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PLAN MELBOURNE REFRESH SUBMISSION: MITCHELL SHIRE COUNCIL 
 
Mitchell Shire Council welcomes the opportunity to provide comment on the document Plan 
Melbourne Refresh: Discussion Paper, October 2015. Please find attached Mitchell Shire’s 
submission completed in template form as requested. 
 
Given the short timeframe provided for responses; please note that the submission has been 
prepared by officers and has not been formally endorsed by the Council. 
 
Mitchell Shire commends much of the focus of the discussion paper and is generally 
supportive of strengthening strategy and actions, relating to key issues including: climate 
change, housing and implementation of Plan Melbourne 2016. 
 
However, Mitchell Shire has concerns in respect to the following four (4) key options, 
proposed as part of the discussion paper, of which a summary of the submission is provided 
below: 
 
Option 25. Reclassify Toolern and Lockerbie as Future Emerging Activity Centres in the 
Metropolitan Melbourne Structure Plan 

 
Mitchell Shire opposes this option which would result in the reclassification of 
Lockerbie from a future Metropolitan Activity Centre (MAC) to a future Emerging 
Activity Centre. 
 
MAC’s are required in growth corridors in order to provide future residents 
with access to high order services such as hospitals, allied health, tertiary 
education, retail and employment.   

The MAC’s identified in the Growth Corridor Plans have been strategically located to 
service high order needs and current approvals of Precinct Structure Plans (PSP’s) 
have been predicated on their higher order status. 

The Lockerbie PSP has been strategically identified in the North Corridor 
Growth Plan as the appropriate location for a MAC to service the higher 
order retail, employment and community service needs of the northern 
growth corridor.   
 

 



Plan Melbourne Refresh: Discussion Paper Submission: Mitchell Shire Council 

At full capacity the northern growth corridor will have a population of over 300,000 of 
which approximately 130,000 will be located in Mitchell Shire.  The nearest other 
MAC identified in Plan Melbourne is Epping, located 25km from Beveridge and over 
30km from Wallan to the south.  There is no direct rail access between Epping and 
Wallan or Beveridge. 

The Lockerbie MAC is located centrally within the corridor, with access to a 
rail station and a proposed Principal Public Transport Network (PPTN) road 
system which has been designed to link the Lockerbie MAC with its 
catchment.  
 
The Lockerbie MAC possesses strategic locational advantages over other 
proposed town centre sites in the corridor in respect to its catchment and 
access to rail.   
 
There is no strategic justification to downgrade the status or question the role 
of the Lockerbie MAC.  The reclassification of the Lockerbie MAC could 
severely inhibit the ability for residents of Mitchell to equitably access higher 
order retail, employment and community services. 

 
Significant precinct structure planning has already occurred in accordance 
with this North Growth Corridor Plan, including the approved Lockerbie 
Precinct Structure Plan (PSP), Lockerbie North PSP, Merrifield West PSP 
and draft Donnybrook/Woodstock PSP (currently on exhibition).  
 
The PSP’s anticipate for the development of the Lockerbie as a Principal 
Town Centre (or MAC) to service the wider region.  It is critical that 
Lockerbie, is identified in Plan Melbourne 2016 as a MAC to provide certainty 
and to ensure the centre develops as envisaged by the PSP’s (approved, 
exhibited and future). 
 
There is significant development already occurring in accordance with these PSP’s 
and any reclassification of the Lockerbie MAC would severely disrupt many years of 
planning and current development. 
 
Mitchell Shire strongly supports the retention of Lockerbie as a Metropolitan 
Activity Centre to provide consistency with the significant amount of planning 
(including the North Growth Corridor Plan and PSP’s) and development 
which has occurred.   The classification of Lockerbie as a MAC will ensure 
residents in the northern growth corridor have equitable access to the higher 
order health and education services, retail and employment opportunities. 
 

 
Option 32: Implement the outcomes of the Extractive Industries Taskforce through the 
planning scheme, including Regional Growth Plan, to affirm that extraction industries 
resources are protected to provide economic supply of materials for construction and road 
industries. 
 

Mitchell Shire acknowledges the importance of extractive industries for the provision 
of resources however is concerned with their incompatibility with existing and 
developing communities.   
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The development of extractive industries on land or in proximity to land identified for 
future urban land use will significantly detrimentally affect the orderly development of 
these areas.   
 
Extractive industries create a range of environmental effects and generally require 
substantive land resources which is detrimental to urban communities. Therefore, 
they discourage development from occurring within their proximity which undermines 
the ability to deliver community infrastructure and critical transport links.   
 
There must be a clear delineation between areas identified as containing significant 
natural resource assets and land identified for existing or future residential or urban 
land uses. 

 
Option 36A: Establishing a 70/30 housing target where established areas provide 70 per cent 
of Melbourne’s new housing supply and greenfield areas provide 30 per cent 

 
Mitchell Shire supports a balanced approach to the provision of new housing in both 
established and greenfield growth areas, however, there is concern in respect to the 
adoption of a quantitative housing target without adequate supporting justification.  
 
Housing targets are an extremely blunt instrument and not responsive to changing 
demographics and trends.  Further, they can potentially deliver undesirable outcomes 
where the delivery of new housing meets the target but is not delivered in appropriate 
forms or locations. 
 
Mitchell Shire contends that new housing needs to be appropriately balanced with a 
range of housing provision in growth areas, existing urban areas and urban renewal 
areas.  There are existing communities located within greenfield areas with 
reasonable level of services which can be leveraged and enhanced.  However, a 
significant reduction of development in growth areas could potentially leave a number 
of vulnerable communities without the critical mass required to support themselves 
and the services required for a sustainable community.   
 
Therefore, Mitchell Shire contends the distribution of new housing supply should be 
based on a balanced approach that properly considers real trends, provides for a 
diversity of housing, more affordable housing and importantly supports existing 
communities. 

 
Option 36B: Investigate a mechanism to manage sequencing and density of remaining 
Precinct Structure Plans based on land supply needs 

 
Mitchell Shire strongly disagrees with the proposal that sequencing and density in the 
remaining Precinct Structure Plans (PSP’s) be based solely on land supply needs. 
 
