
 
18 December 2015 
 
Plan Melbourne Refresh Taskforce 
Planning – Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning 
Lodged on-line 
 
PLAN MELBOURNE REFRESH 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Plan Melbourne Refresh discussion paper, October 2015 
and for the opportunity to participate in the Plan Melbourne Refresh workshop. HIA consider the workshop 
was exceptionally well run and beneficial. 
 
HIA provides the following for your consideration and would be pleased to expand on any aspects of the 
contents as required. 
 
Overview 
 
HIA is Australia’s peak residential building industry association. HIA members comprise a diversity of 
residential builders, including all Top 100 builders, all major building industry manufacturers and suppliers as 
well as developers, small to medium builder members, contractors and consultants to the industry. In total 
HIA members construct over 85% of the nation’s new housing stock. 
 
HIA exists to service the businesses it represents, lobby for the best possible business environment for the 
building industry and to encourage a responsible and quality driven, affordable residential building and 
development industry. 
 
HIA recognise the need for Melbourne to have a metropolitan strategy and that such a strategy will from time 
to time require review and to be refreshed to align with current thinking, economics & predicted population 
growth and market trends & demands.  It is acknowledged that this discussion paper represents an update 
as opposed to an entire draft and that the intent and principles appears similar. That said, it is noted that 
Housing Affordability, Climate Change and Energy Efficiency are proposed to feature more prominently 
throughout the refreshed Plan Melbourne. HIA has an opinion with these three elements featuring more 
prominently and has provided detailed commentary regarding such as part of our submission. 
 
The Submission Template has been populated and is attached, HIA has also opted to provide a response to 
each of the 93 MAC recommendations and this response forms Attachment 1 to the Submission Template. 
 
HIA will watch with interest the progress of the Plan Melbourne Refresh and thank you for the opportunity to 
contribute at this stage. 
 
Please do not hesitate to contact  Planning and Environment  

 should you require anything further or wish to arrange a one-
on-one meeting with HIA and a select group of our members. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
HOUSING INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION LIMITED 

Executive Director – Victoria 
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 Discussion Paper Submission  
 
  

Submission Template 

Response from the Housing Industry Association  
 
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? 

No. 
 
HIA acknowledges that this discussion paper represents an update as opposed to an entire redraft 
and that the intent and principles appears similar. 
 
The Department of Land, Water and Planning (DELWP) would be familiar with HIA submissions to 
earlier Plan Melbourne consultation, such as: 

• Ministerial Advisory Committee for the Metropolitan Planning Strategy for Melbourne on 
Melbourne, Let’s Talk About the Future – Discussion Paper March 2013 

• Department of Transport, Planning and Local Infrastructure on Plan Melbourne, December 
2013  

 
HIA can provide to DELWP electronic or hardcopy of these earlier submissions if desired. 
 
HIA’s approach in providing feedback on the Plan Melbourne Refresh discussion paper October 2015 
is to provide a Response and where considered necessary a Comment to each of the Plan Melbourne 
2015 Review – Report by the Ministerial Advisory Committee June 2105 (MAC 2015) 
Recommendations (Refer Attachment 1). 
 
In this regard, please note: Specific comments regarding the inclusion of Climate Change are 
provided in response to Recommendation 51 
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 Discussion Paper Submission  
 

Response from the Housing Industry Association  
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: 

HIA consider an additional response option of Neither Agree or Disagree should in some instances be 
included as part of the Submission Template such as with regard to this question. 
 
In a high level strategic document such as Plan Melbourne there are pros and cons when including 
reference to documents such as that referred to above and this has not been explored in sufficient 
detail. 
 

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: 

HIA has provided a Response and where considered necessary a Comment to each of the MAC 
Recommendations (Refer Attachment 1). 
 
In relation to this question please refer to our Response / Comment in Attachment 1 to 
Recommendation 13. 
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Response from the Housing Industry Association  

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? 

HIA has provided a Response and where considered necessary a Comment to each of the MAC 2015 
Recommendations (Refer Attachment 1). 
 
In relation to this question please refer to our Response / Comment in Attachment 1 to 
Recommendation 13. 
 

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? 

 
No comment 
 

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: 
HIA consider an additional response option of Neither Agree or Disagree should in some instances be 
included as part of the Submission Template such as with regard to this question. 
 
HIA has provided a Response and where considered necessary a Comment to each of the MAC 
Recommendations (Refer Attachment 1). 
 
In relation to this question please refer to our Response / Comment in Attachment 1 to 
Recommendations 8, 11 and 33. 
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Response from the Housing Industry Association  

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: 

Refer HIA answer to Question 1. 
 

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

No 
 
Please note: Specific comments regarding the inclusion of Climate Change are provided in 
Attachment 1 - Response / Comment to Recommendation 51 
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Response from the Housing Industry Association  
 

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? 

HIA has provided a Response and where considered necessary a Comment to each of the MAC 
Recommendations (Refer Attachment 1).  
 
In relation to this question please refer to our Response / Comment to Recommendation 7 
 

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: 

It would seem logical that NEC’s have a primary focus on core institutions and businesses with a 
secondary focus that takes a broader approach to planning and looks beyond the core institutions 
and businesses. 
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Response from the Housing Industry Association  

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? 

No comment. 
 

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? 

No comment 
 

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? 

No, however HIA Response / Comment in relation to housing in a walkable catchment and the 20 
minute neighbourhood is provided in Attachment 1 at Recommendation 8. 
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Response from the Housing Industry Association  

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? 

No comment  
 

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?  

No comment 
 

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

No 
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Response from the Housing Industry Association  
 
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? 

In relation to this question please refer to our Response / Comment in Attachment 1 to 
Recommendation 9. 
 

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? 

No comment 
 

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

No 
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Response from the Housing Industry Association  
 
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? 

HIA consider an additional response option of Neither Agree or Disagree should in some instances be 
included as part of the Submission Template such as with regard to this question. 
 
HIA has provided a Response and where considered necessary a Comment to each of the MAC 
Recommendations (Refer Attachment 1). 
 
In relation to this question please refer to our Response / Comment in Attachment 1 to 
Recommendation 17. 
 

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

Refer answer 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  
 Disagree 
 Agree 
 Strongly Agree 

Why? 

Please refer to our Response / Comment in Attachment 1 to Recommendation 22. 
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Response from the Housing Industry Association  

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? 

Please refer to our Response / Comment in Attachment 1 to Recommendation 21 
 

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? 

Please refer to our Response / Comment in Attachment 1 to Recommendations 15 and 18. 
 

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? 

Please refer to our Response / Comment in Attachment 1 to Recommendations 13, 16 and 30. 
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Response from the Housing Industry Association  

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? 

HIA submit the existing planning tools available are adequate for the protection of our suburbs. 
 
What is important is that State government understand the intent of these tools and do not allow 
these planning tools to be incorrectly applied or applied to liberally by Local government and that the 
general public are educated as to the purpose and intent of these tools so as they are not 
misunderstood or abused and potentially work against other competing objectives such as meeting 
population growth and the provisions of housing diversity. 
 
It is also critical that the Plan counter this objective with the clear objective to promote more housing 
in existing urban areas which essential will not protect the suburbs as they exist today. Giving 
unrealistic expectations on either option to the community is not appropriate and the Plan needs to 
clearly guide and predict what will occur with the 70/30 split in practice.  

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? 

The notion of having any percentage stated as to the extent to which the NRZ should be applied, 
particularly an ‘at least’ quantum such as this has the potential to detract from the zone being 
applied with strategic merit. 
 
What is lacking in either Options is that the zone should still have a requirement to contribute 
towards Melbourne’s population growth in accordance with the relevant Zone Purposes.  The 
comments in response to the MAC recommendations highlights the conflict between the use of the 
NRZ zone and the move for a 70/30 split. Again, the Plan needs to be clear on what is intended and 
cannot have a foot in both camps. 
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Response from the Housing Industry Association  

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? 

Housing adaptability and how, in appropriate circumstances, it can be provided / achieved appears to 
be an emerging planning topic closely linked with housing diversity. Potential impediments to 
housing adaptability require research. 
 
For example housing adaptability (apartments mainly) may be limited by the restrictions that are 
associated with the Subdivision Act and the wording of a planning permit preamble and or the 
conditions, or it may be more to do with encouraging innovative building typology and construction 
methods. 
 

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? 

Please refer to our Response / Comment in Attachment 1 to Recommendations 12, 17, 25, 27 and 73. 
 

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

No 
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Response from the Housing Industry Association  
 
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? 

Please refer to our Response / Comment in Attachment 1 to Recommendations 51 and 53. 
 

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? 

Please refer to our Response / Comment in Attachment 1 to Recommendations 51 and 53. 
 

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? 

Please refer to our Response / Comment in Attachment 1 to Recommendations 51 and 53. 
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Response from the Housing Industry Association  

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? 

It is reasonable to question whether further criteria is required or what value it would add the 
existing planning system as it would appear this is already adequately covered in the existing suite of 
VPP’s , such as at Clauses: 

• 13 Environmental risks 
• 44 Land Management Overlays 

 
Further clarification regarding precisely what is trying to be achieved by asking this question is 
required. 
 

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? 

As answered above the land use planning system already has adequate provisions to consider and 
manage climate change risks across a range of issues from human health and safety, agricultural 
protection, infrastructure protection etc. 
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Response from the Housing Industry Association  

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? 

It is reasonable to question whether it is necessary to strengthen high-priority habitat corridors 
throughout Melbourne and its peri-urban areas to improve long-term health of key flora and fauna 
habitat as it would appear this is already adequately covered in the existing suite of VPP’s , such as at 
Clauses: 

• 11.03 Open space 
• 11.04 Metropolitan Melbourne (various sub-clauses) 
• 42 Environment and Landscape Overlays 

 

Further clarification regarding precisely what is trying to be achieved by asking this question is 
required. 
 

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?  

No comment 
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Response from the Housing Industry Association  

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? 

It is reasonable to question whether further criteria is required or what value it would add the 
existing planning system as it is submitted there is adequate existing land use policy to in relation to 
renewable and low-emission energy, such as at Clauses: 

• 19.01 Renewable energy 
• 52.42 Renewable energy facility (other than wind energy facility and geothermal energy 

extraction) 
 
Further clarification regarding precisely what is trying to be achieved by asking this question is 
required. 
 
 

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? 

Refer answer above. 
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Response from the Housing Industry Association  

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? 

HIA submit there needs to be greater coordination and State and Local government understanding 
between what is provided in terms of ESD in both the planning and building regulatory frameworks 
and to ensure there is not regulatory duplication, as such duplication comes at a time and monetary 
cost to industry. 
 
If an ESD matter is already covered in the building regulatory framework there is no added value or 
advantage in that matter being brought forward in the overall development approvals process and 
duplicated in the planning regulatory framework. 
 
An integrated approach must not add up to duplication. 
 
ESD principles are already adequately entrenched in both regulatory frameworks, a thorough cross 
referencing exercise with industry consultation and input to ensure duplication is avoided and the 
ESD principles are applied at the appropriate time in the overall development approvals process 
would be beneficial. 
 

