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Stockland has over 60 years’ experience in building communities across Australia.  A Top 30 
ASX listed company, Stockland has a diverse portfolio comprising residential, retirement, 
commercial, industrial and retail projects.  Our national residential portfolio includes 65 separate 
communities, which will ultimately provide homes for over 84,000 families.    

Our Victorian portfolio comprises:

• 9 residential communities, which will accommodate up to 30,000 new families;

• 27 retirement villages;

• 6 office and industrial assets; and

• 6 shopping centres.

Stockland is the largest residential developer in Australia, and in Melbourne.  

01. INTRODUCTION.
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Our submission addresses the following aspects of the Plan Melbourne Refresh Discussion paper:

• Shaping the city – the 20 minute neighbourhood;

• Population growth and housing:

• Setting housing targets;

• Clarifying locations that support population growth and new housing;

• Achieving a 70/30 housing target;

• The role of the new residential zones;

• Development sequencing;

• Residential densities in Melbourne’s growth areas;

• Affordable housing;

• Designating activity centres;

• Transport corridors and the Principal Public Transport Network;

• The Biodiversity Conservation Strategy for Melbourne’s growth areas;

• Environmentally sustainable design;

• New planning tools/Implementation.

We welcome the opportunity to work with government to finalise and implement a new 
planning and infrastructure strategy for metro Melbourne.
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Stockland agrees with the proposition set out in the Discussion Paper that the following key 
opportunities and challenging are critical for the future development of Melbourne: 

• Growth and changing demographics;

• A changing economy;

• Moving people and goods;

• Housing affordability;

• Providing services and infrastructure for communities;

• Low suburban density;

• Climate change.

Stockland is active in delivering new communities in both established areas and greenfield 
locations across Melbourne. Through these projects it is clear to us that making the 
best use of existing urban infrastructure is a common theme for addressing all of these 
opportunities/challenges. 

The best way to do achieve this is to facilitate a greater share of population and employment 
growth in established areas.  

This is arguably the biggest challenging facing our city, and it is critical that government, industry 
and the community work together to achieve a more compact city in future years.  

At the same time, Melbourne will continue to experience growth on its edges, and it is also 
critical that these new communities have equitable and affordable access to jobs, services and 
transport.

 

02. KEY OPPORTUNITIES AND 
CHALLENGES.
(Discussion paper ref - option 5)
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Stockland supports the revised definition of 
the 20 minutes neighbourhood as:

‘the ability to meet your everyday (non-work) 
needs locally, primarily within a 20 minute 
walk.’ 

As an experienced developer of 
masterplanned urban communities across 
Australia, Stockland is a strong advocate of 
creating walkable neighbourhoods where 
residents can access their everyday (non-
work) needs without needing to drive.  

The State Government’s Precinct Structure 
Planning Guidelines for greenfield areas 
already prioritise locating open space, local 
shopping and community facilities within 
walkable catchments for new communities.  

In general terms, the planning frameworks for 
new urban communities is already delivering 
places that have the right characteristics to be 
’20 minute neighbourhoods’.

Whilst there are a number of existing 
communities across Melbourne that already 
have the characteristics of a ’20 minute 
neighbourhood’, there are many others 
that do not.  If the vision for 20 minute 
neighbourhoods is to be realised, then it will 
be necessary for state and local government 
to work together to assess which communities 
do not have the land use or infrastructure 
necessary to function as a 20 minute 
neighbourhood, and to determine what 
changes are necessary to address existing 
deficiencies.

It would therefore be useful for policy/
guidelines to be developed that set out 
what a 20 minute neighbourhood means 
for established areas and to guide local 
government in undertaking neighbourhood-
scale urban renewal plans for areas that 
fall short of having such characteristics.  
We would expect that in many such 
neighbourhoods, it will be necessary to 
increase the diversity and density of housing, 
as well as to enhance the walkability and 
social infrastructure in these locations.  It will 
also be necessary to direct funding towards 
delivering such improvements.

03. SHAPING THE CITY– 
THE 20 MINUTE 
NEIGHBOURHOOD.
(Discussion paper ref - option 10)
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The Melbourne Growth Corridor Plans have 
an underlying aspiration of facilitating at least 
one new job per household, and the planning 
of precincts and infrastructure within each 
growth area is geared toward helping deliver 
this aspiration.  

Stockland suggests that a similar approach 
could be taken to establishing sub-regional 
employment frameworks and action plans for 
other parts of metropolitan Melbourne. 

Stockland agrees that the 20 minute 
neighbourhood concept should not be about 
how far a person can drive in 20 minutes, and 
that it also not realistic to attempt to create 
a major shift to working locally within each 
neighbourhood across Melbourne.  