Whilst there is merit in providing for orderly planning and greater certainty in respect 
to the delivery of critical infrastructure to new communities, the sequencing of 
remaining PSP’s must not be solely based on land supply needs. 
 
Land supply is purely a quantitative measure that does not consider the social or 
economic impact on real communities nor the differences across growth corridors and 
within growth corridors. 
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Mitchell Shire considers it to be imperative that the sequencing of remaining PSP’s 
does not detrimentally affect the sustainable development of existing and emerging 
communities.  Mitchell Shire contains the existing communities of Wallan and 
Beveridge which need to be accurately reflected as such on mapping (ie: Figure 3, pg 
47 of the Discussion Paper) contained in Plan Melbourne 2016.  Council has 
undertaken extensive strategic work, preparing the Wallan Structure Plan (2015) for 
the Wallan community and it is critical that this option does not undermine this work.  
These communities are reliant on future PSP’s to provide for orderly development  
and to deliver the population (critical mass), infrastructure and services to create 
sustainable communities. It is critical that a number of PSP’s are delivered within the 
immediate future to support these existing and emerging communities and ensure 
that they develop in an orderly manner.   
 
Failure to adequately support these communities will leave them vulnerable to a 
range of socio-economic issues including inequitable access to; employment, 
education, health and community facilities. 
 
Mitchell Shire contends that should sequencing be considered for remaining PSP’s; a 
more sophisticated mechanism that considers all elements (not just land supply) must 
be implemented to deliver a sequence that provides for orderly development, greater 
clarity in respect to infrastructure delivery and to ensure that it prioritises the supports 
and enhancement of existing and emerging communities.  It is considered that 
relevant local governments in conjunction with the Metropolitan Planning Authority 
(MPA) would be best placed to determine such. 
 
Similarly, it is contended that the density of PSP’s must not be founded simply on 
land supply needs or a blanket quantitative figure (eg: 25 lots p/ha) but rather on the 
characteristics of the precincts and the infrastructure and services afforded to support 
appropriate densities throughout the precinct. 

 
Further details are provided in respect to the above and other relevant options to Mitchell 
Shire in the full submission included in Attachment 1. 
 
Mitchell Shire trusts that the comments provided in its submission will be duly considered as 
part of the preparation of Plan Melbourne 2016. 
 
 
Yours sincerely 

CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER  
 
  
ENCL: Attachment 1: Plan Melbourne Refresh Discussion Paper: Mitchell Shire Council Submission 
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Attachment 1: Plan Melbourne Refresh: Discussion Paper: 
Mitchell Shire Council Submission 

Chapter 2: Growth, challenges, fundamental principles and key concepts 

1. The discussion paper includes the option (option 5, page 16) that Plan Melbourne better 
define the key opportunities and challenges for developing Melbourne and outlines some key 
points for considerations in Box 1.  Are there any other opportunities or challenges that we 
should be aware of? 

 

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

 Strongly Disagree  
 Disagree 
 Agree 
 Strongly Agree 

 
Please explain your response: 

 

3. The discussion paper includes the option (option 7, page 18) to lock down the existing urban 
growth boundary and modify the action (i.e. the action under Initiative 6.1.1.1 in Plan 
Melbourne 2014) to reflect this. Do you agree that there should be a permanent urban 
growth boundary based on the existing boundary? Choose one option: 

 Strongly Disagree  
 Disagree 
 Agree 
 Strongly Agree 

 
Please explain your response: 

Mitchell Shire supports the strong retention of the existing Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) in order to 
provide certainty in respect to the development of Melbourne’s growth areas, the delivery of 
infrastructure and services and the protection of peri-urban land with high environmental, 
agricultural, resource and/or aesthetic value. 

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? 

As a municipality which includes peri-urban areas, Mitchell Shire is supportive of this option.  Mitchell 
Shire’s peri-urban areas contain a wide range of economic uses as well as containing significant 
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landscapes with high environmental values.  The industries are important for the local economy and 
employment whilst the landscape creates high level of amenity valued by local communities.  It is 
critical that such uses and landscapes are protected from the encroachment of inappropriate 
residential development which may be incompatible with economic land uses and detrimentally alter 
the existing landscape. 
 
Mitchell Shire supports the strong retention of the existing Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) and is 
currently preparing structure plans for its peri-urban townships to provide settlement boundaries for 
these communities.  Mitchell Shire also supports additional policy for peri-urban areas particularly, 
the review of significant agricultural land and earth resources to ensure that land is used productively 
and to avoid conflict between agriculture and extractive industries with urban development.  

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? 

 

Mitchell Shire is supportive of the inclusion of an overarching high-level concept map for Melbourne 
that clearly and succinctly articulates the key concepts included in Plan Melbourne.  Mitchell Shire is 
supportive of the map showing: 

• Expanded Central City 
• National Employment Clusters 
• Metropolitan Activity Centres (including the future MAC’s at Toolern and Lockerbie) 
• State-Significant Industrial Precincts (including the Northern Industrial Precinct) 
• Existing and future key transport links, gateways and projects (including the Beveridge 

Interstate Freight Terminal) 
• Health and Education Precincts 
• Urban Renewal Precincts 
• Urban Growth Boundary 

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: 

Mitchell Shire actively supports the aspiration of delivering 20-minute neighbourhoods and is 
comfortable with the revised concept proposed as part of the discussion paper. 
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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: 

Mitchell Shire considers these themes to be important and worthy of inclusion in Plan Melbourne 
2016  
 
In respect to Option 17, Mitchell Shire supports recognition of local government’s role in 
implementing Plan Melbourne particularly in respect to delivering community infrastructure and 
housing. 
 
However, Mitchell Shire would like to reconfirm the role of all levels of government in achieving the 
outcomes sought by Plan Melbourne.  The successful development of new communities requires the 
delivery of significant infrastructure including road, rail, health and education.  Much of this 
infrastructure will only be able to be delivered with the involvement of the Federal Government 
working with State and Local governments.  Therefore, it is critical that the role of all levels of 
government is appropriately recognised in the plan. 

