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Executive summary  

The Plan Melbourne Refresh is welcomed by the local government sector as it reflects the 
desire to include greater commitment to climate change and housing affordability in the 
metropolitan strategy.  

The MAV has made two previous submissions to Plan Melbourne focusing on governance and 
implementation issues. While several of the recommendations have been picked up, a 
continuing emphasis is required on implementation for the strategy to be successful. It is also 
incumbent on government to ensure stakeholders know quickly which elements of Plan 
Melbourne will have continuing commitment and support. 

The MAV submission has attempted to highlight the 24 (out of 62) options that councils are most 
supportive of, as well as those where councils have expressed concern or would like to see 
greater development. While councils support an emphasis on climate change and housing 
affordability they felt these sections of the discussion paper were not well scoped and greater 
thought is required about the specific actions.  

It is crucial to the ongoing success of the Plan Melbourne strategy that the long-term vision and 
key strategies for Melbourne and its future development are separated from short-term actions. 
This should take the form of a long-term spatial plan, and infrastructure and implementation 
plans with a shorter time horizon. To understand whether the strategy is being achieved, a 
monitoring and evaluation plan is also critical. 

To ensure Plan Melbourne 2016 is implementable, the MAV suggests that the proposed actions 
of the discussion paper and the existing 332 actions of Plan Melbourne 2014 be filtered so that 
key strategies that influence the achievement of the vision can be highlighted and the 
miscellaneous actions removed.  

There is continuing concern that infrastructure and funding arrangements have not been 
resolved as part of the refresh. The emergence of Infrastructure Victoria must provide a pathway 
for the identification and prioritisation of infrastructure across metropolitan Melbourne. If this 
fundamental connection is not made, implementation of Plan Melbourne 2015 is likely to fail. 

Councils believe that a strong relationship between government and councils is also critical to 
the delivery of Plan Melbourne. The sub-regional groups, established by the Metropolitan 
Planning Authority (MPA) are supported and councils are keen to see the results of their land 
use planning and infrastructure prioritisation efforts. To further support the relationship it is 
considered that there is a need for: 

• The MPA/MAV Partnership agreement be re-endorsed 
• Similar agreements be prepared with councils that have significant urban renewal areas 
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• The peri-urban group of councils be tapped into to explore infrastructure and strategic 
planning needs 

• Clear direction be provided for the sub regional groups including identification of 
objectives, implementation actions and cross region work on common issues. 

As councils are at the interface of implementation they remain fundamentally concerned that 
appropriate funding has not, and will not, be directed toward the strategic and statutory 
implementation efforts of the sub-regional groups or individual councils that will need to reflect 
the core concepts of Plan Melbourne in their planning schemes. Councils believe funding could 
be directed from the Metropolitan Planning Levy.  

Recommendations 

1. Government note the actions considered most critical by local government and 
the suggestions made for inclusions. 

2. Government release Plan Melbourne 2016 for comment prior to its adoption. 

3. Government consider how critical infrastructure that may affect the form of 
Melbourne be addressed in the revised version of Plan Melbourne. 

4. Restructure Plan Melbourne as a ‘spatial plan’, ‘infrastructure plan’, 
‘implementation plan’ and ‘monitoring and evaluation plan’. 

5. DELWP agree criteria for filtering actions to ensure that the revised version of 
Plan Melbourne is well targeted and achievable. 

6. Confirm the Plan Melbourne key strategies and implementation actions that have 
bipartisan support so that implementation can either commence or continue. 

7. Government take the opportunity to review the constitution of MPA Board and the 
arrangements for chairing of the sub-regional groups. 

8. Clarify the relationship between Infrastructure Victoria and the MPA for the 
funding of key infrastructure components of Plan Melbourne and the infrastructure 
priorities identified by the sub regional groups. 

9. The Minister for Planning work with the City of Melbourne and City of Port Phillip 
to prepare a Partnership Agreement in a similar form to the MPA/MAV 
Partnership Agreement for the Fishermen’s Bend area. 
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10. Consideration should be given to tapping into the existing peri-urban group of 
councils to identify infrastructure priority and sub regional planning needs in the 
areas abutting Melbourne. 