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

No 
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Response from the Housing Industry Association  
 
Chapter 7: New planning tools 

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

The scope of NEC’s is not entirely clear, HIA requires further explanation as to what land uses an NEC 
is to provide for and if it is multiple land uses what is the degree of integration. 
 
As a general statement HIA considers caution should be applied when considering implementing a 
new zone specifically to manage NEC’s until a thorough review of the suitability of existing suite of 
zones has been undertaken. Similarly caution must be applied when considering the use of Schedules 
as there is a potential for inconsistency between Schedules in terms of Purpose and Objective to 
creep in. 
 

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? 

HIA has provided a Response and where considered necessary a Comment to each of the MAC 
Recommendations (Refer Attachment 1). 
 
In relation to this question please refer to our Response / Comment in Attachment 1 to 
Recommendations 17, 18 and 25. 
 

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

No 
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Response from the Housing Industry Association  
 
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? 

Statutory requirements that come out of Plan Melbourne should be incorporated as part of the VPP’s 
and must not get duplicated in an Implementation Plan. 
 
Any Implementation Plan should deal only with non-statutory matters, such as the sub-reginal 
Committees 
 

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

HIA consider an effective Implementation Plan must be brief and concise and not duplicate or 
overlap with statutory implementation. 
 

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

No 
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ATTACHMENT 1 
Housing Industry Association response to MAC Recommendations contained in Plan Melbourne Refresh discussion paper October 2015 

 
1. INTRODUCTION HIA Response HIA Comment 

Recommendation 1 
Prepare a new introduction to the strategy to include:  

• Reinstatement of the text in MAC 2013 about the strategic principles 
(including renaming Principle 4 ‘Strong and healthy communities’) 

•  A long-term vision, big ideas and timeframes for the short and long 
term  

• The MAC 2013 commentary on changing demographics, congestion, 
accessibility, low urban density and climate change. 

 

The Strategic intent 
appears similar 

HIA acknowledges that this discussion paper represents an update 
as opposed to an entire redraft of the Plan. The intent and 
principles appear to be similar. 
 
Specific comments regarding the inclusion of accessibility and 
climate change are provided in response to Recommendations 18 
and 51. 

Recommendation 2  

Update the text in the Introduction to align with the recommended 
changes to PM 2014 in the substantive chapters of this report. 

 

As per above 
(Recommendation 1)  

HIA acknowledges that this discussion paper represents an update 
as opposed to an entire redraft. The intent and principles appears 
similar. 
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ATTACHMENT 1 
Housing Industry Association response to MAC Recommendations contained in Plan Melbourne Refresh discussion paper October 2015 

 
2. DELIVERING JOBS AND INVESTMENT HIA Response HIA Comment 

Recommendation 3  

Delete the PM 2014 objective for the Jobs and Investment Chapter and 
replace it with MAC 2013 wording, as follows: Create a city structure that 
drives productivity, attracts investment, supports innovation and creates 
more jobs. 

 

No comment  

Recommendation 4  

Delete Initiative 1.1.2 which relates to An Integrated Economic Triangle 
and remove all other references to this concept 

 

No comment  

Recommendation 5  

Reword Initiative 1.5.1 to read Facilitate the development of National 
Employment and Innovation Clusters and use this term consistently 
throughout the document. 

 

No comment  

Recommendation 6  

Review the possible status of Box Hill and East Werribee, taking into 
consideration relevant work previously undertaken by the National 
Institute of Economic and Industry Research. 

 

No comment, as HIA 
generally does not make 
comment on specific 
geographic locations. 
  

 

Recommendation 7  
Add additional Initiatives in this chapter to:  

• More tightly define the planning boundaries for each NEIC, focusing 
on the core knowledge and innovation institutions and businesses 
and not the wider catchment, and put in place appropriate planning 
scheme arrangements to facilitate jobs and investment growth  

Support  HIA acknowledges the nexus that will be created between the 
creation of employment clusters and the need for new housing. 
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Housing Industry Association response to MAC Recommendations contained in Plan Melbourne Refresh discussion paper October 2015 

 
• In consultation with the key stakeholders in each NEIC, define and 

implement appropriate governance arrangements for the cluster 
(which, while they may be tailor made for each cluster, should 
ensure that the MPA is an active partner and a conduit to 
government)  

• Create a new zone to support, enhance and facilitate growth of 
National Employment and Innovation Clusters. 

The MPA has commenced work on several of the identified clusters in 
partnership with local Councils. Governance arrangements, boundaries 
and planning provisions form part of this work. Planning boundaries are 
discussed under Delivering jobs and investment. New zone is discussed 
further under New planning tools and Delivering jobs and investment. 

 
Recommendation 8  
Under PM 2014 Initiative 1.5.3 include a new action: Prepare a new 
policy with a practice note for New Activity Centres. The practice note 
should specify the following requirements:  

• Meet an identified market gap  

• Be well-served by a range of transport options (including public 
transport), with priority given to new centres that are developed 
based on transit-oriented-development principles  

• Have capacity to establish a wider mix of uses and subsequently 
develop into an Activity Centre  

• Increase the density and diversity of housing in a walkable catchment 
where appropriate (a 400–metre walkable catchment is a guide, but 
will depend on local conditions)  

Contribute to the delivery of a network of 20–minute neighbourhoods. 

Partially support Further definition of the “20 minute neighbourhood / walk area” is 
acknowledged and this provides a clearer picture than the original 
document. But the concept is still not well defined. 
 
It appears to now be a “walkable” distance in the 20 minutes and 
this could be to public transport which could take you to a service 
centre or employment. The concept is still considered ambitious 
and may not be achievable in all circumstances. 
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Recommendation 9  

Delete PM 2014 Initiative 1.6.1 Identify New Urban-Renewal precincts 
and sites around the existing rail network, based on Transit-Oriented 
Development Principles, and replace it with MAC Initiative 1.4.1, Identify 
additional urban renewal sites based on public transport development 
principles. For consistency replace PM 2014 Initiatives 1.6.2-1 to 1.6.1-7 
with the associated MAC 2013 initiatives 1.4.1-1 to 1.4.1-6. 

The Principal Public Transport Network (PPTN) could be used as the basis 
for a new initiative based on public transport development principles. 
Discussed further under A More Connected Melbourne 

 

Support  

Recommendation 10  

Designate a set of strategic public transport corridors that are suited for 
transit oriented development, these being major radial and trunk public 
transport corridors that connect NEICs, join NEICs to the Central City, join 
NEICs to growth corridors or are corridors already showing strong 
characteristics of transit oriented development. 

A significant task with major investment and land use implications, 
including more intensive development in middle and outer areas. To be 
considered as part of the 5-year Plan Melbourne 2016 review. Discussed 
further under A More Connected Melbourne and in the context of 
transport project details and the development of a Network 
Development Strategy. 

Conditional Support  Public transport is an essential part of the Plan and State 
Government should invest in the required infrastructure to fund 
any upgrades and improvements, rather than rely on development 
contributions. HIA’s policy position is to advocate for a simple 
system of infrastructure charging whereby developers pay for 
listed infrastructure (e.g. road works within the new development) 
but do not pay for others (e.g. water connections and community 
facilities), advocating that the costs of the latter should be spread 
across all users in the community. 

Recommendation 11  

Embed the Central City, connecting transport corridors and the city of 
20–minute neighbourhoods as the key spatial foundations for PM 
Refresh, and include the expanded Central City, NEICs and major 
designated transit corridors on a map. 

To be addressed in part and appropriate changes made in the refreshed 
Plan Melbourne 2016. The PPTN will be the basis for connections rather 

Support  
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than designated transit corridors. A 20–minute neighbourhood is 
discussed further under Growth challenges, fundamental principles and 
key concepts. 
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3. HOUSING CHOICE AND AFFORDABILITY 

 
HIA Response HIA Comment 

Recommendation 12  

Reword the Objective to the Housing Choice and Affordability Chapter as 
follows:  

Provide a diversity of housing in defined locations to cater for different 
households and income groups, and close to jobs and services. 

 

Clarification / correction 
required  

Appears to be the same as the original objective in PM 2014.  

Recommendation 13  
Delete reference to a permanent boundary from the State of Cities 
chapter and insert the following initiative and actions under Direction 
2.1:  
 
Initiative 2.1: Deliver a permanent urban boundary around Melbourne  
 
2.1.1-1: The MPA will advise the Minister for Planning (by a nominated 
date) on the alignment of the proposed Metropolitan Urban Boundary 
for Melbourne taking into account:  

• The views of local government  

• The findings and recommendations of the Logical Inclusions Advisory 
Committee, November 2011  

• Relevant submissions to PM Draft 2013. 

Issues discussed under Growth challenges, fundamental principles and 
key concepts and Housing 

Not supported It is understood from the Growth Challenges, (Section 2) that the 
intention is for the existing urban growth boundary to be locked 
down and the values of the green wedge and peri-urban areas 
should be better articulated. 
 
A new metropolitan planning strategy should look towards 
providing the Government with a better set of tools for managing 
Melbourne’s UGB limits. The need for full parliamentary 
ratification to change the UGB is an unnecessarily long and difficult 
process. Instead changes should be at the instigation of the MPA 
and/or the Minister for Planning. Changes could be done by 
planning scheme amendment on an individual area basis (as 
opposed to the moving boundary as a whole). Consequently, the 
expansion might be more piecemeal and happen incrementally 
through the undertaking of individual planning scheme 
amendments. But it would be a far more responsive method to 
addressing land supply shortages. 
 
Regardless of the arguments for or against a UGB for Melbourne 
the process of managing and expanding the Boundary requires a 
better approach than is currently being employed. Changes to the 
Boundary need to be based on the need to supply more land to 
meet supply targets and population growth. Major infrastructure 
investment could also be a trigger to rezone land and adjust the 

Page 6 of 47 



ATTACHMENT 1 
Housing Industry Association response to MAC Recommendations contained in Plan Melbourne Refresh discussion paper October 2015 

 
boundary. 
 
A new metropolitan strategy should broadly set parameters for 
maintaining adequate land supplies and better monitoring and 
managing Melbourne’s UGB. Goals should include identifying a 
rolling minimum 15 - 25 year forward land supply to meet long 
term demand. Within this long term strategy for land supply, 
government should ensure adequate zoned or designated and 
serviceable land to meet medium term demand (eg. 10 years 
supply). Within this medium term land supply, government should 
work with industry to ensure adequate land with development 
approval to meet short term demand (eg. 5 year supply). 
 
Further introduction of Urban Growth Boundaries in regional 
centres is not supported as a means of managing urban land 
supplies.  
 

Recommendation 14  

Replace the definition of Affordable Housing in the Glossary with the 
following:  

Housing where the cost (rent or mortgage payments) is no more than 
30% of gross income for households in the bottom two quintiles for 
area (ie Greater Melbourne) median income. 

 

Not supported  The definition is not considered appropriate and should be 
reworded in plain English to avoid using statistical terms such as 
quintile. 
 