However, there are many parts of 
metropolitan Melbourne (particularly outer 
urban locations) that suffer from a lack of 
accessible employment options.  Stockland 
suggest that Plan Melbourne should set 
out more explicit strategies for achieving 
employment self-containment at the regional 
or even sub-regional scale in middle and outer 
metropolitan Melbourne.  
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When the original concept of ‘go-go’, ‘slow 
go’ and ‘no-go zones was first conceived 
over a decade ago, it was only ever intended 
that areas with exceptional heritage or 
environmental characteristics would be 
designated as ‘no go’ areas.  

Stockland submits that this still ought to be 
the case, and that the majority of Melbourne’s 
established residential areas ought to be able 
to accommodate a degree of redevelopment 
in the form of townhouses and units.  These 
areas should be included within the General 
Residential Zone (GRZ).

There are substantial areas (near train 
stations and activity centres, and along public 
transport corridors) that are well suited to 
higher density apartment style developments.  
These areas should be included within the 
Residential Growth Zone (RGZ).

Stockland strongly supports the 
introduction of a clear policy statement 
in Plan Melbourne 2016 which supports 
substantial population and housing growth 
in defined locations.

Given that catering for population growth is 
identified as one of the seven most important 
priorities facing Melbourne, it is essential that 
clear policies are in place to direct housing 
growth.  Stockland therefore agrees that 
Plan Melbourne should confirm that housing 
densities will increase in defined locations and 
that the balance of planning controls in such 
places should favour change and increased 
densities in these locations. 

Stockland also agrees that the previous Plan 
Melbourne direction to ‘protect the suburbs’ 
requires a great deal more clarification.  The 
concept of ‘protecting suburbs’ should not be 
a blanket catch all, to prevent housing growth.  
Rather, if a given location is intended to be 
protected from further growth, then there 
needs to be a compelling rationale for such 
protection being put in place.  

04. DEFINING LOCATIONS 
FOR POPULATION AND 
HOUSING GROWTH.
(Discussion paper ref - options 38 and 39)
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• Any new planning controls (including 
residential zones and built form controls) 
should not be implemented unless it 
can be clearly demonstrated that they 
will facilitate the achievement of agreed 
housing targets.  

•  The recent tranche of residential zones 
and planning controls need to be 
reviewed against agreed housing targets 
as an urgent priority.

• Given the ageing demographic in 
many of Melbourne’s middle suburbs, 
consideration also needs to be given to 
reforming residential zones to facilitate an 
increased supply of multi-level retirement 
living and aged care facilities.

Stockland supports setting housing targets 
for Melbourne and it sub-regions. 

Such targets need to be realistic both in terms 
of their correlation to short-medium term 
housing market preferences/dynamics and in 
terms of the capacity of the planning system 
to give effect to them.  

In other words, such targets should be 
responsive to market need, and the planning 
system needs to be tailored to enable the 
targets to be realised. 

Stockland submits that housing targets are 
necessary to guide strategic planning and the 
application of zones and built form controls. 

The following implementation issues need to 
be addressed:

• A statutory planning framework that 
actively enables achievement of a 
substantial increase in housing supply in 
established areas should be put in place 
before any changes are made which have 
the effect of winding back metropolitan 
planning efforts to facilitate housing 
supply in greenfields locations.  

• 

05.SETTING HOUSING 
TARGETS.
(Discussion paper ref - option 37)
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Stockland submits that further analysis 
and dialogue is needed on the practical 
realities of achieving such a distribution 
before it is implemented as policy.  

The Discussion Paper suggests establishing 
a 70/30 target for housing distribution 
whereby established areas provide 70 per 
cent of Melbourne’s new housing supply and 
greenfield growth areas provide 30 per cent.  

The Victorian government’s estimates of 
housing supply and demand over the coming 
decade is illustrated as follows: 

1;2,3. 

1 Refer Victoria in Future (2015)
2 Refer Plan Melbourne  Refresh Discussion Paper, page 49
3 Refer Urban Development Program (UDP, 2014) page 6

06. ACHIEVING A 70/30 
HOUSING DISTRIBUTION. 
(Discussion paper ref - option 36A)

388,100 
dwellings 1

Growth AreasEstablished suburbs

271,700 
dwellings

Major redevelopment 
sites Other locations

178,700 
dwellings

93,000 dwellings
(approved/pipeline) 3 ? 272,000 lots

(approved in PSPs) 2

Supply

Demand

70% 30%

93,000 
dwellings

116,400 
dwellings

Figure 1 - Melbourne’s housing needs in the next 10 years
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What the 70/30 housing target 
means for established suburbs.