8. Any other comments about chapter 2 (growth, challenges, fundamental principles and key 
concepts)? 
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Chapter 3: Delivering jobs and investment 

9. The discussion paper includes the option (option 20, page 30) to revise the Delivering Jobs 
and Investment chapter in Plan Melbourne 2014 to ensure the significance and roles of the 
National Employment Clusters as places of innovation and knowledge-based employment are 
clear. How can Plan Melbourne 2016 better articulate the significance and roles of the 
National Employment Clusters as places of innovation and knowledge-based employment? 

 

10. The discussion paper includes two options (page 30) relating to National Employment 
Clusters, being: 

Option 21A: Focus planning for National Employment Clusters on core institutions and businesses 

Option 21B: Take a broader approach to planning for National Employment Clusters that looks 
beyond the core institutions and businesses 

Which option do you prefer?  

 Option 21A 
 Option 21B 

 
Please explain why you have chosen your preferred option: 

 

11. The discussion paper includes the option (option 22, page 30) to broaden the East Werribee 
National Employment Cluster to call it the Werribee National Employment Cluster in order to 
encompass the full range of activities and employment activities that make up Werribee. This 
could include the Werribee Activity Centre and the Werribee Park Tourism Precinct.  Do you 
agree with broadening the East Werribee Cluster? Choose one option: 

 Strongly Disagree  
 Disagree 
 Agree 
 Strongly Agree 

 
Why? 

 

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 
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Why? 

 
 

13. The discussion paper includes options (options 24 to 30, pages 33 and 34) that consider the 
designation of activity centres and criteria for new activity centres.  Do you have any 
comments on the designation of activity centres or the criteria for new activity centres as 
outlined in the discussion paper? 

Option 25. Reclassify Toolern and Lockerbie as Future Emerging Activity Centres in the 
Metropolitan Melbourne Structure Plan 

 
Introduction 
Mitchell Shire opposes this option which would result in the reclassification of the Lockerbie 
Metropolitan Activity Centre (MAC) from a future MAC to a Future Emerging Activity Centre. 
 
At full capacity the North Growth Corridor will have a population of over 300,000 of which 
approximately 130,000 will be located in Mitchell Shire.  Figure 1 shows the North Growth Corridor 
Plan and identifies the three MAC’s in the corridor.   
 
The MAC’s identified in the Growth Corridor Plans have been strategically placed to service high 
order needs and current approvals of Precinct Structure Plans (PSP’s) have been predicated on 
their higher order status. 
 
The Lockerbie PSP has been strategically identified in the North Corridor Growth Plan as the 
existing appropriate location for a MAC to service higher order retail, employment and community 
service needs of the northern growth corridor. 
 
The nearest other Metropolitan Activity Centre identified in Plan Melbourne is Epping, located 
25km from Beveridge and over 30km from Wallan to the south.  There is no direct rail access 
between Epping and Wallan or Beveridge. 
 
The retention of the Lockerbie MAC is critical to support the northern growth corridor with high 
order services such as hospitals, allied health, tertiary education, retail and employment for the 
corridor.  It is critical that the Lockerbie MAC be retained for in the northern growth corridor to 
ensure its residents have access to these community services and employment opportunities. 
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FIGURE 1: North Growth Corridor Plan 

 
 
North Corridor Growth Plan 
The Lockerbie MAC has been strategically identified in numerous plans and strategies as the 
existing appropriate location for a MAC.  This includes the North Corridor Growth Plan and the 
draft North Corridor Growth Plan (September 2013- post logical inclusion update to UGB) shown in 
Figure 1, where it is identified as being the location of the corridor’s Principle Town Centre (note- 
Lockerbie is identified as Donnybrook in these plans).   
 
Significant planning has been completed to understand the most appropriate location for the 
Principle Town Centre to service the corridor. 
 
Figure 2 illustrates the North Growth Corridor and identifies the activity centres identified in Plan 
Melbourne.  The figure demonstrates that the Lockerbie MAC has the largest immediate catchment 
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(20,500 dwellings within 3km) and most importantly for a Metropolitan Activity Centre is the most 
accessible, of all the catchments.  A further 22,500 dwellings are located within proximity to a rail 
station of bus station on the Principal Public Transport Network (PPTN) that will provide direct 
access to the Lockerbie MAC.   
 
FIGURE 2: Northern Growth Corridor Town Centres Map 

 
 
Therefore, it is concerning, that the discussion paper indicates that ‘there is the potential that 
other centres may be better placed to play this role (Metropolitan Activity Centre) in the future’. 
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Other activity centres in the corridor such as: Wallan, Beveridge or Mickleham/Merrifield, do not 
have as significant of catchment or posses the same attributes as the Lockerbie PSP to perform the 
role as a MAC.  None of the other town centres have access to rail and are located where it is more 
difficult to access for a portion of the corridor, particularly residents from Mitchell Shire.   
 
There is simply no strategic justification for the status of the Lockerbie MAC to be reclassified. 
 
Precinct Structure Plan’s (PSP) 
There has been a substantial amount of precinct structure planning undertaken in the North 
Growth Corridor which has been undertaken on the basis of Lockerbie being the Principle Town 
Centre (Metropolitan Activity Centre) for the corridor.    
 
The approved Lockerbie PSP considers Lockerbie as a Principle Town Centre for the wider region.  
The PSP includes detail framework planning for the Principle Town Centre (Figure 3) and plans for it 
to comprise of regional facilities such as high order ‘regional health, education and employment 
uses’.  
 
FIGURE 3: Lockerbie Principal Town Centre Master Plan 

 
Source: Lockerbie Precinct Structure Plan 
 
A number of other substantial PSP’s have been approved in the corridor including Lockerbie North 
and Merrifield West which have been prepared in accordance with the North Corridor Growth Plan 
and predicated on Lockerbie being the Principal Town Centre for the corridor.  Merrifield and 
Lockerbie PSP’s are currently being developed in accordance with the PSP, with significant 
development and housing already on the ground. 
 