Recommendation 15  

Delete Direction 2.1 – Understand and Plan for Expected Housing Needs 
and all of the initiatives and actions in this Direction. 

 

Clarification required It is unclear as to why this need to be deleted as planning for 
expected housing needs is a key role of Government. 
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Recommendation 16  

Insert a new Direction 2.1 as follows:  

Implement a spatial framework for future population growth 

 

Likely to support 
following clarification 
being provided  

It is unclear as to the intention of this recommendation HIA 
broadly supports 2.1 as outlined on pg. 14 of the discussion paper 
as it seems that the intention is to provide a strategy which is in 
alignment with existing government policy. 

Recommendation 17  
Insert new initiatives and actions under Direction 2 as follows:  
 
Initiative 2.1.2: Establish housing targets for 2025 and 2050 
 
2.1.2-1: Amend the State Planning Policy Framework to include the 
following housing targets for the Melbourne Metropolitan Region:  

• By 2050 at least 70 per cent of all new housing approved after 2015 
will be accommodated within the established urban areas of 
Melbourne and the remaining 30 per cent in the urban growth areas. 
This is referred to as the 70/30 target.  

2.1.2-2: In consultation with local councils within each of the five sub-
regions establish sub-regional housing targets to the year 2025 and the 
year 2050. These targets will take into consideration a range of factors 
including:  

• Work already done by councils on their municipal housing  strategies  

• The capacity of urban infrastructure (including potential for 
upgrading of infrastructure, where required) to accommodate more 
people  

• The estimated additional housing generated by the application of the 
new residential zones  

• The estimated additional housing generated by redevelopment of 
areas earmarked for more intense mixed use development in 
Direction 4.2 of our plan for housing  

• The estimated additional housing within the urban growth areas 

Conditional support  It should be the goal of a new metropolitan strategy to facilitate a 
greater variety of built form densities within all suburbs, new and 
existing. 
 
70/30 split 
Facilitating infill opportunities to increase housing supply close to 
existing services, employment opportunities and transport is 
essential to both industry and the community. It is a key role for 
Government to provide incentives to stimulate regeneration and 
reuse of under-utilised residential or potential residential land. 
 
The concern is that the 70/30 split needs to remain a target only 
and will require review and update on a regular basis to enable the 
policy to remain aligned with demand, both actual and future. HIA 
considers it would not be in the best interest of the industry to 
‘lock in’ such a split. 
 
The issue with building in existing areas and in particular in 
increasing densities is that there is a great deal of community 
resistance to medium-density and higher-density development in 
established areas. There is also often a lengthy process of 
approvals prior to proceeding. 
 
Governments should assist in identifying infill land available for 
residential development at a range of densities – including both 
medium and high density development opportunities as is being 
attempted through the current residential zones process. 
Communities should be clear about the kind of development they 
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based on approved precinct structure plans  

• Changes in housing prices. 

2.1.2-3: Ensure local planning schemes identify areas for more housing 
development. 

 

2.1.2-4: Collect, analyse and publish annual housing development data at 
both the local government and subregional levels and correlate this data 
with the sub-regional housing targets. 

Initiative 2.1.3: Prepare a Housing Policy for Metropolitan Melbourne 

2.1.3-1: Include a whole-of-government Housing Policy for Metropolitan 
Melbourne in the SPPF. 

 

can expect within a given area. 
 
With good access to existing community facilities and open space, 
the existing areas of Melbourne provide good opportunities for 
people who want to live in existing suburbs. However, the main 
barrier to building in existing areas is that currently, most single 
dwellings on smaller lots require a planning permit. This permit 
requirement places an administrative burden on industry and 
unfairly disadvantages the development of smaller blocks because 
they are captured by the planning permit process while a single 
dwelling on a larger allotment is not. The cost of single dwelling 
development on a smaller block is therefore significantly impacted 
by the administrative delay associated with obtaining a planning 
permit and subsequent amendments to permits for any alteration 
to the structure. 
 
The primary purpose of a residential zone is to facilitate the 
construction of houses and this purpose should not be 
undermined by inequitable permit requirements. HIA advocates a 
broader use of code assessment measures for single dwellings and 
dual occupancy 
 
Also much of Melbourne is now zoned Neighbourhood Residential 
Zone (NRZ) which means that there are further restrictions on 
creating medium density housing. The widespread use of this zone 
by Councils needs to be factored in to the 70/30 target split for 
development. 70% of new housing may not be able to be 
accommodated in existing areas based on current restrictions on 
zoning. Plan Melbourne has a goal of having 50% in NRZ, but this 
will need to be revisited in light of the 70/30 target split. It is vital 
that the equation for development that is prescribed in the 
document can actually be achieved on the ground. Investment 
decisions are made on the basis of the equation.  
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Sub Regional Housing Targets 
Following on from the comments above, Local Councils will need 
to identify more housing land. If infill housing is to constitute 70% 
of new housing in existing areas, there will need to be a will from 
local government to see themselves in a broader regional context 
and the contribution that they must make to a Melbourne wide 
objective - which is to house 70%. It is not good enough to adopt a 
“not in my backyard” approach. Housing opportunities must be 
across the board to facilitate achievement of this target. On this 
basis, targets at the local level may be the best approach to 
directing councils to adopt change.  
 
Who will hold the Councils to their intention? 
Regular review and monitoring is essential as part of any targets. It 
will quickly be established as to which of the councils are 
accommodating the required growth levels. A system of 
benchmarking and review is urgently needed. 
 

Recommendation 18  

Insert a new Direction 2.3 and associated initiatives and actions as 
follows:  

Build a good housing legacy for Melbourne’s future. 

Initiative 2.3.1: Develop a code assess for new multi dwelling 
development. 

2.3.1-1: Prepare a new code assess approach (which would embrace 
good building design and urban design) for new multi dwelling 
developments to replace ResCode. As part of preparing this code review 
the design, layout and internal living amenity of new multi dwelling 
developments including apartment developments taking into account 
the requirements of short-term accommodation, student 
accommodation and family-friendly apartment living. 

Support for code 
assessment measures 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The development of a code assess system to deal with planning 
applications is vital. As of Right Development must include a one 
approval process for single houses and for small multi-unit 
developments. 
 
Consideration needs to be made on how to negotiate existing 
Overlays such as Heritage Overlays that will otherwise prevent the 
code assess process having any effect on infill housing supply.  
 
If land is zoned for a certain purpose e.g. residential, the 
community should have an expectation that it will be used for this 
purpose - in accordance with the guiding development principles 
established either by state or local government. A simplified 
approval process for housing in residential zones that meets these 
standards is appropriate and should be a given. 
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Initiative 2.3.2: Encourage more diversity in Melbourne’s housing sector 

2.3.2-1: Identify different housing types required to meet the needs of 
Melbourne’s population now and, in the future and incorporate these 
types into an amended definition of ‘dwelling’ in the VPPs. 

2.3.2-2: Develop and apply a Residential Mix Diversity Index to each of 
the sub-regions to determine what additional types of housing will be 
needed in the future to meet housing needs. 

2.3.2-3: MPA embark upon informing the Melbourne community about 
the benefits of more diversity and choice in our housing sector and to 
work with each of the subregional groups and the private sector in 
delivering diversity in housing types and forms. 

2.3.2-4: The MPA in collaboration with DELWP, develop a suite of 
planning incentives which encourage more choice in the housing market 
to meet different housing needs. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
Mandatory measures for 
accessible housing - Not 
supported  

Consideration needs to be given to the appropriate restriction of 
the generous third party objections system which currently exists 
in Victoria.  
In all development proposals third party appeal objections and 
appeal rights which are used in some states can be a source of 
lengthy delay in the approval of developments which often comply 
with a Council planning scheme. If land is appropriately zoned no 
third party appeal rights for complying development should exist  
 
With regards to housing diversity to include consideration 
of housing for people with disabilities and special needs the 
introduction of mandatory planning or building regulations which 
regulate accessibility in private dwellings is not considered 
appropriate nor cost effective to address concerns about 
accessibility for people with disabilities.  

The residential development industry should be assisted to extend 
education and training on low cost technical solutions for 
accessibility needs in private dwellings.  

As a member of the National Dialogue on Universal Housing 
Design, HIA supported a 10 year strategic plan for voluntary action 
to increase awareness and uptake of universal housing design 
principles.  
These features can be incorporated into new housing and should 
be done so at the choice of the consumer.  

For home buyers with significant disabilities, the State government 
already offers support through a range of initiatives, that can 
assist home owners with modifying their homes. 

HIA supports the national guidelines published by Liveable 
Housing Australia (2010 Edition 1) as a guide for home owners and 
residential builders wishing to incorporate universal design 
features into new and existing homes. 

Deleted: ¶
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Recommendation 19  

Delete Direction 2.2: Reduce the cost of living by increasing housing 
supply near services and public transport in PM 2014 and replace with 
the following:  

Direction 2.2: Deliver more housing closer to jobs and public transport. 

 

Support This appears to be a common sense approach. However, proximity 
to public transport does not make the purchase of a car, and 
hence the living costs associated with that car, a non-essential 
item. Consumer choice to own and drive a car based on the 
private needs will prevail.  

Recommendation 20  

Replace Initiatives 2.2.1, 2.2.2, 2.2.3 and 2.2.4 and accompanying actions 
in PM 2014 with the following:  

Initiative 2.2.1: Establish the governance, funding, planning and 
development structures for urban renewal precincts. 

2.2.1-1: Identify and designate urban renewal precincts of metropolitan 
significance and establish a policy and new zone for such precincts. 

2.2.1-2: Require the lead agency for urban renewal precincts to promote 
innovation and best practice redevelopment outcomes including precinct 
wide energy and integrated water cycle management plans and the 
provision of more affordable housing and social housing for these 
precincts. 

2.2.1-3: Apply the new zone to each urban renewal precinct after the 
preparation and approval of a place-based Structure Plan which 
addresses a range of factors including the public benefits to be delivered 
by redevelopment such as affordable and social housing, the delivery of 
urban infrastructure and a thorough land economic assessment 
determining the land use mix and densities for each precinct. 

2.2.1-4: Reduce the uncertainty of investigation and clean-up 
requirements, streamline the regulatory process, and bring the land to 
market sooner. 

2.2.1-5: Establish a Brownfield Incentive Loan with a rolling fund which 
will be cost neutral over five years to facilitate the clean-up of brownfield 

Partially supported  The replacement initiatives appear to be a common sense 
approach. However, before being able to provide any further 
comment there needs to be further discussion and government / 
industry agreement as to how these initiatives will be delivered 
and their success measured. 
 
HIA would appreciate the opportunity to be involved in the 
establishment of the applicable policy. 
 
It is unclear to HIA as to whether the reference to a “new zone …” 
is referring to a change of zone via the planning scheme 
amendment process or the development of a new zone to be 
added to the suite of existing zones, should it be referring to the 
latter HIA would require further detail and consultation prior to 
being able to provide any further comment. 
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land. 