A 70/30 housing target would mean that 
around 272,000 new dwellings would need to 
be constructed in Melbourne’s established 
suburbs over the coming decade.  If the 
known major residential redevelopments are 
only expected to provide for around one-
third of this demand (93,000 dwellings), then 
almost 180,000 additional new dwellings will 
need to be constructed in other locations 
across Melbourne’s established suburbs in the 
coming decade.  

This equates to approximately 18,000 
additional new dwellings each year, the 
equivalent of an extra circa 450 low-rise 
(5 storey) new apartment buildings being 
built every year, over and above the major 
redevelopment supply already identified in the 
government’s urban development program.

New residential zones been now been applied 
to very substantial parts of Melbourne’s 
residential areas.  Height controls have also 
been applied to a number of neighbourhood 
activity centres across suburban Melbourne 
as well.  The potential effect of these planning 
controls is not yet known.  

These controls have been imposed in advance 
of the policy aims of Plan Melbourne being 
settled.

The 70/30 target contained within the 
Plan Melbourne Refresh ‘ups the ante’ for 
established areas, so it is therefore critical 
that these zoning and built form controls be 
reviewed in the context of the government’s 
latest population forecasts and its renewed 
housing aspirations.
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What the 70/30 housing target 
means for growth areas.

A 70/30 housing target would mean that only 
116,400 new dwellings would need to be 
built in Melbourne’s growth areas over the 
coming decade.  There is currently a relatively 
unconstrained supply of ‘development-ready’ 
residential land within Melbourne’s growth 
areas (ie approvals already exist for circa 
217,000 lots within already approved precinct 
plans). 

It is not clear how government policy alone 
will realise a ‘winding back’ of demand for 
new house construction in growth areas.  The 
Discussion Paper flags that ‘exercise[ing] 
greater control on the timing and sequencing 
of greenfields land release’1  is a mechanism 
for redistributing housing growth towards 
established areas.

1 Refer Plan Melbourne  Refresh Discussion Paper,  
 page 48

Melbourne 2030 contained a 70/30 ‘housing 
target’ policy, and it too aspired to facilitate 
substantial housing growth within established 
areas, and wind back residential development 
in greenfield locations.  However, the reality 
was that neither the housing market not the 
planning frameworks of the day were ready to 
realise the housing aspirations of Melbourne 
2030, and the effects of a constrained 
planning framework in growth areas (limited 
supply when the original UGB was imposed, 
combined with serious approvals bottlenecks) 
had an adverse impact on overall land supply 
levels and led to a substantial increase in 
overall land and house prices.

Stockland submits that Melbourne won’t 
achieve a shift in supply of housing to 
established areas simply by restricting growth 
on the fringes, and that the planning controls 
in established areas have to allow substantial 
growth to happen in locations close to 
transport and services.  
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The Discussion Paper notes that 
implementation of the new residential zones 
to date has resulted in about 20% of all 
residential land being included within the 
NRZ.  Increasing this percentage to 50% 
would mean that a further 36,800ha of land 
would need to be rezoned to the NRZ .  

This would have the effect of seriously 
constraining the capacity of the existing areas 
to contribute to urban growth objectives (in 
particular the “70% established areas/30% 
growth areas” development targets), and 
could also place unreasonable pressure on 
developments within the GRZ and RGZ to 
deliver greater yields to make up the shortfall 
in dwellings (with possible community 
backlash from perceived over-development in 
such areas).  

Stockland supports the deletion of 
reference to at least 50 percent of 
Melbourne’s residential areas being 
contained within the Neighbourhood 
Residential Zone. 

Given Melbourne’s population growth 
challenges, it is critical that government take a 
strategic approach to facilitating development 
across a range of scales and densities 
throughout the city. The Ministerial Advisory 
Committee correctly identified that the 50% 
Neighbourhood Residential Zone (NRZ) target 
is arbitrary, and that “it has the effect of 
potentially ‘locking up’ infrastructure-rich and 
job rich suburbs from further major growth 
and development”. 

The application of residential zones should 
always be based on strategic objectives, 
assessments of the capacity of land to 
accommodate potential outcomes, and 
the needs of the whole community. It is not 
appropriate to set and then work backwards 
from an arbitrary target such as the 50% 
figure.