Further, the Donnybrook/Woodstock PSP is currently on exhibition and also has been prepared on 
the basis of Lockerbie being the Principal Town Centre.   
 
The reclassification of the Lockerbie MAC would significantly affect these approved PSP’s which are 
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14. The discussion paper includes the option (option 31, page 35) to evaluate the range of 
planning mechanisms available to protect strategic agricultural land. What types of 
agricultural land and agricultural activities need to be protected and how could the planning 
system better protect them? 

Mitchell Shire supports the option to ‘evaluate the range of planning mechanisms available to 
protect strategic agricultural land’.  Mitchell Shire considers that it would be beneficial to identify and 
protect strategically significant agricultural land particularly in locations where there are pressures 
for competing land uses such as residential and other industries.   
 
The Farming Zone is an effective tool to protect strategic agricultural land, however, the key issue is 
that it is currently this zone is used both to protect productive agricultural land and as a rural default 

already being developed and future PSP’s currently under preparation. 
 
Regional Service Planning  
Institutions and agencies require clarity and certainty in respect to planning for future services and 
facilities.  It is critical that the Principal Town Centre (or MAC) is clearly designated within the 
region to provide this clarity to service providers.  The Lockerbie MAC contains the attributes to 
support the regional services and its reclassification would provide uncertainty and severely disrupt 
well progressed planning.  
 
Equitable Access to Regional Services 
The Lockerbie MAC has been strategically identified as the Principal Town Centre for the North 
Growth Corridor given its ability to most adequately service the wider region. 
 
The Lockerbie MAC is centrally within the corridor, with access to rail and a proposed road network 
which has been designed to link Lockerbie with its catchment.  It provides the best access for 
residents of Mitchell Shire via the proposed road network and most importantly the Principal 
Public Transport Network (PPTN) which links Lockerbie with the rail stations at Beveridge 
(proposed) and Wallan (existing). 
 
The entire corridor is balanced by having Lockerbie as the Principal Town Centre which would 
provide the most equitable access to its higher order services for residents within the corridor. 
 
Conclusion 
Mitchell Shire strongly supports the retention of the Lockerbie MAC to provide consistency with 
the significant amount of planning and development which has already occurred.  The classification 
of Lockerbie as a MAC will ensure residents in the region have equitable access to the higher order 
health and education services, retail and employment opportunities. 
 
Option 27. Separately list emerging Activity Centres as part of the Metropolitan Melbourne 
Structure Plan. 

Mitchell Shire has no objection to emerging Activity Centres being listed separately to existing 
Activity Centres in the Metropolitan Melbourne Structure Plan.  Mitchell Shire would consider 
Wallan to be an existing and developing Activity Centre whilst Beveridge would be identified as an 
emerging centres as indicated in Figure 2. 
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zone.   
 
Without further information it can be difficult for all users of the planning system to know which 
areas should be prioritised for protection.  Like many local government organisations, Mitchell has 
resource constraints in reviewing the significant amount of land in the Farming Zone and support is 
required to deal with these challenges.   
 
It is important that any changes to protect strategic agricultural land do not create further complexity 
in the planning system. 

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?  

Mitchell Shire acknowledges the importance of extractive industries however is concerned with their 
incompatibility with existing and developing communities.   
 
The development of extractive industries on land or in proximity to land identified for future urban 
land use will significantly detrimentally affect the orderly development of these areas.  Extractive 
industries create a range of environmental effects and generally require substantive land resources 
which is detrimental to urban communities.  They discourage development from occurring within 
their proximity which undermines the ability to deliver community infrastructure and critical 
transport links.  There must be a clear delineation between areas identified as containing significant 
natural resource assets and land identified for existing or future residential or urban land uses. 

16. Any other comments about chapter 3 (delivering jobs and investment)? 
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Chapter 4: A more connected Melbourne 

17. The discussion paper includes the option (option 34, page 42) to include the Principal Public 
Transport Network in Plan Melbourne 2016. Do you agree that the Principal Public 
Transport Network should inform land use choices and decisions? Choose one option: 

 Strongly Disagree  
 Disagree 
 Agree 
 Strongly Agree 

Why? 

Mitchell Shire supports the inclusion of the Principal Public Transport Network (PPTN) in Plan 
Melbourne 2016 subject to the PPTN being updated to include all land within the Melbourne 
Urban Growth Boundary (UGB).  It is critical that growth areas including existing communities 
such as Wallan, Donnybrook and Beveridge are recognised in the plan and that the plan reflects 
the North Growth Corridor Plan.  
 
The inclusion of the PPTN provides a greater nexus between land use planning and public 
transport networks.  It would assist in identifying and providing greater clarity in respect to key 
movement corridors and transport networks.  
 
The inclusion of the plan would further support the retention as Lockerbie as a future 
Metropolitan Activity Centre given its location on the Principal Public Transport Network as 
identified on the North Growth Corridor Plan. 

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? 

Mitchell Shire understands the importance of integrating walking and cycling networks with land 
use and supports the inclusion of references to Active Transport Victoria.  Walking and cycling has 
the ability to perform both a functional and recreational role which delivers a range of benefits.  It is 
important that land use planning considers walking and cycling networks to provide equitable and 
healthy movement options for residents to important nodes including: open space, recreation, 
employment, schools, retail and services.  Therefore, walking and cycling networks must form part 
of the skeleton of a framework for an urban environment. 

19. Any other comments about chapter 4 (a more connected Melbourne)? 
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Chapter 5: Housing 

20. The discussion paper includes the option (option 36A, page 46) to establish a 70/30 target 
where established areas provide 70 per cent of Melbourne’s new housing supply and 
greenfield growth areas provide 30 per cent.  Do you agree with establishing a 70/30 target 
for housing supply? Choose one option: 

 Strongly Disagree  
 Disagree 
 Agree 
 Strongly Agree 

Why? 