2.2.2-5: Establish a Brownfield Clean-up Program which reduces the 
uncertainty of investigation and clean-up requirements, streamlines the 
regulatory process, provides access to funds to undertake the clean-up 
and brings the land to market sooner. 

 

Recommendation 21  

Insert a new initiative and actions for Direction 2.2 as follows:  

Initiative 2.2.4: Encourage redevelopment of selected greyfield 
precincts in providing more housing choice and diversity. 

2.2.4-1: Require local government sub-regional groups to identify 
greyfield areas suitable for regeneration for medium density housing. 

2.2.4-2: Devise planning incentives and provisions for inclusion in the 
VPP which identify these greyfield precincts and the ways of unlocking 
their potential for medium density housing including social and 
affordable housing eg a Regeneration Overlay in the VPP. 

 

Support – subject to the 
comments provided  

Planning incentives referred to would need to be real - that is they 
would need to be developed in consultation with industry to 
ensure the incentive has appropriate elements of enticement and 
benefit so that a developer is able to upfront know what are the 
commercial advantages in choosing to develop in a particular 
‘greyfield’ area / precinct. 
 
Should an Overlay in the VPP’s be developed such as a 
Regeneration Overlay HIA would appreciate the opportunity to 
provide input into its development and implementation. 

Recommendation 22  

Add a new initiative and actions under Direction 2.2 as follows: 

Initiative 2.2.5: Sequence and stage development in the urban growth 
areas  

2.2.5-1: Amend the Precinct Structure Planning Guidelines to require 
that Precinct Structure Plans include a sequencing plan for new suburbs 
that link the timing of delivery of essential community infrastructure 
identified in a Development Contributions Plan to the anticipated 
staging of development. 

2.2.5-2: Require the MPA, in consultation with DELWP, local councils and 
the greenfield developer community to identify the list of basic 

Clarification required – 
Not supported at this 
stage  

HIA is very concerned about the setting of a target of 25 dwellings 
per net hectare as: 

1. Any target should always be considered as a range rather 
than a fixed figure 

2. A range will allow for a allotments to be created per 
hectare as the context and setting allows 

3. Current PSP guidelines define medium density housing as 
Housing with an average density of 16-30 dwellings per 
net developable hectare. This appears to be working to 
support a range of allotment sizes in regards to the 
setting.  

4. There does not appear to be any connection between the 
“25 dwellings per hectare set in the Discussion paper and 
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community facilities and services which must be delivered in the first 
stage of development of all new Precinct Structure Plans and apply an 
appropriate mechanism that does not allow any subsequent stages 
to proceed until such time as these facilities and services are operational.  

2.2.5-3: Ensure the MPA, in consultation with councils, manages the 
timely delivery of local community infrastructure using a combination of 
a sequencing plan linked to capping or limiting subdivision and 
development approvals, DCP expenditure, council funded works, and 
works-in-kind delivery of infrastructure funded by DCPs. 

2.2.5-4: Amend the Precinct Structure Planning Guidelines and State 
Planning Policy Framework mandating greater housing diversity and 
minimum dwelling density in the urban growth areas of 25 dwellings per 
net hectare for residential areas to meet the needs of all household 
types. The amended Guidelines are to ensure the retention of large 
allotments in appropriate locations to accommodate higher density 
housing. 

 

the PSP Guidelines  
 
This target needs to be reworded to include a range to provide 
developers and consumers with more choice.   
 
PSP Guidelines need to define more specific densities based on 
ultimate amenity of the areas (for example if we are near a NAC, 
then clearly density should be higher) if we are 800m away from a 
NAC or other major amenity then density is more like 12/ha.  The 
Guidelines need to set density ranges for different locations within 
a PSP based on ultimate amenity.  We need to visualise the 
community structure to be achieved. 
 
Sequencing Plans 
Further information on this requirement is necessary. The 
requirement for a sequencing plan for new community 
infrastructure would appear to be a new requirement for 
developers. The process of undertaking the sequence plan is 
unclear and it is also unclear as to how this would work in practice.  
It is unclear how this would work as it would normally be 
undertaken by Council. It is premature for us to comment further 
until government release the detail of such a proposal.  
Particularly at a time when a new development contributions 
system is underway.  
The Government should always look to support out of sequence 
development within a growth corridor anyway as sometimes a 
landowner may not be ready to develop their land in a timely 
manner. With an appropriate cost structure and zoning in place, 
there should be the ability for development to proceed.  

Recommendation 23  

Combine Direction 2.3 and 2.4 of PM 2014 into the following new 
Direction 2.4: 

Not supported It is important that in the development of a refreshed Plan 
Melbourne document the distinction between social housing and 
affordable housing is not lost.  
It appears as though the distinction may be becoming blurred and 
the definitions beginning to blend into one. Government funded 

Deleted: N

Deleted: N
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Facilitate the supply of more social and affordable housing. 

 

social housing meets a very different need to affordable housing. 
Affordable housing also has dual meanings, when related to 
community housing providers and government assistance, which it 
is presumed this objective relates, as opposed to the generic 
description of housing being affordable based on its price range 
for rent or purchase.  
 
This is a government responsibility. Once again a push to impose 
on development, costs for greater good that don’t have a direct 
nexus to the development and simply make development a more 
costly exercise, therefore risking slowing down delivery of sites 
until both vendor and government expectations can be afforded 
by the home buyer. 
 

Recommendation 24  
Delete the following initiatives and actions from PM 2014:  

• Initiative 2.3.1: Facilitate growth in the social housing sector  

• Initiative 2.4.1: Develop a codified approval process for defined 
locations (note that it is recommended this initiative be reworded as 
stated above in Initiative 2.3.1)  

• Initiative 2.4.2: Increase our understanding of affordable housing in 
the context of changing household types and needs 

 

Not supported  These initiatives form the primary principles for the efficient 
provision of social and affordable housing and therefore should be 
retained. But the Government must establish that the provision of 
social and affordable housing is a primary function of the public 
housing sector. Builders and developers provide a range of 
housing produce, many of whom see themselves as providing an 
affordable product as it is delivered at the lower end of the 
market. A goal of government should be to ensure that there is an 
adequate supply of developable land which will also reduce pent 
up demand and create a better affordability environment.  

Recommendation 25  
Insert the following initiatives and actions for the new Direction 2.4. 
 
Initiative 2.4.1: Facilitate growth in the social housing sector 
 
2.4.1-1: Amend the Victoria Planning Provisions to make the Minister for 
Planning the responsible authority for selected social housing planning 
permit applications that are recommended by the Director of Housing 

Partial supported 
 
Not supported - 
mandatory affordable 
housing quotas 
 
Support - expansion of 
VicSmart to facilitate 

This recommendation represents a key area of change from Plan 
Melbourne 2014. 
 
The proposal to provide mandatory affordable housing quotas is 
not supported by HIA. 
 
Housing quotas imposed on new development are a tax on new 
housing as costs incurred by developments in subsidising a 
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for priority consideration. 
 
2.4.1-2: Include in the Victoria Planning Provisions a definition for social 
housing consistent with the proposed Social Housing Framework, and a 
definition for affordable housing. 
 
2.4.1-3: Identify opportunities for the inclusion, where appropriate, of 
social housing prior to the commencement of formal structure planning 
for urban renewal precincts and proposed rezoning of such land, 
including costs and benefits. 
 
2.4.1-4: Investigate costs, benefits and opportunities to utilise planning 
incentives to facilitate the provision of social housing in strategic urban 
renewal precincts and other significant change areas, as appropriate. For 
example, where rezoning is necessary to achieve urban renewal, explore 
the capacity to capture a proportion of the increased land value, to 
directly contribute to the costs of providing social housing. 
 
Initiative 2.4.2: Accelerate investment in affordable housing 
 
2.4.2-1: Explore specific planning provisions and development 
mechanisms to deliver more affordable housing, especially within 
Significant Change Areas. Provisions could address:  

• The provision of affordable or social housing components as decision 
criteria for development assessment  

• Application of a VicSmart process to affordable and social housing 
projects to reduce landholding costs.  

2.4.2-2: Identify new funding sources for affordable housing, with regard 
to both the construction of new dwellings and, in the case of affordable 
rental, ongoing tenancy/asset management.  

2.4.2-3: Introduce mechanisms to ensure that when affordable housing is 
provided it remains in that category for the long term. 

more affordable housing 
projects to commence at 
the initiation of the 
private sector. 

particular form of housing must invariably be borne by the new 
home-buying public and not the general community. This is 
inequitable and unfair. 
 
Commonwealth and State Government funding of public and 
affordable housing is not keeping up with community needs. 
Governments are increasingly shifting the burden of funding new 
affordable housing to the private sector rather than confronting 
the matter issue as a broader community issue requiring funding 
from general rates and taxes. 
 
State and local governments are increasingly looking towards 
affordable housing quotas to solve their own inability to meet 
community demand for publicly provided and supported housing 
as well as to increase the supply of affordable housing. 
 
A holistic and sophisticated approach to the issue of providing 
increased levels of affordable housing and solving the housing 
affordability crisis is essential. It is HIA’s view that a continuing 
undersupply of housing stock contributes to the unaffordability of 
housing in Australia – across numerous segments of the 
community. 
 
Support and enable industry to meet overall housing supply 
targets by creating the right environment to incentivise a wide 
variety of housing to be built in the marketplace. A good land 
supply and taxation measures will provide the right environment. 
 
The industry can voluntarily assist governments by getting 
involved in improving the supply of low and moderate income 
housing stock (affordable housing), for rent or sale, as a 
supplement to governments own social and crisis accommodation 
provision (for example NRAS programs). 
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2.4.2-4: Encourage greater investment in affordable private rental 
housing by working with the Commonwealth and other jurisdictions to 
investigate:  

• Necessary government policy reform, including tax reform and 
reform of the National Rental Affordability Scheme, to attract 
increased institutional investment particularly superannuation funds, 
in private rental housing  

• The potential for the creation of an investment vehicle (similar to the 
Defence Housing Authority) to develop and manage rental housing in 
key locations, for low to moderate income households 

Initiative 2.4.3: Implement a suite of planning provisions to deliver 
more social housing and affordable housing 
 
2.4.3-1: Develop and implement a planning policy and appropriate 
planning provisions for inclusionary zoning and incentive zoning as tools 
for assisting in the delivery of social housing and affordable housing in 
Significant Change Areas as well as other designated sites as identified by 
the MPA and the sub-regional groupings of local councils. 
 
2.4.3-2: Identify other planning provisions in Victoria’s current permit 
approval system which should be waived to facilitate the establishment 
of social and affordable housing. These may include:  

• Reducing car parking requirements especially if the site is within 
walking distance of public transport  

• Shortened and guaranteed timeframes for assessment of planning 
permit applications providing affordable and/ or social housing, as 
well as limiting and even removing third-party appeal rights thus 
minimising time delays in decisions on such proposals  

• Unnecessary planning obstacles to smaller scale infill housing 
programs such as accessory or ancillary units (eg granny flats, 
secondary suites) or laneway units. 