07. THE ROLE OF THE NEW 
RESIDENTIAL ZONES.

(Discussion paper ref - option 40)
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Stockland submits that the implementation 
of the residential zones needs to be reviewed, 
with a view to addressing the following issues:

• Whether the municipality has a municipal 
housing strategy that aligns with Plan 
Melbourne and state policy;

• Whether reasonable efforts have been 
made to identify and facilitate housing 
growth in locations that are well served 
by infrastructure and services;

• Whether the implementation of the 
new residential zones in any given 
municipality provides reasonable scope 
for future housing growth to meet 
forecast population growth requirements;

• Whether the proposed zone schedules 
have been drafted to give effect to the 
zone purpose;

• Whether the zone schedules have been 
prepared so as to minimise complexity. 

Stockland is also aware that a number of 
Councils have sought to alter the schedules 
of the General Residential Zone so that it 
mimics the constraints of the NRZ.  

This is clearly not what was intended when the 
zones were first created, and it needs to be 
addressed. 

In addition, the roll-out of the new residential 
zones has created a myriad of zones and 
schedules, taking Victoria back to the 
pre-‘planning reform’ era where every 
municipal planning scheme was different, 
and each scheme suffered from extraordinary 
complexity. 
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As people age, their overwhelming desire is 
to continue to live in the same community 
they have always lived in which is close 
to family, friends, services and facilities 
(namely healthcare), however the housing 
needs of older people do change. Through 
our research Stockland has identified that 
Seniors will increasingly focus on downsizing 
in order to increase their financial capacity, 
reduce upkeep on their home, maintain their 
independence, live safely and maintain social 
interaction. 

Stockland believes that Neighbourhood 
Residential Zones need to be reviewed to 
provide clarity on the definitions of Retirement 
Living with respect to density.

Stockland believes that residential zoning 
needs to support our ageing community 
by encouraging an increase in supply 
of Seniors housing within established 
neighbourhoods.

In Greater Melbourne, 749,306 people or 18% 
of the population were aged 60 years and over 
in 2011. This is forecast to grow to 1,024,098 or 
20% of the population in 2021 being a growth 
rate of 27% or 274,792 people in 10 years. 
(source: Department of Environment, Land, 
Water and Planning VIF 2015 projections).

08. SUPPORTING AN AGEING 
COMMUNITY 

(Discussion paper ref - option 40)
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• Is consistently applied across the growth 
areas.

It is critical that the above criteria are met to 
enable land developers and owners to make 
informed decisions on land purchase and 
ensure a level playing field. 

The MAC report (recommendation 22) 
proposed that a list of community facilities 
and services must be delivered in the first 
stage of development of all new Precinct 
Structure Plans.  It also proposed that a ‘cap 
and release’ arrangement be imposed which 
directly links lot release to the delivery of this 
infrastructure.  

The sequencing of development in growth 
areas is already managed by Councils 
and service authorities via a variety of 
mechanisms, and there is no need for a 
separate state policy in relation to this issue.

Stockland is strongly opposed to further 
regulating measures for the following reasons: 

•  A development contributions and 
infrastructure delivery framework already 
exists to coordinate the delivery of 
infrastructure in growth areas (including 
‘day one’ infrastructure such as roads, 
trunk services and drainage).

The Discussion Paper identifies a need to 
‘exercise greater control on the timing and 
sequencing of greenfields land release’1 and 
suggests that completion of the remaining 
Precinct Structure Plans should be sequenced 
based on forecast land supply needs.

Stockland does not support the government 
ceasing work on PSPs that have commenced 
but are yet to be completed. Nor does 
Stockland support the concept of sequencing 
the development of individual land holdings 
within already approved PSPs. 

In relation to those precincts where planning 
is yet to commence, Stockland considers that 
a program for managing sequencing is only 
reasonable if it is based upon a set of agreed 
criteria which: 

• Ensures that a minimum 15 years of land 
supply is available to the market at any 
one time;

• Recognises opportunities to ‘bring 
forward’ precinct plans where such 
precincts can access transport and 
physical services and where there are 
wider benefits to the community in terms 
of place-creation, employment, etc.;

1 Refer Plan Melbourne  Refresh Discussion Paper,  
 page 48

09. DEVELOPMENT 
SEQUENCING.
(Discussion paper ref - option 36B)
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arrangements with the local Councils.  

Development contributions are only ever 
intended to be a contribution towards the 
overall cost of providing infrastructure (with 
the gap in infrastructure funding coming from 
state and local government taxes and rates).

•  Capping or delaying lot release would 
result in less funds for infrastructure 
being collected through a development 
contributions system (which is based 
on costs per hectare and collected at 
statement of compliance).

• Allowing development to proceed is 
often the way that the infrastructure 
is delivered ahead of time and before 
sufficient funds are available through any 
development contributions levy. Capping 
lots would affect the potential for 
developers to fund such arrangements.

