing neighbourhood character must be acknowledged as a heartfelt 
community position. While the position does little to support the provision of affordable and 
diverse housing options in a general sense, it also prevents many older Victorians being able 
to downsize within their community to maintain connection with their gardens and existing 
social network.5 Changing the rules to support SSDs in residential zones, particularly NRZ, 
would offer a ‘softly softly’ approach to existing residents  - small, low impact dwellings that are  
in keeping with the pattern of surrounding development and, because the proposal does NOT 
allow subdivision, titles are preserved with lot boundaries and services unchanged. 
 
While it is likely that higher density living – high and low rise apartments - will be the largest 
dwelling type contributor for the predicted requirement of 1.6million homes we will need by  
 

5 page 14 downsizing case study   http://percapita.org.au/research/the-head-the-heart-the-house/  
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20506, the SSDs can provide an incremental change in sensitive areas that will not prevent 
consolidation or higher densities in the future, if that gains greater acceptance. Changing the 
rules to allow SSDs is a strategy that invites our middle suburbs to participate in contributing to 
our dwelling requirements in a way that is more palatable than medium or high density.  
 
Apart from future proofing our suburbs by not subdividing, the inclusion of the NO subdivision 
criteria (which is followed in all other States that allow secondary dwelling as-of-right) ensures 
there will not be speculation on land and it will become viable to deliver the dwellings we need. 
It will also, to some extent, alter the calculation of return on investment to those considering 
building a SSD in their backyard. It will be one that mostly considers construction costs (of the 
SSD) and not the land costs. Other suggested criteria for SSDs are outlined in more detail 
below. 
 
Without land being a direct cost, it is likely that SSDs, as permanent dwellings, could be built 
for the about the same amount as a DPU ($80,000 - $150,000) but with increased quality and 
thermal performance (slab on ground). Given that outlay, rentals of around $100 - $300 per 
week would offer good incentives to existing home owners to build and provide much needed 
affordable rental accommodation. The SSDs could, of course, also be used for independent 
living accommodation for friends or family. The recent Anglicare Rental Affordability Snapshot7 
and now the Ministerial Advisory Committee (MAC) Report for the Plan Melbourne Review 
point to this range of rental costs as being the target for affordable rental housing, particularly 
for those on a low income or government benefits including the aged pension.    
 
It should be noted that affordable rental accommodation is now encouraged via this dwelling 
type in NSW, ACT, WA and most recently QLD.  Each of those jurisdictions now facilitates 
secondary dwellings (or similarly named) with an ‘as-of-right’ quick approval to allow the 
private market to respond to affordability and changing demographic issues. Victoria’s 
affordability and aging population stresses are at least as pressing as these other states.    
 
Planning Amendments Proposed 
 
The State Planning Policy Framework (SPPF) Clause 16 Housing already has objectives that 
cover affordability, diversity of housing types and making better use of existing infrastructure. 
No change is considered necessary to this.   
 

• A state wide VPP amendment to Clause 74 Land Term Use to add definition for  ‘Small 
Secondary Dwelling’ – a self contained dwelling established in conjunction with main 
dwelling and on the same lot of land.   The Dependent Person Unit definition would no 
longer be necessary and could be deleted.   

 
• Amend the Neighbourhood Residential Zone (NRZ) and the General Residential Zone 

(GRZ) via a state wide VPP amendment to provide in the Zone Schedules the 
exemption from a need to obtain a permit for two or more dwellings on a lot, providing 
certain prescribed spatial standards are achieved and one of those dwellings was 
considered a Small Secondary Dwelling.  

 
The proposed changes would NOT be a shortcut to subdivision nor take the place of the 
current Rescode Clause 55 ‘two or more dwellings on a lot’, which would still apply with 2 or 
more dwellings.  Rather it would be an alternative dwelling type with specific spatial and other 
criteria meant to encourage small and affordable homes for the rental market.  
 

6 http://www.theage.com.au/victoria/squeeze-million-new-homes-into-existing-city-experts-tell-planning-minister-20151021-

gkf0qw 
7 http://www.anglicare.asn.au/userfiles/Anglicare RAS 2015 report 30_04_15 .pdf 
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The suggested criteria for an SSD to be approved without planning approval is as follows: 
 

• Minimum lot size 450m2 on which an SSD may be allowed. 
• Maximum of one main dwelling and one SSD. 
• Maximum floor area of SSD – 60m2 
• Private open space minimum 15m2  
• Minimum 7 Star Rating (thermal performance) 
• Minimum Silver Standard from Livable Housing Australia  
• Subdivision is not permitted. 
• A car park is not required for the SSD  

 
The setbacks, site coverage, building heights and other siting issues could all be dealt with, as 
they are currently for nearly 80% of single dwelling applications – through the building permit 
process and the assessment against the Victorian Building Regulations 2006. It should be 
noted that siting for DPUs are assessed this way currently without issue.   
 