Governments need to realise that housing is largely a private 
sector activity and, as such, is driven by market forces. Many 
developments and builders already contribute towards providing 
affordable housing, based on their price positioning at the lower 
end of the market. If social housing is required then it is the 
responsibility of governments to provide such infrastructure from 
general revenue.  
 
HIA’s views on Incentives for affordable housing: 
 
HIA remains committed to finding feasible and effective solutions 
to support the delivery of affordable housing stock.  Whilst the 
industry is often unfairly targeted, it is actively contributing to the 
overall affordable housing solution. 
 
Governments should look to pursue appropriate options for 
funding and delivering affordable housing solutions. 
 
HIA supports the following options for developers and builders to 
enter into on a voluntary basis to increase the delivery of 
affordable housing units:  
 
1. Increasing land supply and development rights for affordable 

housing  
 
All governments should proactively enable land supply for 
affordable housing by auditing their own surplus land supply 
and selling it for the purpose of industry delivering the 
desired quota of affordable housing. Authorities should also 
issue suitable development rights over that land to a social 
housing authority, private community housing provider or 
industry member for the purposes of building and supplying 
affordable housing. 
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2.4.3-3: Provide a suite of other planning provisions which give 
incentives to a developer if social and/or affordable housing is 
incorporated into new housing and mixed use developments. Proper 
consideration is to be given to the concept of ‘incentive zoning’ such as 
Floor Space Ratio (FSR) bonuses. 

2.4.3-4: Establish a Melbourne Affordable Housing Fund which assists in 
providing grants to accredited community housing providers for 
approved social and affordable projects in designated or preferred 
locations. 

Initiative 2.4.4: Prioritise the regeneration of public housing estates  

2.4.4-1: The Minister for Housing facilitates the redevelopment of 
Melbourne’s older high rise public housing estates for public housing, 
community managed housing and private affordable housing. 

 

2. Voluntary supply of affordable housing in a development in 
exchange for agreed or negotiated development bonuses 
which are relevant to the particular site and location 
 
Any development bonuses granted to assist with the supply 
of affordable housing must be nominated by, and agreed to 
by, the developer. It is industry’s experience that many 
current development bonuses offered do not allow for a 
product that can be reasonably offered to a target market in a 
given area. Incentives for developers could include bonuses 
on heights, plot ratio and density requirements, car parking, a 
faster planning process or other planning scheme 
concessions, all of which should be guaranteed through 
relevant project specific planning provisions after a develop 
agrees to undertake a project, to ensure the project is 
financially and can proceed to be built. 
 

3. Innovative funding mechanisms to ensure greater 
government buy in on private development. 
 
Government agencies should subsidise the housing product 
for low income earners. The homebuyer would finance part of 
the mortgage (perhaps 70 per cent) with the ‘equity 
authority’ being state or local government financing the 
remainder. Deferment on the payment on the full market 
value at the time of purchase assists with increasing the 
supply of affordable housing and the housing industry is the 
deliverer of the product on the ground.  
 

4. Increasing the opportunity for ‘joint venture’ partnerships.  
 
Local or state government can partner with a willing private 
developer to build and manage a project where there is a 
component of affordable housing that must be made 
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available with strict arrangements around the management of 
homes into the future to avoid profiteering. Industry is the 
deliverer of product on the ground. 
 

5. Provision of Tax and Levy Concessions for Developers  
 
Tax concessions should be offered to developers willing to 
agree and provide an affordable housing component to their 
development. Relevant tax concessions could be provided in 
the form of stamp duty or other concessions such as sale 
price on the land or an exemption from state based 
infrastructure contributions and other relevant property 
taxes. 
 

The application of VicSmart as an incentive for the private sector 
to provide more “affordable” housing may see a market and 
demand driven response rather than a government driven 
response. 

Recommendation 26  

Insert a new Direction 2.5, initiatives and actions as follows:  

Promote greater innovation in the housing market. 

Initiative 2.5.1: Promote and support innovative housing delivery 
methods  

2.5.1-1: Trial a Community Land Trust model and a Housing Development 
Co-operative model in the Melbourne region. 

Initiative 2.5.2: Lead innovation in the housing sector 

2.5.2-1: Require Places Victoria to demonstrate the use of modular 
housing and other innovative design and construction techniques in its 
development projects. 

2.5.2-2: In consultation with the housing industry benchmark more 
innovative construction methods against traditional construction 

Support The Building Code of Australia is a performance based code and 
therefore does not create any impediments to the use of 
innovative construction techniques including modular and pre-
fabricated housing. The primary impediments for changes in 
technique lie in the planning system and potentially Rescode 
which adopts traditional planning and at times building standards 
for setbacks, heights, etc. These are more likely to require 
attention.  
 
The building permit process also needs support as whilst 
performance based design has been permitted under the Building 
Act for over two decades, its use is being stifled by conservative 
regulators and cautious building certifiers.  
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methods to provide feedback to the housing market. 

2.5.2-3: Review planning and building regulations to identify 
opportunities for more innovative and cheaper construction techniques 
without compromising the quality and durability of our housing. 

 

Recommendation 27  

Insert a new Direction, new initiative and actions as follows:  

Direction 2.6: The State Government prepare a Housing Strategy and 
Housing Plan for Metropolitan Melbourne. 

Initiative 2.6.1: The State Government work with all levels of 
government (Federal and Local government) to deliver more housing 
choice and housing affordability within all regions of Victoria and, in so 
doing, explore a range of available options outside the planning 
system. 

 

Conditional support  HIA considers the initiative should be expanded to include also 
working with industry as industry will be an equally important 
stakeholder particularly in the delivery of an appropriate housing 
typology. No Strategy can be successful without engagement with 
the industry that is required to deliver the outcomes.  
 
It is very unclear as to the intention of 2.6.1. What sort of housing 
options are being considered outside of the planning system?  
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4. LIVEABLE COMMUNITIES AND NEIGHBOURHOODS HIA Response HIA Comment 

Recommendation 28  

Change the chapter title to Healthy, vibrant and inclusive 
neighbourhoods. 
 

No comment   

Recommendation 29  

Change the chapter objective to:  

Create neighbourhoods which promote strong communities, healthy 
lifestyles and good access to local services and jobs. 

 

No comment   

Recommendation 30  

Replace entire preamble to this chapter with the preamble in MAC 2013. 
The Preamble is to include the diagram showing the Building Blocks of 
Social Sustainability 

 

Not support  The diagram showing the Building Blocks of Social Sustainability is 
a very academic and ideal illustration of how social sustainability 
may be achieved, whilst at best it can be described as aspirational 
its singular focus of social sustainability means that the many 
other important interdependent elements that contribute to the 
long term planning of a city such as managing population growth 
and increase in densities are not recognised.  
 
HIA would suggest being mindful of including such a diagram as 
overall it is not a good fit in providing guidance for the long term 
planning of a city. 

Recommendation 31 
Reinstate MAC 2013 action in Initiative 4.1.1:  

• Review relevant regulations and other obstacles deterring the use of 
upper level floor space in neighbourhood activity centres for more 
residential, commercial, community-based uses and work with 
councils to help unlock these underutilised spaces. 

 

Refer to comment  There may be opportunity in later iterations of Plan Melbourne to 
encourage under-utilised space above existing shops to be utilised 
for what is traditionally known as ‘shop top housing’, this may 
assist in meeting housing demand. 

  

Page 21 of 47 



ATTACHMENT 1 
Housing Industry Association response to MAC Recommendations contained in Plan Melbourne Refresh discussion paper October 2015 

 
Recommendation 32  
Insert the following Initiatives and actions under Direction 4.1: 

 
Initiative 3.1.1: Create mixed use neighbourhoods at varying densities  

• Use the Mixed Use Zone to enable greater mix of uses at varying 
densities in appropriate locations.  

Initiative 3.1.4: Measure and monitor the liveability of our 
neighbourhoods  

• In partnership with local governments, publish an interactive 
liveability index and map for Melbourne, which draws on local 
knowledge and is updated annually 

 

 
 
 
Support for Initiative 
3.1.1 
 
 
Conditional support for 
Initiative 3.1.4 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
More detail is required as to the methods that will be employed to 
measure and monitor the liveability of neighbourhoods. 
 
HIA questions whether this will be a worthwhile investment or will 
be a useful and effective planning tool. 
 

Recommendation 33  
Insert a new Initiative and actions as follows:  
 
3.1.2: Make neighbourhoods pedestrian and cycle friendly  

• Develop a transport hierarchy that supports the delivery of 20–
minute neighbourhoods with pedestrians prioritised in the design of 
roads and streets, followed by cyclists, public transport, private 
vehicles and road freight  

• Require councils and their communities to identify and develop 
pedestrian and cycle networks and pedestrian priority precincts 
within all of their neighbourhoods which increase access to local 
destinations  

• Consider using lower speed limits in mixed use and residential 
neighbourhoods in accordance with new guidelines for 40 km/h 
pedestrian zones  

• Amend the Precinct Structure Planning Guidelines to better plan for 
residents and especially children and families in new suburbs to walk 
and ride bikes locally to school, the shops, public spaces and places 

Refer to comment  HIA agrees these concepts are already largely in place as part of 
PM2014 and is satisfied with such concepts being retained. 
 
Refer Comments to Recommendation 8. 
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of work  

• Implement minimal local bus service levels of 20–minute frequency, 
7 days a week, from at least 6 am to 9 pm  

• Support local initiatives to integrate local community transport and 
taxis with route bus services to expand access opportunities  

• Improve the quality of bus stops. 

 

Recommendation 34  

Delete Direction 4.2: Protect Melbourne and its suburbs from 
inappropriate development and its associated actions. 

 

Support   

Recommendation 35  

Rewrite the preamble to Direction 4.3 to include references to the 
important role played by local government in creating healthy 
communities and the various plans and tools adopted by councils on 
health planning. 

 

Conditional support The rewrite should also recognise and encourage developers and 
those who use and implement the design guidelines to provide 
innovative design responses to concepts developed by local 
government. 
 
Clause 56 requirements already provide some existing guidance on 
this. Also, due to the extensive requirements of councils regarding 
the amount of open spaces and facilities to be provided in 
greenfield developments, the communities being created have 
many opportunities for new residents to pursue a healthy lifestyle.  

Recommendation 36  
Reword Initiative 4.3.1 and its actions as follows: 
Initiative 4.3.1: Implement healthy design guidelines  

• Update the State Planning Policy Framework to support the 
application of the National Heart Foundation’s Healthy by Design 
Guidelines in the planning and development process. 

• Develop tools (such as those developed by the National Heart 
Foundation) to inform the review of the Precinct Structure Planning 

Refer comment Whilst the principles of the National Heart Foundation’s Healthy 
by Design Guidelines seem sound to a large degree they have also 
become standard urban design practice therefore HIA doubts 
whether referencing such a guideline in the SPPF would bring 
about any real additional benefit.  
 