•  The cost of development would greatly 
increase under a ‘cap and release’ 
arrangement.  There are already 
significant up-front costs involved in 
launching a new residential project  - 
including civil engineering, drainage, 
infrastructure, sales offices, intersection 
and road construction works.  These 
costs are only recouped once a number 
of stages are bought to the market. 
Imposing even higher up-front costs 
for infrastructure that isn’t needed on 
day one will have the effect of making 
development cash-flows unviable. 

•  It is regularly the case that developers 
bring forward the delivery of community 
infrastructure through in-kind 
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Stockland submits that further analysis and dialogue is needed in relation to the practical 
realities of achieving substantually higher residential densities in Melbourne’s growth 
areas.  

The Discussion Paper identifies the need to investigate a mechanism to manage the density 
of the remaining precinct structure plans in Melbourne’s growth areas. This is in response to 
a recommendation by the MAC to mandate minimum dwelling densities in growth areas of 25 
dwellings per net hectare. 

Whilst there is no disagreement that higher residential densities would better support the 
efficient delivery of public transport in outer urban locations, there are a range of issues that 
need to be addressed with such a proposal, as described below:

10. RESIDENTIAL DENSITIES IN 
MELBOURNE’S GROWTH 
AREAS.
(Discussion paper ref - option 36B)

sites for even higher densities, to offset for 
the delivery of ‘conventional’ density lots 
elsewhere within these suburbs.  However, if 
the overall density of 25 dwellings per hectare 
were to be met, then the ‘offset’ densities 
required to be delivered on these sites would 
need to be substantial, and probably in the 
form of medium rise apartments.  

The additional effect of this approach is that 
large sites in strategic locations (such as near 
town centres) would need to be set aside for 
potentially decades until a time when the 
delivery of higher density housing could be 
attempted.  This would adversely affect the 
character and function of these places in over 
many years.

The impact on housing types.

The broad-brush application of residential 
densities of 25 dwellings per hectare across 
precincts would potentially mean the 
following for housing in Melbourne’s outer 
urban areas:

• The average lot size would nearly halve, 
from circa 450 sqm (15 lots/ha) to 240 
sqm;

• Town houses and walk-up apartments are 
likely to represent over half of the total 
housing options in such areas;

• The current typical residential lot types 
(circa 300-500 sqm) would only be 
available to a relatively small percentage 
of residents in such areas.

The alternative approach to achieving higher 
density housing would be to set aside key 
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traditional ‘house and land’ and access to all 
of these amenities. 

The outer urban areas of large cities cannot 
hope to match jobs, services and facilities 
offered by central city areas. There is a risk 
that mandating such high densities in outer 
urban areas will simply reinforce the ‘two-city’ 
phenomena facing many large cities, where 
a large gap exists between the opportunities 
and lifestyles enjoyed by outer and inner 
urban residents.

Source - http://chartingtransport.com/2012/09/21/first-look-2011-density/

Figure 3 - 2011 residential density - SA1 with mesh block mask

Density and amenity.

A density of 25 dwellings per hectare is 
considerably higher than the housing 
densities across majority of Melbourne’s 
established suburbs.  In a growth are context 
such densities are likely to equate to circa 
70 people per hectare. Only suburbs that 
are located within 10km of Melbourne’s CBD 
are built to such densities.  Melbourne’s 
inner suburbs also enjoy unparalleled access 
to transport, employment, services and 
amenities.  Residents of inner Melbourne 
readily accept the trade-off between the 
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For these reasons, Stockland submits that 
the aspiration of delivering 25+ dwellings 
per hectare be focused upon locations that  
provide amenity and accessibility needed to 
support such densities.  For the remaining 
areas within growth areas, a residential 
density of 16-18ha is considered to be a more 
appropriate outcome.

Preferred locations for higher 
density housing in outer urban 
areas.

Stockland strongly supports increasing the 
diversity, choice and affordability of housing 
available to residents in outer urban areas.  
However, residents seeking alternatives to the 
typical ‘suburban house and land’ are also 
seeking access to a range of urban amenities 
and services (just as residents do in the rest 
of Melbourne).  It is therefore important 
that higher density housing be delivered in 
locations that provide immediate access to 
local employment, shopping, services and 
amenity.  

In an outer urban context, this will typically 
mean building higher density housing close to 
activity centres and public transport. These 
locations will support delivery of densities of 
25 dwellings per hectare or higher.  However, 
locations that are further away from such 
amenities are unlikely to be desirable locations 
for large precincts made up of townhouses 
and walk-up apartments.
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Figure 4 illustrates how increasing the supply 
of residential land in outer Melbourne from 
mid-2011 onwards has had a positive impact 
on housing affordability within Melbourne’s 
growth areas.  