The recent report by RMIT8 identifies every piece of developable land over 450m2 within 
Melbourne boundaries, so there is acceptance that the threshold of 450m2 is appropriate for 
further development.  
 
The maximum floor area of 60m2 is a generous one bedroom home that would be enough 
space to include a kitchen, living /dining area and a bath/laundry or enough space to be 
configured to include 2 smaller bedrooms. Other States have a similar maximum floor space 
requirement.  
 
Private open space of 15m2 is considered ample, given that only 8m2 is required when private 
open space is provided via a balcony for a standard dwelling. 15m2 is enough space to 
provide opportunities for a small garden and an outdoor entertaining area.  
 
Currently, new dwellings must achieve a 6 star energy rating (thermal performance). The 
assessment process for ascertaining the rating gives a bonus for small houses (approximately 
½ to ¾ of a star), which acknowledges that the calculation of MJ/m2 previously biased larger 
homes. Given this, it is sensible to take the opportunity to require a higher standard of thermal 
performance in SSDs than larger family homes. With the potential target occupier for a SSD 
being from a low income group, it will assist to minimise living expenses if the small home uses 
the least amount of energy possible.  
 
Unlike the 6 star energy rating, the silver standard certified by Livable Housing Australia (LHA) 
is not mandatory. The standards put forward by LHA are designed to make our homes more 
versatile and to better meet the changing needs of occupants over their lifetime. It is LHA’s 
goal for the silver standard to be adopted for all new homes by 2020. The Silver Standard 
includes 8 elements9 that are easily achieved with new construction. Given the likelihood of 
older Victorians living in SSDs, incorporating this standard improves the quality of the dwelling 
and allows for aging in place.  
    
 
 
 
 
 
 

8 http://www.theage.com.au/victoria/squeeze-million-new-homes-into-existing-city-experts-tell-planning-minister-20151021-

gkf0qw 
9 http://www.livablehousingaustralia.org.au/library/SLLHA_GuidelinesJuly2015-3.pdf 

                                                        

http://www.theage.com.au/victoria/squeeze-million-new-homes-into-existing-city-experts-tell-planning-minister-20151021-gkf0qw
http://www.theage.com.au/victoria/squeeze-million-new-homes-into-existing-city-experts-tell-planning-minister-20151021-gkf0qw
http://www.livablehousingaustralia.org.au/library/SLLHA_GuidelinesJuly2015-3.pdf
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Other States Secondary Dwelling Rules 
 
Several other states have changed their planning rules to allow SSDs or other names that 
reflect the nature of this dwelling type – ancillary dwelling, secondary suite, secondary 
residence and granny flat all refer to a much smaller than usual home that sits on the same 
site as the main dwelling. While is difficult to understand why Victoria has lagged behind these 
other jurisdictions, we do now how the benefit of considering how others have implemented 
this planning change. Summary details of each states rules follows with a link to facts sheets 
or other relevant information.    
 
New South Wales 
 

• Planning rules changed to support the development of secondary dwellings/granny flats 
via the State Environment Planning Policy (Affordable Rental Housing) 2009 

• Secondary dwelling can be approved within 20 days if complies 
• Site minimum 450m2, maximum floor area of secondary dwelling 60m2 
• Secondary dwelling may be conversion of part of principal dwelling (ie. garage) or a 

new attached extension or a detached separate structure. 
• Additional parking is not required or a reason to refuse consent  
• Subdivision is NOT permitted. 

 
http://hub.planning.nsw.gov.au/BuildingorRenovating/DoIqualifyforfasttrackapproval/Gr
annyflats.aspx 
 
 
Australian Capital Territory 
 

• In 2013 Variation 306 added ‘secondary residences’ to replace ‘relocatable unit’ and 
‘habitable suite’ which had similar definitions to Victoria’s DPU criteria. This allowed for 
permanent secondary dwellings with no restrictions on who could occupy.  

• Minimum block size 500m2, maximum floor area of secondary residence was originally 
75m2 but in 2014 it was changed to 90m2 to allow more generous 2 bedroom 
dwellings. 