Whilst, Mitchell Shire supports a balanced approach to the provision of new housing in both 
established and greenfield growth areas, there is concern in respect to the adoption of a quantitative 
target without adequate supporting justification.  Housing targets are extremely rigid and not 
responsive to changing demographics and trends.  Further, they can potentially deliver undesirable 
outcomes where the delivery of new housing meets the target but is not delivered in in appropriate 
forms or locations. 
 
It appears that the 70/30 target has been derived from most recent trends which have been skewed 
by unusually high approval of dwellings in the inner city.  It is not clear whether the trend is an 
accurate reflection of the balance of growth across Melbourne and whether it is capable of 
consistently being delivered without further reform. 
 
Development in Melbourne’s greenfield areas has the benefit of being able to provide; a greater 
diversity of housing options, improve housing affordability, capitalise on the use of new 
infrastructure and support existing communities.  Mitchell Shire considers that new housing needs to 
be appropriately balanced with a range of housing provision in growth areas, existing urban areas 
and urban renewal areas.  There are existing communities located within greenfield areas with 
moderate level of services which can be leveraged and enhanced.  However, a significant reduction 
of development in growth areas could potentially leave a number of vulnerable communities without 
the critical mass required to support themselves and the services required for a sustainable 
community.  
 
Therefore, Mitchell Shire contends the distribution of new housing supply should be based on a 
balanced approach that properly considers real trends, provides for a diversity of housing, more 
affordable housing and supports existing communities. 

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

 

Introduction 
Mitchell Shire strongly disagrees with the proposal that sequencing and density of the remaining 
Precinct Structure Plans be based solely on land supply needs. 
 
Whilst, there is merit in providing for orderly planning and greater certainty in respect to the 
delivery of critical infrastructure to new communities, the sequencing of remaining Precinct 
Structure Plans (PSP’s) must not be solely based on land supply needs. 
 
Land supply is purely a quantitative measure that does not consider the social and economic impact 
on real communities nor the differences across growth corridors and within growth corridors. 
 
Mitchell Shire considers it to be imperative that the sequencing of remaining PSP’s does not 
detrimentally affect the sustainable development of existing and emerging communities.  Mitchell 
Shire contains the existing and emerging communities of Wallan and Beveridge, reliant on future 
PSP’s to deliver the population (critical mass), infrastructure and services to create sustainable 
communities.  It is critical that these PSP’s are delivered within the immediate future to support 
these existing and emerging communities and ensure that they develop in an orderly and sustainable 
manner.     
 
Failure to support these communities will leave them vulnerable to a range of socio-economic issues 
including inequitable access to; employment, education, health and community facilities. 
 
Figure 4 displays the Mitchell Growth Corridor and identifies the importance of PSP delivery and 
critical infrastructure which is required to support the existing communities of Wallan and Beveridge.  
This is explained in more detail below. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
FIGURE 4: Mitchell Corridor Map- PSP Sequencing 
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Wallan 
Wallan is an existing and emerging community comprising an estimated population of 10,648 (2015).  
Figure 3 (page 47) in the Plan Melbourne Refresh: Discussion Paper incorrectly identifies the entire 
community of Wallan as being a ‘yet to be completed PSP’.  In fact there is already a significant 
amount of urban zoned land and existing development within the locality.  This figure needs to be 
revised to reflect this. 
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Wallan is a township physically divided by the Hume Freeway.  The township is currently supported 
by a range of facilities including: a local town centre, primary health care, a railway station, primary 
school and a government secondary school.  The majority of these services are located on the 
western side of the Hume Freeway.  
 
Mitchell Shire has recently adopted the Wallan Structure Plan and is currently implementing it into 
the Mitchell Planning Scheme as part of Amendment C108.  The structure plan provides an ultimate 
framework of the township to an urban area with an ultimate population of 50,000 people.  The plan 
identifies four potential PSP’s for Wallan. 
 
Figure 5 projects the development of Wallan and demonstrates the interrelation of the different 
PSP’s to create a sustainable urban area.  The figure along with Figure 6 identifies some of the key 
infrastructure that development will deliver and the holistic spread of the growth of the urban area. 
 
FIGURE 5: Projected Development of Wallan  

 
 
Figures 4 and 5 identify the existing Wallan urban area, the critical PSP’s and the important 
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infrastructure that they would deliver.  The preparation and delivery of two of these PSP’s (Wallan 
South and Wallan South West) are critical for the existing community of Wallan in order to provide:  

• land for local employment 
• critical local road network connections  
• improved access and egress to the Hume Freeway through Northern Highway duplication 

and Watson Street interchange upgrade including provision of southern ramps 
• the population for a vibrant activity centre. 

 
Therefore, it is crucial that the sequencing of PSP’s does not restrict the development of the existing 
community of Wallan to the detriment of its residents. 
 
Wallan Precinct Structure Plans (PSPs) 
This section discusses the status and importance of each of the PSP’s in respect to contributing to the 
development of Wallan. 
 

• Wallan South PSP 
This PSP is critical to the support of the existing Wallan community. Figure 1 shows the location of 
the PSP and the infrastructure that the PSP could help deliver for the existing community of Wallan. 
 
Firstly, there is an existing development (Wallara Waters) in Wallan East which requires a secondary 
access/egress across the Hume Freeway.  The estate is currently disconnected from the services and 
community facilities located on the western side of the Hume Freeway.  Without the secondary 
access the estate is constrained to grow and therefore is not able to support the proposed 
community and retail facilities in the area.  The secondary access is reliant on the development of 
land contained in the proposed Wallan South PSP to support another connection across the Hume 
Freeway.  Without this connection the existing residents will be devoid of essential local services and 
community facilities for the foreseeable future. 
 
Secondly, the Wallan South PSP has been identified in the Wallan Structure Plan and draft Northern 
Growth Corridor Plan as being potentially suitable for employment uses. The existing Wallan 
community is currently limited in its employment opportunities and diversity.  The key direction of 
the Wallan Structure Plan is to ‘create opportunities for local employment’. The delivery of the 
Wallan South PSP would provide a diversity of employment land in a strategic location and thus 
facilitate additional opportunities for local employment currently not afforded in Wallan. 
 