The relative affordability of residential land 
in Melbourne’s growth areas is a competitive 
advantage for Victoria that needs to have 
ongoing support from Government.  It is 
importation that this part of the housing 
supply equation is not adversely affected by 
the reorientation of Melbourne’s planning 
efforts to increasing housing supply in 
established suburbs.

Stockland recognises that particular attention 
needs to be paid to the provision of affordable 
housing for low income earners and those 
with special housing needs.  Stockland is 
supportive of many of the initiatives set out in 
the Plan Melbourne Refresh to address these 
needs, and specifically options 43, 44, 45B 
and 45C.  

Melbourne is facing a serious housing 
affordability challenge, particularly in the 
inner and middle suburbs where a significant 
number of existing jobs and services are 
located.  Stockland strongly supports 
initiatives to increase the supply and diversity 
of housing in established areas, as this will be 
critical to addressing Melbourne’s affordability 
challenges.   

Melbourne’s growth corridors play an 
important role in providing affordable 
housing choices, and the current planning 
framework is generally enabling this part of 
the City’s housing supply to be delivered at 
affordable prices.  Figure 5 demonstrates 
the relative affordability of vacant residential 
land in Melbourne compared to other major 
Australian capital cities.  

11. AFFORDABLE HOUSING.
(Discussion paper ref – options 43-45)
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Figure 4 - Price Growth vs Active Projects

Figure 5- Vacant Land Sales - Median $/SQM September 2015
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In Victoria, such arrangements might initially 
be contemplated for government owned 
land and specific designated urban renewal 
precincts.  

Considerable work will need to go into 
designing and testing the economic impacts 
of any inclusionary zoning model before 
it is progressed further. Any framework 
introduced must involve genuine consultation 
with industry to understand the economic 
implications. If affordable housing is a 
requirement, it must be known upfront, as 
any change later in the process will affect 
the industry’s ability to deliver projects. 
In addition, any requirements should be 
proportionate and not additional to other 
obligations to work effectively.

It will be critical for industry to be consulted 
extensively through the design and 
development of such a scheme, and any 
such scheme should come with appropriate 
transition arrangements so that the potential 
cost of such schemes does not need to 
be passed forward to home buyers within 
residential projects. 

Stockland agrees with comments in the 
Discussion Paper that before the planning 
system is considered as a mechanism to 
facilitate contributions to the supply of non-
market affordable housing1 then the following 
issues need to be addressed:

• Establishing a clear policy in relation to 
the supply of affordable housing;

• Establish a clear definition of affordable 
housing;

• Identify the specific nature of affordable 
housing gaps, and thereby establish a 
nexus between the need for affordable 
housing and the level of intervention 
required;

•  Establish that any such requirements will 
not have the effect of driving up the cost 
of housing for market-based purchasers.

Stockland welcomes the opportunity to work 
with Government to explore the potential of 
establishing incentives within the Victorian 
Planning System for development to provide 
affordable housing. Stockland is aware that 
incentive based frameworks (such as density 
or floorspace ratio bonuses) are used in other 
Australian states.  

1 Meaning housing that is owned/managed by either a  
 state housing agency or a registered social housing  
 provider.
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Stockland has an ambitious program to 
deliver large-scale public infrastructure at the 
Cloverton Town Centre over the next 10-30 
years.  Construction of the first stages of the 
Cloverton Town Centre will begin in 2020, 
and the subsequent development program 
is structured around the staged delivery of 
regional-scale transport and community 
facilities as the regional population grows.  

This investment will enable Cloverton to 
achieve the shared vison for it to be a town 
centre of metropolitan significance.  

Achieving this vision will require strong policy 
support from government. It is therefore 
critical that the Cloverton Town Centre 
maintain its status as a metropolitan activity 
centre within Plan Melbourne and State 
planning policy.

(Stockland has made a separate detailed 
submission in relation to this topic)

The Discussion Paper suggest that the 
Lockerbie (Cloverton) Metropolitan Activity 
Centre be reclassified as a a ‘Future Emerging 
Activity Centre’ rather than a Future Emerging 
Metropolitan Activity Centre.  

The Cloverton MAC was first identified as a 
‘Principal Activity Centre’ in the government-
endorsed Northern Growth Corridor Plan in 
June 2012.  A detailed Precinct Structure Plan 
for this centre was approved by the State 
Government in June 2012.  

The Ministerial Advisory Committee made no 
comment or suggestions in relation to this 
issue, so it is unclear why it has arisen in the 
Discussion Paper.