HIA submit the government must be mindful of supporting 
guidelines in the planning and development process when what a 
particular guideline is promoting / advocating is already developed 
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Guidelines and any future urban renewal structure planning 
guidelines.  

• Develop a Healthy City Planning checklist based on the National 
Heart Foundations ‘Health by Design Guidelines’ to assist local 
councils in assessing development applications and designing new 
neighbourhoods in terms of health and community wellbeing. 

 

as standard industry practice. 
 
Mandating such guidelines also brings them into the planning 
process as regulations or quasi-regulations and therefore should 
be subject to a regulation impact assessment to determine their 
likely impact.  

Recommendation 37 

Reword Direction 4.4 to read Deliver social infrastructure to support 
strong communities and rewrite the preamble to this direction to 
recognise the distinction between Neighbourhood Health and 
Community Wellbeing Precincts and Regional Health and Community 
Wellbeing Precincts. 

 

Support  HIA consider it important that clear distinction be made between 
these terms. 

Recommendation 38  
Reword Initiative 4.4.1 and its accompanying actions as follows:  

• Co-ordinate a whole-of-government approach to the delivery of 
social infrastructure. The MPA, in consultation with relevant 
government agencies and local government, to:  

o Provide advice on how government social infrastructure 
proposals can align with land use and transport objectives  

o Identify social infrastructure priorities both at the subregional 
and municipal levels and the timing of delivery with a specific 
focus on the needs of the urban growth area communities  

o Develop a methodology for funding the delivery of social 
infrastructure in a timely manner in both the urban growth areas 
and established urban areas undergoing significant change  

• The MPA, in consultation with relevant government agencies, local 
government and social infrastructure providers, explore more 

Clarification required  Regarding the third sub dot-point  
 

o Develop a methodology for funding the delivery of social 
infrastructure in a timely manner in both the urban 
growth areas and established urban areas undergoing 
significant change 

 
It is not clear to HIA given the significant recent changes to levying 
of infrastructure contributions what methodology for funding is 
required to be developed. The State government is in the process 
of establishing a new standardised development contribution 
system and this will need to be factored in to a revised Plan 
Melbourne. Either way as a matter of principle, HIA does not 
support mandatory development contributions for items of social 
and community infrastructure that should be funded from either 
state taxation measures or the Council rate base. These are 
infrastructure items from which the entire community benefits 

Page 24 of 47 



ATTACHMENT 1 
Housing Industry Association response to MAC Recommendations contained in Plan Melbourne Refresh discussion paper October 2015 

 
creative approaches to the design of community spaces and buildings 
to make them more adaptable to changing needs as our 
neighbourhoods age and evolve, and integrate these approaches into 
our social infrastructure. 

and it should not be a burden on new residents funding these 
items through the levying of development contributions. 
 
 

Recommendation 39  
Add a new Direction 3.4: Involve communities in the delivery of local 
parks and green neighbourhoods with the following initiatives from MAC 
2013:  

• Develop a network of accessible high-quality local open spaces  

• Encourage community gardens and productive streetscapes. 

 

Refer comments HIA submits that development of a network of accessible high-
quality local open spaces is already an integral component of the 
development process provided by developers as part of their 
public open space and or infrastructure contribution and as such 
does not require a new direction as proposed. 
 
Should communities wish to embrace community gardens and 
productive streetscapes it should be explicitly stated that the 
funding for such must be borne directly from the community and 
not-other funding arrangements such as developer contributions. 
 
Developers often contribute well in excess of the minimum 
requirements for open spaces for two reasons. Firstly in the 
interests of creating a pleasant environment for new residents and 
secondly the development contributions required by Councils are 
often well in excess of statutory requirements. This is either 
altered by planning scheme amendment or becomes a condition 
of subdivision.  
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5. A MORE CONNECTED MELBOURNE HIA Response HIA Comment 

Recommendation 40  

Retain PM 2014 action 3.1.3-1 but replace actions 3.1.3- 2 to 3.1.3-8 with 
the following initiatives that could be implemented in the first ten years 
of PM Refresh:  

3.1.3-1: Prepare a Road Use Strategy to ensure trams and buses can 
operate efficiently alongside other vehicles, particularly as land uses 
change. 

3.1.3-2: Improve inner Melbourne tram reliability with a range of 
measures that give trams greater priority on the road network (such as 
greater physical separation from other road users and improved 
technology to manage traffic flows). 

3.1.3-3: Better serve the growing western end of the city by realigning 
selected St Kilda Road services using a new Park Street South Melbourne 
link, and extending the Collins Street tram line further into Docklands.  

3.1.3-4: Deliver 50 new low-floor, high capacity trams. 

3.1.3-5: Extend tram lines to E-Gate and Fishermans Bend and 
investigate the feasibility of completing the missing tram link between 
Dynon and Footscray. 

3.1.3-6: Upgrade tram corridors in the Cities of Melbourne, Port Phillip 
and Yarra to light rail standard in accordance with the Road Use Strategy 
and improve services and connections to the Parkville NEIC and the new 
metro rail station. 

3.1.3-7: Upgrade to light rail standard further routes identified in the 
Road Use Strategy, focusing on those with highest patronage and 
greatest people-moving potential. 

 

No comment  
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Recommendation 41  

Retain PM 2014 action 3.1.4-1 but replace actions 3.1.4-2 to 3.1.4-5 with 
the following: 

3.1.4-1: Plan services to better meet patronage demand and ensure new 
timetables better connect with trams and trains, as well as improve real-
time passenger information and stops on a number of key inner-city 
routes. 

3.1.4-2: Pilot new intelligent transport systems such as dynamic 
overhead lane management, to enable buses to travel faster and more 
reliably between Carlton and Kew along Johnston Street-Princess Street 
and Hoddle Street– Punt Road, and improve services on the inner city 
orbital routes. 

3.1.4-3: Enhance Doncaster (DART) bus services in inner Melbourne.  

3.1.3-4: Improve on-road priority on more streets including western 
routes from the city to Footscray and Sunshine, following the results of 
the pilot on Johnston Street– Princess Street. 

3.1.3-5: Extend and improve NightRider services to serve a 24/7 city. 

 

No comment  

Recommendation 42  

Under Direction 3.2, add the following actions for Initiative 3.2.2 which 
could be implemented in the first ten years of PM Refresh: 

3.2.2-1: Commence the transformation of bus service into a three tier 
network, starting with the outer western, outer northern, outer south 
eastern and bayside suburbs, and provide better information including 
improved way-finding and real time service information. This will include 
improving sections of the SmartBus route between Sunshine and 
Mentone, and services along Blackburn and Springvale Roads to a ten 
minute frequency at key times. 

3.2.2-2: As part of the new bus franchise agreement, reallocate services 

No comment  
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to better meet demand for access to job rich areas including Monash, 
Melbourne Airport, Latrobe University, Footscray and Sunshine. 

3.2.2-3: Continue with the introduction of low floor buses and better 
stops and road crossing facilities to improve bus accessibility, particularly 
for those who have personal mobility difficulties. 

3.2.2-4: Provide greater on-road priority for buses, starting with 
approaches to interchanges and along Blackburn Road. This work will 
continue into the medium term on the bus routes between 
Greensborough and Tullamarine, Rowville and Monash, Dandenong and 
Ringwood, Springvale Road, Warrigal Road and key routes serving 
Latrobe University. 

3.2.2-5: Continue to improve and adjust service levels to best meet 
demand and regularly review the network to ensure that services 
provided offer the best value for money. This includes upgrading 
premium and connector services to higher frequencies, and upgrade 
connector services to a premium service level based on potential to grow 
patronage. Neighbourhood services will also be improved in terms of 
their frequency and efficiency 

 

Recommendation 43  

Include a map of the planned SmartBus network at 2030 and 2050. 

 

No comment   

Recommendation 44  

Remove the action in PM 2014 under Initiative 3.2.4 and replace with the 
following actions which could be implemented in the first ten years of 
PM Refresh: 

3.2.4-1: Duplicate the Chandler Highway Bridge to enhance Yarra River 
crossings, upgrade the Calder Park Drive/Calder Freeway interchange, 
complete construction of the Dingley bypass and advance plans for a 

No comment  
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connection between the Dingley bypass and the Mornington Peninsula 
Freeway at Springvale Road. 

3.2.4-2: Deliver the Westall Road extension from Princes Highway to 
Monash Freeway to improve connectivity and support the Monash 
National Employment and Innovation Cluster. 

3.2.4-3: Complete the missing section of Dingley Bypass between the 
South Gippsland Highway and the South Gippsland Freeway. 

 

Recommendation 45  

Replace PM 2014 actions in Initiative 3.3.2 with the following which 
could be implemented in the first ten years of PM Refresh:  

3.3.2-1: Expand bus services in all growth areas so that most residents 
live within 800 metres of either a premium or connector service. This 
includes the introduction of connector services from Werribee to 
Wyndham Vale Station, Mt Ridley to Craigieburn Railway Station, Epping 
North to Epping Station, Mernda to University Hill via South Morang 
station, and a north-south service between the Cranbourne and 
Pakenham lines. 

3.3.2-2: Trial the implementation of interim routes in areas that are in 
early stages of development. Permanent routes will be introduced when 
there is sufficient passenger demand and appropriate road infrastructure 
is in place. 

3.3.3-3: Improve access to the rail network by building Caroline Springs 
railway station and develop Park and Ride and bike cage facilities in 
outer suburbs. 

3.3.3-4: Secure rail reservations for planned extensions and duplications 
in growth areas at Melton, Wallan (including Upfield to Roxburgh Park), 
Mernda, Wollert, Clyde, Baxter and Wyndham Vale to Werribee, and 
deliver these extensions in the medium to long term. 

No comment   
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Recommendation 46  

Move PM 2014 Initiatives 3.4.1 Making Neighbourhoods Pedestrian-
Friendly and 3.4.2 Create a Network of High-quality Cycling Links to the 
chapter dealing with Neighbourhoods. 

 

No comment   

Recommendation 47  

Consistent with Infrastructure Australia’s recommendation that “there is 
a need for serious public discussion about infrastructure service levels 
and funding”, the Victorian Government should initiate a community 
consultation program into the way transport use is priced, as part of a 
wider program to ensure that resources used in land transport are used 
as efficiently as possible. 

 

No comment  
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6. ENVIRONMENT, WATER, ENERGY AND WASTE HIA Response HIA Comment 

Recommendation 48  

Rename the chapter in PM 2014 to Environment and Climate Change 

 

No comment  

Recommendation 49  

Introduce a new objective for this chapter as follows:  

Protect our natural assets and ensure a sustainable and more resilient 
environment in the face of climate change. 

 

No comment  

Recommendation 50  

Delete Direction 5.1 – Using the city structure to drive sustainable 
outcomes in managing growth and Initiative 5.5.1: Accommodate the 
majority of new dwellings in established areas within walking distance 
of the public transport network. 

 

No comment  

Recommendation 51  
Re-instate MAC 2013 Direction 5.1: Reduce the consequences of 
extreme climate events and related environmental risks.  
 