• Wallan South West PSP 
This PSP is critical to support of the existing Wallan community. Figure 1 shows the location of the 
PSP and the infrastructure that the PSP could help deliver for the existing community of Wallan. 
 
The PSP is currently largely unconstrained and located adjacent existing development and 
infrastructure.  The preparation and delivery of the PSP would support and enhance existing services 
and facilities in Wallan. 
 
Of importance is the development of the Wallan Activity Centre which has been identified in Plan 
Melbourne.  The centre is currently fledgling and provides a basic amount of services and poor 
amenity.  The activity centre requires a higher population within its immediate catchment to support 
the investment required to deliver upon the potential envisaged in Plan Melbourne and the Wallan 
Structure Plan.  The Wallan South West PSP is best placed to assist with providing it with the 
residents to support a more vibrant Activity Centre. 
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The delivery of this PSP would also assist in improving existing road connections including the 
duplication of the Northern Hwy and the secondary crossing of the Hume Freeway. 
 

• Wallan West and Wallan East PSP’s 
Wallan West and Wallan East PSP’s are located on the edge of Wallan and contain some constraints 
including topography and flooding.  They are not as critical to the delivery of essential infrastructure 
to Wallan and therefore are appropriate should sequencing be introduced to be identified for 
development in the longer term. 
 
Beveridge 
Beveridge, located south of Wallan, is an existing and emerging community comprising an estimated 
population of 1,489 (2015).  Beveridge is also physically divided by the Hume Freeway and is 
comprised of the traditional township on the eastern side of the Hume Freeway and the Mandalay 
Estate located on the western side of the Hume Freeway.  The Mandalay Estate is currently being 
developed in accordance with an approved Development Plan whilst the Beveridge township is 
subject to a Township Zone.  Beveridge is poorly serviced comprising a limited range of community 
facilities for its residents.  The current primary school for example is not able to support its current 
population. 
 
Beveridge is surrounded by the approved Lockerbie North PSP and proposed Beveridge Central, 
Beveridge North West, Beveridge North East and Beveridge South West PSP’s.  The development of 
Beveridge including, the existing Mandalay Estate, the approved Lockerbie North PSP and future 
PSP’s is constrained by the current interchange with the Hume Freeway.  A new interchange is 
required at Camerons Lane.  Without this new interchange development of the community will be 
restricted leaving existing residents without access to necessary services and infrastructure. 
 
The development of a new interchange is reliant on investment into new growth areas.  Land parcels 
in the Beveridge Central PSP area are too fragmented to deliver the necessary growth.  The delivery 
of services to Beveridge is reliant on the development of the Beveridge North West PSP.  Together, 
with the existing Beveridge township and Beveridge Central, it will provide for a sustainable 
community.   
 
Figure 6 projects the development of Beveridge and demonstrates the interrelation of the different 
PSP’s to create a sustainable urban area.  The figure identifies shows that development will occur 
naturally around the existing and emerging urban development of Mandalay Estate including in the 
Beveridge North West and Beveridge Central.  Figures 4 and 6 also identifies the key infrastructure 
that development will deliver and the importance of each of the critical PSP’s to achieve this. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
FIGURE 6: Projected Development of Beveridge  
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Beveridge Precinct Structure Plans (PSPs) 
This section discusses the status and importance of each of the PSP’s in respect to contributing to the 
development of Beveridge. 
 

• Beveridge Central PSP 
This PSP is currently being drafted and will be critical to linking the existing Beveridge community.  
Beveridge is currently divided between the traditional township on the eastern side to the Hume 
Freeway and the new Mandalay Estate located west of the Hume Freeway.  This PSP will link the two 
parts of the community together.  However, the PSP is relatively small and very fragmented.  The 
land fragmentation will limit its development and build out whilst its size means it will deliver limited 
other infrastructure items to the community.  
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• Beveridge North West PSP  
This PSP is critical to support the existing and developing Beveridge community. The PSP is located 
adjacent to the existing Mandalay Estate and will provide the future link between Wallan and 
Beveridge.  In the short term, the development of this PSP will support a new primary school and 
community facility at the Mandalay Estate which are desperately needed. 
 
Long term, the PSP will afford the area necessary services and infrastructure to become a sustainable 
community including secondary schools, non-government schools, district and local open space, 
community facilities and town centres.  The PSP will also deliver population which will, along with 
Lockerbie North support larger infrastructure items, most importantly the Camerons Lane 
interchange with the Hume Freeway and proposed Beveridge rail station.  The PSP will also provide a 
crucial connection in the important north south arterial road which will link Broadmeadows to 
Wallan and provide a critical alternative to the Hume Freeway. 
 
The delay of this PSP will detrimentally affect the existing residents in Mandalay and Beveridge and 
result in the deferral of important regional infrastructure.   
 

• Beveridge South West PSP  
This PSP is located to the south of the existing Beveridge community and is not able to deliver 
important infrastructure to this community in the short term.  The PSP does contain the proposed 
Beveridge Activity Centre although as shown in Figure 1, it is suggested that this activity centre may 
be better located in the Beveridge North West PSP.  The Beveridge South West PSP is likely to 
experience development pressure from the south as the Merrifield West PSP continues to develop 
and therefore is likely to be required in the intermediate term. 
 

• Beveridge North East PSP 
This PSP is located to the north of the existing Beveridge community and is not able to deliver 
important infrastructure to this community in the short term.  The PSP has been identified for 
residential however may have the opportunity to deliver some additional employment to the 
corridor.  The PSP is not likely to be required in the short to medium term. 
 

• Beveridge Interstate Freight Terminal (BIFT) 
The BIFT is identified In Plan Melbourne as a potential long term interstate freight gateway. The BIFT 
is not likely to be required in the short to medium term. 
 