The northern growth corridor is forecast to 
grow to 300,000 people and 110,000 workers, 
and the Cloverton Town Centre is located 
centrally to these communities. This makes 
the Cloverton Town Centre ideally located to 
be a town centre of metropolitan significance, 
catering for the widest range of employment, 
shopping, education, health, recreation and 
community services.

12.  DESIGNATING ACTIVITY 
CENTRES.
(Discussion paper ref - option 25)
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Stockland strongly supports reinstating the 
PPTN in Plan Melbourne 2016.  This would 
send a clear signal to Councils, developers 
and the community that these corridors are 
considered to be appropriate locations for 
higher density residential and commercial 
activities.  These public transport corridors 
represent a very significant long term public 
investment in transport infrastructure and 
they should therefore be utilised to full effect 
by locating housing, jobs and services along 
them.

The Discussion Paper suggests that the 
Principal Public Transport Network (PPTN) 
be reinstated in Plan Melbourne 2016.  The 
PPTN typically connect activity centres which 
may be able to support more intensive land 
development. The role of the PPTN is to 
indicate to planners where greater activity 
could be accommodated on the public 
transport network.

13. TRANSPORT CORRIDORS 
AND THE PRINCIPAL 
PUBLIC TRANSPORT 
NETWORK
(Discussion paper ref - option 34)
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The Commonwealth Minister approved the 
commencement of urban development under 
the EPBC Act in September 2013, subject to 
such developments being consistent with the 
approved BCS.

A draft BCS guidance note was released for 
industry comment in February 2015, and this 
has been the subject of ongoing discussion 
between industry and government since that 
time. 

However, the BCS provides only general 
guidance on urban development and 
biodiversity matters, and there have been a 
myriad of legal, design and technical issues 
that have arisen since 2013 for which there has 
been no clear no policy guidance.

A Biodiversity Conservation Strategy (BCS) 
was prepared for Melbourne’s growth areas 
in 2013. This Strategy forms part of a wider 
agreement between the Victorian and Federal 
Government under Part 10 of the Environment 
Protection an Biodiversity Conservation Act 
1999 (the EPBC Act).  

The ‘big picture’ elements of that wider 
agreement are widely supported, including:

• Establish a 15,000 hectare western 
grasslands reserve and a large grassy 
eucalypt woodland reserve in Whittlesea.

• Create urban conservation reserves in the 
growth corridors including large areas of 
land along major waterways.

• Funding of the above conservation 
outcomes via an ‘environmental offset’ 
charging regime that applies to future 
urban development within Melbourne’s 
growth areas.

14.  THE BIODIVERSITY 
CONSERVATION STRATEGY.
(Discussion paper ref - option 52)
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be designed, etc. 

• There is still ongoing discussion in 
relation to how retained vegetation is to 
be treated (from an offset perspective) 
and where and how stormwater 
infrastructure can be constructed within 
Growling Grass Frog corridors.

There is support from within the property 
industry for the ‘bigger picture’ elements 
of the BCS, however there is a great deal of 
frustration regarding the open ended, and 
frequently changing nature of the detailed 
requirements and guidelines that are being 
imposed on developers within Melbourne’s 
growth areas.  

A number of local Councils have expressed 
concerns about the financial and staffing 
impacts on them in being required to 
implement certain elements of the BCS (for 
example management and maintenance of 
certain conservation areas). 

Whilst Stockland does not see any need to 
revisit the foundation principles upon which 
the BCS is base, there is a need to review how 
it is being implemented.  

Stockland suggests that the BCS 
implementation program be independently 
reviewed, and that a definitive timetable be 
agreed to resolve all outstanding issues in 
relation to it.

Whilst Stockland appreciates that the BCS 
is a very large and complex program of 
biodiversity actions, the process for resolving 
its implementation has been underway now 
for over five years, since the gazettal of the 
Urban Growth Boundary change in August 
2010.  

The BCS program will collect hundreds 
of millions of dollars for the creation of 
permanent conservation reserves in and 
adjacent to Melbourne’s.  A program of 
this magnitude needs to be resourced and 
managed in a manner appropriate to its scale 
and importance:

• The administrative arrangements 
supporting the implementation of the 
BCS are incomplete and subject to 
regular change.  Many critical policies 
and design guidelines are yet to be 
prepared or finalised.  

• Administrative systems to enable the 
efficient operation of the program (e.g. 
approval of plans and designs) are either 
not in place or not working efficiently.  

• There are number of outstanding 
questions in relation to what land is 
subject to compensation payments, how 
and when land can be transferred to the 
crown, how critical infrastructure such as 
stormwater systems and bridges are to 
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of initiatives in projects across Australia.  We 
welcome the opportunity to continue to work 
with state and local government on future 
such initiatives.