• A parking space is required. 
• Secondary residence needs to be easily adaptable for people with special needs. 
• Subdivision is NOT permitted. 

 
http://www.actpla.act.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0005/33494/DV_306_secondary_resi
dences.pdf 
 
 
Queensland 
 

• A variety of rules around ‘granny flats’ depending on local authority area. To date 
Logan City Council and Sunshine Coast Council have specific secondary dwelling rules 
that do not restrict who can occupy the dwelling. Intention is that secondary dwellings 
will be small in scale and clearly ancillary to main dwelling. Variety of configurations 
allowable.  

• Minimum 600m2 lot size. Maximum floor area in Rural zones is 90m2, 60m2 in 
residential zones. 

• One parking space is required 
• Subdivision is NOT permitted. 

 
http://www.logan.qld.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0007/339145/An-Introduction-to-
Auxiliary-Units-and-Secondary-Dwellings.pdf 
 

http://hub.planning.nsw.gov.au/BuildingorRenovating/DoIqualifyforfasttrackapproval/Grannyflats.aspx
http://hub.planning.nsw.gov.au/BuildingorRenovating/DoIqualifyforfasttrackapproval/Grannyflats.aspx
http://www.actpla.act.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0005/33494/DV_306_secondary_residences.pdf
http://www.actpla.act.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0005/33494/DV_306_secondary_residences.pdf
http://www.logan.qld.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0007/339145/An-Introduction-to-Auxiliary-Units-and-Secondary-Dwellings.pdf
http://www.logan.qld.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0007/339145/An-Introduction-to-Auxiliary-Units-and-Secondary-Dwellings.pdf
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Western Australia 
 

• City of Fremantle first to include changes in scheme in 2011 to allow small secondary 
dwellings to be built without occupancy restrictions and, if criteria met, without planning 
approval if property is not included on City’s heritage list.  

• Intended to assist with provision of diverse and affordable housing for Perth’s 
increasing population. 

• Minimum lot size 450m2 with floor area of SSD is no more that 55m2 if on lot of 600m2 
or less or no more than 70m2 on a lot greater than 600m2. 

• No open space or car parking requirements. 
 
 
http://www.acelg.org.au/sites/default/files/CC-toolkit/LP7_PIA-Poster-Flowchart.pdf 
 
http://www.planning.wa.gov.au/dop_pub_pdf/Diverse_City_by_Design_Fact_Sheets.pdf 
 
Benefits 
 
We believe that the benefits that would follow if this planning change were implemented would 
be substantial, positive and long lasting for the provision of more affordable and diverse 
housing. Specific benefits are as follows: 
 

• Older Victorian home owners would have an easy and affordable option to downsize 
on their own block which would free up the family home for rent and allow them to 
supplement their retirement income. 

• Younger people would have more affordable rental options in middle suburbs where 
there are jobs and infrastructure. 

• Long term renters would have more options to rent small homes that had gardens and 
were, potentially, more pet friendly and with more options for aging in place.  

• Families who owned property would be able to help other family members or friends by 
providing accommodation in the backyard. This would potentially offer a family 
member or friend the opportunity to save for a deposit to purchase a home of their own 
at a later date.  

• Allow Registered Housing Providers and Department of Human Services to quickly 
and economically add additional housing stock to existing property portfolio to reduce 
the current waiting list (35,000) and address the urgent issue of homelessness. Social 
and public housing is constrained by current DPU criteria. 

• Increase the stock of a dwelling type that we desperately need more of in Victoria– 
small one and two bedroom homes. 

• Reduce our green house gas emissions by building small energy efficient houses. 
• Build more small homes that allow for ageing in place within existing communities. 
• Support innovation in small house design.  
• Provide a small increase in density to our NRZ suburbs that are highly sensitive to 

change but could accept the low impact of the SSD proposal without changes to title 
boundaries. 
 

 
Conclusion 
 
Small Change believes that changing the planning rules to support SSDs meets the goals of 
providing affordable and diverse housing that have been articulated by the MAC 2015 report 
and resultant Plan Melbourne Refresh discussion paper. Our proposal gives an easily 
implemented option for addressing that lack of diversity and affordability by encouraging the 
private market and the social housing sector to deliver the affordable and diverse housing 
Victoria needs.   
  

http://www.acelg.org.au/sites/default/files/CC-toolkit/LP7_PIA-Poster-Flowchart.pdf
http://www.acelg.org.au/sites/default/files/CC-toolkit/LP7_PIA-Poster-Flowchart.pdf
http://www.planning.wa.gov.au/dop_pub_pdf/Diverse_City_by_Design_Fact_Sheets.pdf
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