• Lockerbie and Lockerbie North PSP’s 
The Lockerbie and Lockerbie North PSP’s were approved in 2012. Lockerbie PSP is currently being 
developed.  The PSP contains the Principal Town Centre for the corridor and therefore is a significant 
PSP.  Development in Lockerbie North is imminent of commencing however the overall development 
of this PSP is restricted by the existing interchange with the Hume Freeway until the Camerons Lane 
interchange is developed.  Lockerbie North will support the existing Beveridge township with a range 
of services including a rail station.  
 

• Donnybrook/Woodstock PSP 
The Donnybrook/Woodstock PSP is currently is being publicly exhibited.  The PSP contains a small 
portion of land in Mitchell Shire referred to as Merristock.  Merristock is isolated from the remainder 
of the PSP and its development offers no benefit to existing communities in Mitchell. 
 
 
A Better Way 
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Mitchell Shire contends that should sequencing of remaining PSP’s be proposed, than a more 
sophisticated mechanism must be developed to provide an orderly and appropriate sequence.  As 
discussed, a sequence based purely of land supply will leave existing communities isolated and 
devoid of critical infrastructure. 
 
Mitchell Shire contends that PSP’s which are critical for the development of existing and emerging 
communities to a point where they can be self-servicing and sustainable must be prioritised and not 
delayed.  Other remaining PSP’s are then able to sequenced in accordance with their orderly 
development, land supply needs and aligned with the delivery of the infrastructure which is required 
to support their development.  
 
Figure 4 outlines the sequencing which Mitchell Shire would consider appropriate to support the 
development of existing and emerging communities and provide greater certainty and orderly 
planning in respect to development. 
 
The figure outlines the Mitchell growth corridor and identifies the critical PSP’s (Wallan South, Wallan 
South West, Beveridge North West and Beveridge Central) required to support the Wallan and 
Beveridge communities and the infrastructure which the PSP’s will assist in delivering.  The figure 
also identifies the remaining PSP’s which can be sequenced to provide for the future orderly 
development of the growth corridor. 
 
Mitchell Shire does not consider it necessary to sequence within PSP’s as this can lead to artificial 
barriers to the delivery of necessary infrastructure and critical mass to support vital services.  It is 
critical that further development is not limited or capped to a level or stage that does not support a 
sustainable community.  However, Mitchell Shire would not be opposed to an appropriate tool being 
available to encourage early delivery of community infrastructure or to sequence a PSP should an 
exceptional scenario warrant its use.  
 
Housing Density 
Mitchell Shire recognises the need to provide a diversity of housing across its established and growth 
areas.  However, such housing needs to be reflective of the characteristics of the area.  Whilst, there 
are locations (eg: around activity centres and public transport routes) where higher densities of 
housing may be appropriate it is important not to require a high density (ie: 25 dwellings per ha) 
across all PSP’s. Where higher density does occur, it must be supported by high quality infrastructure 
and in particularly frequent public transport services.  Otherwise, it has the potential to deliver poor 
housing outcomes and highly concentrated communities isolated from community services, 
employment opportunities and transport links.  A more flexible approach to housing diversity and 
density which is responsive to local circumstances and characteristics will deliver better outcome 
than a high mandate.   
 
Conclusion 
Mitchell Shire does not support the introduction of sequencing and density for remaining PSP’s to be 
based on land supply needs due to the detrimental impact it would have on its existing communities. 
 
Mitchell Shire supports the provision of housing diversity across its growth areas based on 
responsiveness to local characteristics and does not support the artificial sequencing of growth areas 
below a threshold to deliver sustainable communities. 
 
Further, Mitchell Shire contends that should sequencing be considered for remaining PSP’s; a more 
sophisticated approach that considers all elements (not just land supply) must be implemented to 
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deliver a sequence that provides for orderly planning, greater clarity in respect to infrastructure 
delivery and to ensure that it prioritises and supports the enhancement of existing and emerging 
communities.  It is considered that relevant local governments in conjunction with the Metropolitan 
Planning Authority (MPA) would be best placed to determine such. 

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? 

 
 
 

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? 

Mitchell Shire does not support the setting of blanket housing targets which without supportive 
strategies are ineffective in achieving the desired outcome.  Housing targets are extremely rigid and 
not responsive to changing demographics and trends.  Further, they can potentially deliver 
undesirable outcomes where the delivery of new housing meets the target but is not delivered in in 
appropriate forms or locations. 
 
Mitchell Shire would be more supportive of desired housing outcomes being better communicated.  
This could include communicating the housing needs of each sub-region including; diversity, size and 
location, accompanied by strategies to achieve the desired outcome as opposed to generic targets. 
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25. The discussion paper includes the option (option 38, page 52) to introduce a policy statement 
in Plan Melbourne 2016 to support population and housing growth in defined locations and 
acknowledge that some areas within defined locations will require planning protection based 
on their valued character. How could Plan Melbourne 2016 clarify those locations in which 
higher scales of change are supported? 

Mitchell Shire supports a policy direction which provides clarity in respect to identifying locations 
which can support population and housing growth whilst acknowledging that some areas, require 
planning protection of their character values. 

26. The discussion paper includes the option (option 39, page 52) to clarify the direction to 
‘protect the suburbs’. How could Plan Melbourne 2016 clarify the direction to protect 
Melbourne and its suburbs from inappropriate development? 

 
 
 

27. The discussion paper includes the option (option 40, page 56) to clarify the action to apply 
the Neighbourhood Residential Zone to at least 50 per cent of residential land by: 

Option 40A: Deleting the action and replacing it with a direction that clarifies how the 
residential zones should be applied to respect valued character and deliver housing diversity. 

Option 40B: Retain at least 50 per cent as a guide but expand the criteria to enable variations 
between municipalities.  

Which option do you prefer? Choose one option: 

 Option 40A 
 Option 40B 
 Other 

Why? 

Mitchell Shire supports the deletion of the action to apply the Neighbourhood Residential Zone 
across at least 50% of Melbourne’s residential zoned land.  The action is not reflective of the 
diversity of Melbourne’s residential areas or consistent with the desire to provide greater 
housing diversity across the metropolitan area.   
 