Stockland also supports the aspirations of 
the Plan Melbourne Refresh paper to improve 
the environmental performance of the built 
environment.  The planning and building 
systems each play a specific role in the 
planning and design of the built environment, 
and it is important that the environmental 
requirements specified in each system 
appropriately fit each regulatory context.  

A number of recent proposals from local 
government to introduce environmentally 
sustainable design into the planning system 
have sought to establish detailed design 
standards that go well beyond the realm 
of urban planning, and cut across existing 
building regulations. Stockland submits that 
the planning and building regulatory systems 
has a different but complimentary role to play 
in this regard:

• the planning system should addressed 
the concept design/layout of 
developments as well as their impact on 
their urban context;

• the building system should address 
detailed design of buildings to address 
safety, health, amenity and sustainability 
of buildings (as provided for in the 
inter-governmental agreement on the 
Australian Building Codes Board).

Stockland has adopted a sustainability 
strategy which aims to ensure that we leave 
the communities where we operate, and the 
environment that they enjoy, in great shape 
for future generations.  We operate under an 
Environment Policy that:

• Incorporates environmental management 
principles into all of our planning and 
operational activities;

• Results in strategies which enhance 
energy efficiency, improve water 
management and quality, and 
reduces waste across our assets and 
development;

• Protects, restores and enhances natural 
systems and biodiversity in regions in 
which we operate.

Stockland supports initiatives identified in the 
Plan Melbourne Refresh to:

• Increase tree canopy, vegetated ground 
cover and permeable surfaces;

• Use water sensitive urban design to cool 
the city;

• Encourage the uptake of green roofs, 
facades and walls;

• Increase the uptake of precinct-scale 
renewable and low emission energy 
across Melbourne.

Stockland has pioneered many of these types 

15. ENVIRONMENTALLY 
SUSTAINABLE DESIGN.
(Discussion paper ref - options 53 - 57)
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This codified approach must generally take 
a conservative development yield approach 
in order to achieve broad community 
acceptance. It will also be important that the 
planning system still supports and provides 
incentives for developments that ‘think 
outside the box’.  

Therefore developments that utilise the 
standard development process rather than 
the code will likely have a greater role to play 
in delivering increased densities. 

Stockland supports the development of 
a multi-unit housing assessment code 
that could be developed by replacing 
ResCode (or alternatively specific ResCode 
standards might be codified). 

Stockland has experience in working with the 
Small Lot Housing Code in Melbourne’s growth 
areas. There is a significant opportunity to 
apply a similar codified approach across the 
whole metropolitan area (or at the very least 
areas designated for growth) to encourage 
medium density developments. 

A codified approach whereby developments 
that meet all relevant standards are exempt 
from the notice and review standards would 
provide much greater certainty for developers 
and lower development costs. It would also 
provide greater certainty for the community 
regarding development outcomes.

16. MULTI DWELLING CODE
(Discussion paper ref - option 59)
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The time delay between obtaining a planning 
permit and having titles released in Victoria 
can be anywhere between 12 and 34 months, 
compared to 8-9 months in Queensland and 
Western Australia.

Research commissioned by Stockland on 
the current greenfield residential approvals 
processes in Victoria recommends that the 
following actions be taken to improve its 
efficiency and competitiveness:

• Provide additional resources to meet 
demand;

• Increase private sector involvement in 
Plan approvals;

• Introduce a user-pays fast-track 
approvals process;

• Amend the Subdivision Act;

• Increase the focus of the Metropolitan 
Planning Authority on project delivery.

Stockland suggests that a working group 
comprising representatives from government 
and industry be formed to coordinate reform.

The full research report is included an 
Attachment to this submission.

The property industry is a major part of 
the national and state economy.  Victoria’s 
greenfield residential development sector 
alone directly contributes $4.7 billion to the 
gross state product of the Victorian economy.  
It generates 36,500 jobs in residential lot and 
housing construction. 

The economic activity in this sector can be 
increased through greater efficiency in the 
planning and design phase.  Every month lost 
in the development approvals process costs 
the Victoria economy $173 million and 508 
jobs (taking into account direct and indirect 
effects).  If approvals-related efficiencies can 
be realised, more lots and dwellings will be 
constructed within short timeframes, thereby 
creating more jobs and addressing housing 
shortages. 

Whilst progress has been made with the ‘front 
end’ planning approvals process (for example 
the preparation of precinct planning), there 
are considerable delays and inefficiencies in 
the subsequent approvals steps (planning 
permits, discharging permit conditions, 
certification of plans, lot construction and 
compliance).

17. A MORE PRODUCTIVE 
PLANNING APPROVALS 
SYSTEM.
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