Insert the following initiatives under the new Direction 5.1:  

• Initiative 5.1.1: Identify at risk areas and reduce their vulnerability.  

• Initiative 5.1.2: Cool Melbourne by greening buildings, roads and 
open space, and planting urban forests.  

• Initiative 5.1.3: Ensure settlement planning in growth areas and 
peri-urban regions responds to natural hazards. 

 

Not supported as current 
planning provisions exist 

All levels of Government should only pursue practical and sensible 
approaches. Fundamentally the responses should be 
commensurate with the threat.  

Since 2008, Victorian State planning policy has required decision 
makers to take into account a sea level rise of 0.8m by 2100 and 
adopt the precautionary principle when considering risks.  

In July 2012, the Victorian Planning Minister responded to a 
Coastal Climate Change Advisory Committee which had been set 
up to make recommendations around how the planning system 
should respond to sea level rise risks.  

There were a number of recommendations of the Coastal 
Committee that were not supported by the Government such as 
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amending Planning Act objectives for climate change impacts and 
introducing a specific zone or overlay to deal with the issue.  

However, the Government then announced it would alter 
arrangements as follows:  

• updating the State Planning Policy to include 0.2m 
benchmark for urban areas (the 2040 year prediction 
not 2100 prediction) (ie setting an interim benchmark 
at a lower level)  

• encourage local government adaptation planning, 
including requirements that some structures be 
relocatable where necessary.  

• release updated Guidelines for local government and 
catchment management authorities.  

• encourage local government to develop local coastal 
planning policies.  

• clarify that a coastal engineering assessment is not 
required for minor development. 

 
This is the current government policy and there were no changes 
to this with the last election (Nov 2014) or since.  
 
The Australian Government has also pointed to some interim 
maps which existed to provide guidance around the impact of sea 
level rise. The Australian Government has now developed maps of 
low-lying areas that are more vulnerable to sea level rise for a 
number of regions. These maps show low-lying vulnerable areas 
for a low (0.5 metre), medium (0.8 metre) and high (1.1 metre) sea 
level rise scenario for the period around 2100. 
 
There are therefore adequate measures in place to deal with the 
anticipated changes.  
 
Victoria’s policy therefore should continue to advocate a 
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consistent approach across the state to avoid council 
discrepancies and also the sterilisation of land on account of sea 
level rise which may or may not occur some 50 to 100 years into 
the future, If land owners are prepared to acknowledge the risks 
then provision should exist for them to build on their 
appropriately zoned land.  

Recommendation 52  

Insert new action 5.1.1-5: Develop an Infrastructure resilience 
assessment test which requires that proposals for new major capital 
works are subject to modelling that indicates, through siting, design, 
specifications and construction, the infrastructure will be able to 
withstand a range of major shocks and/or the likely effects of climate 
change (particularly sea level rise). 

 

No comment  

Recommendation 53  

Delete all of the actions under Direction 5.2. and replace with the 
following actions which could be implemented within the first ten years 
of PM Refresh:  

5.2.1-1: Implement the Biodiversity Conservation Strategy 
in Melbourne’s growth corridors and across Melbourne’s urban areas.  

5.2.1-2: Establish a 15,000 hectare western grasslands reserve extending 
from Mt Cotterell, south-east of Melton to the area north of little river.  

5.2.1-3: Create urban conservation reserves in the growth corridors 
including 3,000 hectares of land along major waterways.  

5.2.1-4: Establish a large grassy eucalypt woodland reserve south-west of 
Whittlesea outside Melbourne’s metropolitan urban boundary. 

 

Conditional support In principle HIA has conditionally supported the implementation of 
the Strategy as a way of providing certainty over the development 
of residential land. HIA’s principle is that constraints on land 
should be applied early in the process and not sterilise land after it 
has been earmarked for residential development.  
 
Careful watch on the amount of the levies to be charged is vital as 
when they were first proposed, in HIA’s views the amounts were 
not fully justified.   
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Recommendation 54  

Replace Direction 5.3, Initiative 5.3.1 and its actions in PM 2014 with the 
following:  

Direction 5.3: Enhance the food production capability of Melbourne 
and its non-urban areas.  

Initiative 5.3.1: Protect our high-quality agricultural land in Melbourne’s 
green wedges and peri-urban areas for food production.  

5.3.1-1: Identify, assess and protect under local planning schemes, using 
the agricultural overlay, the long-term value and environmental 
sensitivity of high-quality land for food production in Melbourne’s non-
urban areas.  

5.3.1-2: Ensure local planning policy statements protect and support 
areas such as the Mornington Peninsula, Bellarine Peninsula, Macedon 
Ranges and the Yarra Ranges for food production and investigate the 
need for additional statements to protect resource values elsewhere 
within Melbourne’s green wedges and peri-urban area.  

5.3.1-3: Explore innovative planning measures to protect farming areas 
which are important to regional economic productivity and tourism, and 
facilitate the sustainable intensification and long-term viability of 
agricultural production.  

5.3.1-4: Review planning provisions to enable agricultural activities such 
as livestock, meat processing and similar industries to be located in the 
peri-urban areas close to Melbourne. 

 

No comment  

Recommendation 55  

Add a new action to Initiative 5.4.1 as follows: 

5.4.1-2: Strengthen mechanisms (such as clearer standards and 
guidance) to protect separation, buffer and interface distances for 

Not supported   These matters are generally covered in existing legislation so it is 
unclear as to why it is necessary to consider mechanisms outside 
of this.  
Also in applying existing planning controls including noise 
attenuation measures and industrial zone buffers , Governments 
and relevant authorities should provide certainty - being land that 
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existing facilities and uses which create noise and air quality issues. 

 

which is currently zoned or proposed in official government plans 
for residential development should have all known constraints 
which they intend to apply at a point in time early in the process – 
when land is earmarked for urban development or at the latest 
the rezoning of land to residential. If a constraint is missed, or 
unknown at the time, by a Government, it should not be applied – 
particularly not retrospectively. 
 
This is because a land owner who has purchased land under one 
set of conditions should not be then subject to a new and more 
onerous set of circumstances on that land at a later stage of 
development. It would appear to us that the proposed buffer will 
retrospectively change the development rights of land within that 
proposed buffer.  

 
Taking highly valued residential land for development out of the 
land supply chain represents a “down zone” of land and will 
sterilise land. 
 
Governments should also not retrospectively remove 
development rights especially without proper consultation with all 
parties. It should not then be retrospectively applying controls 
with the potential to quarantine or sterilise land from the 
development process.  

 
 

Recommendation 56  

Add the following to action 5.5.1-3 with the intended purpose of 
applying water retention systems to buildings with a floor area in excess 
of 3,000m2. 

 

 

No comment   
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Recommendation 57 
 
To be typed in manually 
 

No comment – appears to 
be a production error 

 

Recommendation 58  

Reword Direction 5.7 as follows:  

Reduce energy consumption and transition to renewable energy 

 

No comment  

Recommendation 59  
Add the following actions to Initiative 5.7.1: Support local governments 
and the private sector in their efforts to promote energy efficiency:  

• As part of a whole-of-government policy framework, investigate 
opportunities for local generation of electricity in growth areas and 
strategic sites around the city.  

• Prepare template commercial agreements for shared use of co-
generation and tri-generation facilities to relieve developers and 
their customers of the high costs that can be incurred in obtaining 
commercial and legal advice associated with creating and 
participating in shared facilities. 

 

No comment  

Recommendation 60  

Add the following new initiatives and actions to Direction 5.7:  

Initiative 5.7.2: Encourage alternative energy technologies  

5.7.2-1: Investigate as part of a comprehensive assessment of the 
economic and investment opportunities available in Melbourne’s peri-
urban area the potential for renewable energy enterprises and, where 
appropriate, work with councils to identify areas where such activities 
could be encouraged to locate.  

5.7.2-2: Prepare a planning policy which recognises the role of renewable 

Increases to existing 
standards for residential 
buildings are Not 
supported.  

The current energy efficiency standards under the National 
Construction Code were found to deliver a negative cost benefit. 
HIA has advocated for a change in the manner in which energy 
efficiency is measured through the national assessment 
framework. A broader discussion on how we measure energy 
efficiency must occur before any consideration of changing the 
current metric and targets are considered.  
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energy technologies in transitioning Melbourne to become a low carbon 
city and encourages greater use of solar energy in all new development.  

5.7.2-3: As the price of solar power decreases, identify opportunities for 
the installation of commercially viable solar photo-voltaics along 
freeways to support lighting, Intelligent Transport Systems and signage 
for users of these roads as well as opportunities to feed this energy back 
into the metropolitan grid.  

Initiative 5.7.3: Reduce energy use in buildings and encourage precinct 
based energy initiatives  

5.7.3-1: Investigate opportunities and constraints for precinct scale use 
of renewable energy resources and develop a long-term transition plan 
for improving energy efficiency of all existing buildings, both at the 
individual building and precinct levels.  

5.7.3-2: Advocate through national forums higher building energy 
standards that are consistent with broader energy efficiency policy. 

 

Recommendation 61  

Replace the first action in Initiative 5.8.2 with the following:  

Make changes to the VPP to better define the need and provision of 
waste infrastructure for all multi-unit residential developments. 

 

Not supported  

Recommendation 62  
Under Direction 5.8 insert the following new initiative (including the 
relevant text from MAC 2013 under Initiative 6.4.4) and actions:  
 
Initiative 5.8.3: Maximise the economic recovery of waste  
 
5.8.3-1: Investigate opportunities with local councils, Melbourne Water 
and key stakeholders to recycle more treated wastewater and feed it 
back into the food production activities within and around our 

No comment  
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metropolitan urban boundary as part of a food production policy for our 
city and its hinterland.  
 
5.8.3-2: Investigate the marginal cost and environmental impacts of 
utilising water from the existing desalination plant to augment food 
production in the south-eastern growth area municipalities and the peri-
urban areas.  
 
5.8.3-3: Work with the Commonwealth Government to support the 
introduction of a national container refund scheme.  
 
Underway/concurrent process 
Referred for consideration as part of the Government’s new Water plan 
 
5.8.3-4: Investigate the potential for a state-based scheme to reduce 
litter and improve resource recovery. 
Out of scope 

 

Recommendation 63  

Introduce a new Initiative: Investigate the application within Melbourne 
of the development and operation of waste to energy plants and include 
relevant actions. 

 

No comment  
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7. PLACE AND IDENTITY HIA Response HIA Comment 

Recommendation 64  

Reintroduce a chapter similar to the Place and Identity chapter in MAC 
2013 

 

Conditional support  A concept such as Place and Identity and the subsequent 
Objectives must recognise that change and diversity are also 
important elements of a city and its ability to be modern, vibrant 
and able to readily adapt to new trends and challenges that may 
arise. 

Recommendation 65  
Re-introduce, drawing on MAC 2013, the following: 

• The objective to Create quality urban environments across 
Melbourne that support our city’s social, cultural and economic 
activity and build on Melbourne’s legacy of distinctiveness and 
liveability. 