The application of the zones based on blanket percentages is not conducive to proper or orderly 
planning and may deliver unwarranted or inappropriate zoning outcomes.   
 
Mitchell Shire supports the application of the residential zones based on strategic policy and 
attributes of the land and thus supports the direction being clarified to reflect such. 

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? 
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29. A number of options are outlined in the discussion paper (page 58) to improve housing 
affordability, including: 

Option 45A: Consider introducing planning tools that mandate or facilitate or provide incentives 
to increase social and affordable housing supply. 

Option 45B: Evaluate the affordable housing initiative pilot for land sold by government to 
determine whether to extend this to other suitable land sold by government. 

Option 45C:  Identify planning scheme requirements that could be waived or reduced without 
compromising the amenity of social and affordable housing or neighbouring properties. 

What other ideas do you have for how Plan Melbourne 2016 can improve housing affordability? 

Mitchell Shire is supportive of measures to improve affordable housing however stresses the 
importance of integrating social and affordable housing with other forms of housing.  Mitchell 
Shire is cautious of measures which may create greater complexity in the planning system or 
encourage the delivery of concentrations of affordable or social housing in particular locations. 
 
Mitchell Shire acknowledges the role of growth areas in providing affordable housing 
opportunities.  However, it is critically important to ensure that services, facilities and 
employment are also located in close proximity to new growth areas; to ensure that new 
residents seeking more affordable housing are not unreasonably burdened by the cost of 
commuting to access necessary services, facilities and employment. 

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

 
 
 
 

  

Page 27 of 33 



Plan Melbourne Refresh: Discussion Paper Submission: Mitchell Shire Council 

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? 

Mitchell Shire is supportive of the principles and comfortable with their inclusion in Plan 
Melbourne 2016 to guide environmental initiatives in the plan.  Mitchell Shire highlights the 
importance of the social principles and supporting communities to address environmental issues. 

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? 

Mitchell Shire strongly supports the ongoing review of policy and hazard management planning tools 
to ensure their currency, accuracy and responsiveness to climate change challenges.  In particular, 
Mitchell Shire is affected by bushfire risks and requires accurate and effective planning tools to 
address this risk.  However, like many local government organisations, Mitchell has resource 
constraints in reviewing policy and hazard management planning tools and requires support to deal 
with these challenges. 

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? 

As stated above, Mitchell Shire strongly supports the ongoing review and update of hazard mapping 
to ensure their currency, accuracy, promote resilience and avoid unacceptable risk. In particular, 
Mitchell Shire is affected by bushfire risks and requires accurate and effective planning tools to 
address this risk.  However, like many local government organisations, Mitchell has resource 
constraints in reviewing policy and hazard management planning tools and requires support to deal 
with these challenges. 

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  
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 Disagree 
 Agree 
 Strongly Agree 

Why? 

 
 
 

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? 

Mitchell Shire recognises that it is important that new infrastructure is designed to consider the 
effects of a changing climate and therefore considers that there is merit in this option.  

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? 

Mitchell Shire acknowledges the importance of high-priority habitat corridors and the value of 
strengthening them.  Mitchell Shire would value further involvement of Parks Victoria and other 
relevant state agencies, in strategic planning for growth corridors to assist in identifying 
opportunities for regional parks and habitat corridors. 

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?  
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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? 

Mitchell Shire recognises the importance of early planning for the incorporation of renewable and 
low-emission technologies in new developments and thus supports consideration of stronger land 
use policies to facilitate the take up of these technologies.  It is important that these technologies are 
supported without over burdening the process or infrastructure provision requirements.  Mitchell 
Shire sees opportunity for greenfield developments to pilot and lead the use of these technologies 
within new developments. 

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? 

Mitchell Shire recognises the importance of early planning for the incorporation of renewable and 
low-emission technologies in new developments and thus supports consideration of these issues at a 
structure planning phase.  It is important that these technologies are supported without over 
burdening the process or infrastructure provision requirements.  Mitchell Shire sees opportunity for 
greenfield developments to pilot and lead the use of these technologies within new developments. 

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? 

Mitchell Shire considers that an integrated planning and building approach would strengthen 
Environmentally Sustainable Design (ESD). An integrated approach would bring ESD considerations to 
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the forefront of the design and development process which could deliver better outcomes.  
However, it is important that any tool implemented to assess ESD, is consistent across the state, user 
friendly and designed to deliver real benefits.  It is critical that an ESD tool, does not overly burden 
planning or building officers due to technicality or complexity.  

41. Any other comments about chapter 6 (a more resilient and environmentally sustainable 
Melbourne)? 
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Chapter 7: New planning tools 

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

 
 
 

43. The discussion paper includes options (options 59A and 59B, page 84) to evaluate the merits 
of code assessment for multi-unit development, taking into account the findings from the 
‘Better Apartments’ process, to either replace ResCode with a codified process for multi-unit 
development or identify ResCode standards that can be codified. Do you have any comments 
on the merits of code assessment for multi-unit development? 

Mitchell Shire recognises the need to review the current Res Code system and develop a simpler 
system with greater certainty.  Therefore, Mitchell Shire is supportive of a code assessment system 
being developed for multi-unit development.  This has the benefit of making multi-unit 
developments easier to assess and removing some of the issues associated with discretionary 
standards.  It is considered that a code assessment system needs to be focused on the critical 
elements that will deliver good design and housing outcomes.  It is also important that any code 
assessment properly protects areas with important character, heritage and environmental values or 
constraints. 

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

Implementation is the most critical component of the plan.  There is merit in developing an 
implementation plan separate to the strategy to provide greater focus, currency and certainty in 
respect to implementation.  Mitchell Shire see the benefit of a long term focus in respect to 
implementation of key infrastructure projects which would assist with local planning and 
infrastructure delivery.  It is absolutely critical that the rolling implementation plan remains 
consistent with the principles of Plan Melbourne 2016 to ensure the strategy is not undermined.  

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

A long term focused implementation plan requires bipartisan support and supported by 
commitments to ensure that confidence can be afforded to the plan  

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