Addressed in discussion paper 
 
Discussed under Growth challenges, fundamental principles and key 
concepts. 
 

• The supporting introductory text about good place making. 

• The initiative to include SmartRoad principles in the SPPF. 

Changes to be incorporated 
 
Intent supported – to be considered as part of the strengthening of place 
and identity content in Plan Melbourne 2016. 
 

• Working with the sub-regions of the MPA review, and update the list 
of potential boulevard extensions. 

 

Conditional support  Refer above  

Recommendation 66  

Include a specific direction about building on our cultural leadership, 

No comment  
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sporting legacy and strengthening our cultural industries supported by 
initiatives drawn from MAC 2013 (updated to align with current 
government priorities). 

Recommendation 67  
Include the actions under Initiative 7.3.1 of MAC 2013 regarding the 
Victorian Heritage Act 1995 and place names plus a new initiative and 
actions relating to the nexus between heritage and environmental 
sustainability (supported by some additional explanatory text). 

Review of the Heritage Act has been initiated – consultation is underway. 

. 

Refer comment  HIA is involved in the Review of the Heritage Act consultation that 
is currently underway. There appears to be no proposed 
amendments to the Act that would negatively impact the 
residential development industry. 

Recommendation 68  

If the FSR bonus system approach is adopted in the VPPs then the 
restoration of major heritage buildings should qualify as a nominated 
public benefit in such a system 

 

No comment  

Recommendation 69  

Rewrite the initiatives and actions for Direction 4.8 in PM 2014 using the 
initiatives and actions of MAC 2013 Direction  

7.4 – Achieve and promote design excellence as the basis. 

 

No comment   

Recommendation 70  

Under Direction 4.5 in PM 2014 use the set of initiatives in Direction 7.5 
in MAC 2013 (exclusive of Initiative 7.5.4 Create a green interface to the 
Melbourne Metropolitan Urban Boundary) and include additional 
initiatives about the retention of existing significant vegetation in 
Melbourne and the greening of places where people live and work. 

 

Conditional support  It is unclear to HIA why such additional initiatives are required 
when similar policy exists within the VPP’s such as Clauses: 
11.04-7 Green wedges 
11.04-8 Open space network in Metropolitan Melbourne, and  
11.04-9 River corridors  
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Recommendation 71  

Incorporate a new Direction in this chapter, Our Best Asset – Our People, 
and spell out initiatives for harnessing community input to planning for 
the city. 

 

No comment  
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8. STATE OF CITIES HIA Response HIA Comment 

Recommendation 72  

Re-title this chapter A State of Cities and Regions. 

 

Support  

Recommendation 73  

Move Initiative 6.1.1 Confirm the mechanism and lock in a permanent 
boundary to the Housing Choice and Affordability chapter 

 

Not support  Refer comments provided to Recommendation 13 

Recommendation 74  
Under Initiative 6.2.1:  

• Delete the words safeguard the interests of the state in the 
development and conservation of local resources as they make no 
sense (despite being in MAC 2013).  

• Revise the action to state that the views of local government and 
communities will be sought in nominating any further towns in the 
peri-urban area as having growth potential and with specific 
eligibility criteria (including that substantial local employment or 
public transport access to other employment and strong locally 
based urban services can be provided) and within the framework of a 
single and broader peri-urban policy statement.  

• Add an action To create a green interface at the Melbourne 
Metropolitan Urban Boundary. 

 

No comment   

Recommendation 75  

Insert the following additional action from MAC 2013 under Initiative 
6.3.1:  

Designate Geelong as Victoria’s second city and prioritise game 
changing land use strategies such as those for Avalon Airport, the Port 

No comment  
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of Geelong, improved arterial road connections and high quality health, 
tertiary education and research infrastructure that positions the G21 
region for accelerated growth and as a centre of employment 
and higher order service provision for Melbourne’s west. 

 

Recommendation 76  

Under PM 2014 Initiative 6.2.1 – Better manage Melbourne’s Peri-urban 
regions, including designating towns for growth delete the action 
Determine whether any areas (such as parts of the Mornington 
Peninsula) should no longer be considered to be a part of metropolitan 
Melbourne. 

 

Support  

Recommendation 77  

Reword Initiative 6.2.2 to read Strengthen regional city growth 
opportunities. 

 

Support  
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9. IMPLEMENTING THE PLAN HIA Response HIA Comment 

Recommendation 78  

Retain the MPA as Melbourne’s planning authority, and consult with the 
councils in the State’s other regions about the preferred governance 
arrangements for their own regions. 

 

Support  

Recommendation 79  

Articulate the role and responsibilities of the MPA to make it clear that it 
is currently responsible for the implementation of Plan Melbourne 2014 
and, in particular, high priorities such as NEIC planning, planning of major 
urban renewal precincts, identification of strategic public transit 
corridors, increasing the supply of housing which is affordable, 
coordinating the involvement of the five sub-regional groupings and 
implementing climate change responses. 

 

Support  

Recommendation 80  

Formalise the relationship between the MPA and the subregional 
groupings of councils through board membership and the establishment 
of sub-regional advisory committees. 

Underway/concurrent process 

Referred for consideration in the establishment of the Victorian Planning 
Authority 

 

Support  

Recommendation 81  

Require the MPA to be the ‘voice’ of metropolitan Melbourne when that 
voice is required, for example at significant VCAT and planning panels 
where consistency of proposals against metropolitan objectives is being 
tested. 

No comment  

Deleted: ¶
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Recommendation 82  
Require the five sub-regional groupings of councils to: 

• Prepare, in partnership with the MPA, sub-regional land use and 
infrastructure plans and associated sub-regional performance 
targets. 

• Where relevant, advise the MPA on the best use of Growth Area 
Infrastructure Contribution funds for their sub-regions. 

 

Conditional support It would beneficial for each sub-regional grouping to consult with 
major developers, large landholders and regular developers with 
regard to what their expectations and intentions are in the coming 
years  

Recommendation 83  

Request the MPA to work closely with local councils to 
clarify expectations of their roles in the implementation of PM Refresh. 

 

Support 
 

 

Recommendation 84  

Produce, in consultation with the MPA, a ‘rolling’ 10-year Plan 
Melbourne Implementation Plan that sets out specific details of projects 
to be delivered and the intended funding arrangements to assure 
delivery 

 

Support  

Recommendation 85  

Establish a working group with local government to identify constraints 
to, and opportunities for, local government playing a larger role in 
funding infrastructure and services that will be needed by their 
communities in the delivery of PM Refresh. 

Underway/concurrent process 

Referred for consideration in the establishment of the Victorian Planning 
Authority and other relevant government departments and agencies. 

 

Clarification required  HIA is unsure as to what ‘… local government playing a larger role 
in funding infrastructure …’ might entail. 
 
HIA required further details as to where the funding would be 
sourced from 
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Recommendation 86  

Adopt the recommendation of the Standard Development Contributions 
Advisory Committee (2013) that a development levy apply to all 
additional dwellings across the metropolitan region at a rate of $3,000 
per net additional dwelling (based on $2012). 

 

Not supported  

Recommendation 87  

Implement, in appropriate locations, available value capture 
opportunities under current planning legislation. 

 

Refer comment Further detail is required before HIA were able to comment  

Recommendation 88  

Examine beneficiary pays principles in the development of funding 
models for major urban transport projects and growth area 
developments. 

 

Clarification required HIA require further detail such as how a beneficiary pays principle 
would interact with other development / infrastructure 
contributions systems  

Recommendation 89  

Develop performance indicators which provide clear, comprehensive and 
timely information, and are firmly linked to each of the chapters in the 
plan. 

 

Conditional support  In principle HIA support the notion of Performance Indicators 
though further detail / industry consultation is required as to: 
• How the Performance Indicators will be developed 
• What will be the basis of the Performance Indicators, and 
• How / what agencies will be involved in the assessment of the 

Performance and how will the results be reported to the public  
 

Recommendation 90  

Require the MPA to prepare every 4 years (and at the midpoint of a 4-
year Parliamentary term) a statement for the Minister for Planning to 
table in Parliament, outlining progress in implementing the Strategy’s 
initiatives across Melbourne’s five metropolitan sub-regions. 

 

Support  
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10. OTHER RECOMMENDED CHANGES TO PLAN MELBOURNE 2014 HIA Response HIA Comment 

Recommendation 91  

Use an improved base map for depicting metropolitan-wide information 

 

Support  

Recommendation 92  

Delete ‘vox pops’, quotes from submitters and case studies. 

 

Support  

Recommendation 93  

Review maps and graphics, taking into account the comments in the 
attachment to the MAC (2015) report. 

 

Conditional support 
based on comments 
provided throughout this 
response 

In particular refer to Comments provided in relation to 
Recommendation 30 

 

Page 47 of 47 


	Plan Melbourne 2016 468815 ST Housing Industry Asociation Ltd
	PLAN MELBOURNE REFRESH
	Response from the Housing Industry Association
	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 opportunitie...
	Response from the Housing Industry Association
	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 20...
	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 ...
	Response from the Housing Industry Association
	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 ...
	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 Employm...
	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, primar...
	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 ...
	8. Any other comments about chapter 2 (growth, challenges, fundamental principles and key concepts)?

	Chapter 3: Delivering jobs and investment
	9. The discussion paper includes the option (option 20, page 30) to revise the Delivering Jobs and Investment chapter in Plan Melbourne 2014 to ensure the significance and roles of the National Employment Clusters as places of innovation and knowledge...
	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?
	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...
	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 activit...
	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...
	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 c...
	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 protect...
	16. Any other comments about chapter 3 (delivering jobs and investment)?

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

	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 establishi...
	21. What, if any, planning reforms are necessary to achieve a 70/30 target?
	22. The discussion paper includes the option (option 36B, page 46) to investigate a mechanism to manage the sequence and density of the remaining Precinct Structure Plans based on land supply needs.  Do you agree with this idea? Choose one option:
	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 ...
	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:
	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 requir...
	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.
	Which option do you prefer? Choose one option:
	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 l...
	29. A number of options are outlined in the discussion paper (page 58) to improve housing affordability, including:
	Option 45A: Consider introducing planning tools that mandate or facilitate or provide incentives to increase social and affordable housing supply.
	Option 45B: Evaluate the affordable housing initiative pilot for land sold by government to determine whether to extend this to other suitable land sold by government.
	Option 45C:  Identify planning scheme requirements that could be waived or reduced without compromising the amenity of social and affordable housing or neighbouring properties.
	What other ideas do you have for how Plan Melbourne 2016 can improve housing affordability?
	30. Any other comments about chapter 5 (housing)?

	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 S...
	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 opt...
	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 b...
	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 ...
	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 a...
	 Strongly Disagree
	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? Cho...
	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 irrigatio...
	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 Melb...
	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 ...
	Response from the Housing Industry Association
	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 ...
	41. Any other comments about chapter 6 (a more resilient and environmentally sustainable Melbourne)?

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

	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...
	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)?


	Plan Melbourne 2016 468815 ST Housing Industry Asociation Ltd Part B