11. Government provides for appropriate funding to sub-regional groups and a Local 
Government Assistance Fund to assist councils implement components of Plan 
Melbourne and its Refresh. 
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1 Introduction 

The Municipal Association of Victoria (MAV) is pleased to make a submission to the Plan 
Melbourne Refresh process. 

The MAV and councils are committed to the implementation of the Plan Melbourne strategy; 
however we also acknowledge and support amendments to it to ensure that greater account is 
taken of climate change and housing affordability. 

At the outset we suggest government needs to confirm the key strategies and implementation 
actions of Plan Melbourne that have bipartisan support so that the important task of 
implementation can continue. This task must happen quickly and is critical to the Metropolitan 
Planning Authority’s (MPAs) engagement with councils through the sub-regional groups and the 
implementation of actions at an individual council level.  

It is also crucial to the ongoing success of the Plan Melbourne strategy that the long-term vision 
and key strategies for Melbourne and its future development are separated from actions that 
might be perceived to be political in nature and subject to the whim of the government of the 
day. We suggested in our previous submissions that this might take the form of a long-term 
spatial plan and an infrastructure plan with a shorter time horizon. 

In preparing this submission, the MAV undertook a survey of councils and consulted with 
mayors, CEOs and planning directors and council officers. A draft submission was also 
circulated for comment.  

It is expected that councils will also make their own submissions to the process. Councils will 
have particular views about the emerging policy agenda and how it is relevant to their region 
and municipality. The MAV will again focus on governance and implementation issues for Plan 
Melbourne Refresh as it is these issues that will influence how successful the strategy will be. 

2 Background 

The MAV prepared two submissions as part of the development of Plan Melbourne. The 
challenge we saw for government was identifying long term infrastructure needs across all of 
government and finding a way of delivering the plan through appropriate governance and 
funding arrangements.  

We identified the failings of Melbourne 2030 as being: 

• A lack of whole- of-government commitment/ownership of the strategy 

• A misalignment between the state budgetary cycle and implementation of the strategy 

• An over reliance on land use planning as the sole implementation means  
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• Absence of complimentary strategies such as coordinated government action, taxation, 
financial incentives and pricing  

• The absence of any regional infrastructure framework and delivery mechanism 

• The expectation that councils would implement much of the strategy without ongoing 
funding or support 

• The absence of community understanding of the strategy 

• Inadequacy of planning tools and processes. 

In an attempt to address a number of these issues the MAV put forward the key components of 
a successful metropolitan strategy including: 

• A framework including a spatial plan, infrastructure plan, investment plan and monitoring 
and evaluation plan 

• A defined legislative status and review period 

• Concurrent modification of the Victoria Planning Provisions to implement the strategy 

• A support package for councils to assist implementation. 
 
We also called for: 

• A state-local protocol to outline the obligations of both parties, provide criteria for 
state/regional significance projects and urban renewal areas, as well as provide 
parameters around the sub-regional working arrangements and resourcing 

• Policy clarity and guidance around Green Wedges and Activity Centres 

• A number of policy gaps to be addressed. 

The need for a regional infrastructure framework was acknowledged and partly addressed in 
Plan Melbourne through the creation of sub-regional groups of councils and a protocol between 
the MPA and the MAV. The Plan Melbourne Refresh Discussion Paper has further recognised 
the need for separation between the ‘plan’ and ‘implementation’ and the need for regular review. 

Before delving into the nuances of the policy options, we thought it important to understand 
where the implementation of Plan Melbourne is up to. The MPA helpfully advised that 66 of its80 
actions have commenced or are ongoing. Many of the planning system responses are tied up 
with the State Planning Policy Framework that has not progressed significantly. It is unclear 
about the status of many of the transport related actions. Of the 300 odd actions, we consider 
that the majority of initiatives that require considered thought, engagement, and cooperation 
between agencies or with local government, have not yet been acted on. 
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3 Emerging policy agenda 

3.1. New policy emphasis 

Councils are largely supportive of the thrust of the Plan Melbourne Refresh. Of the options 
identified the most support (<80 percent supportive or highly supportive) is given to: 

Growth challenges, fundamental principles and key concepts 

• Locking down the urban growth boundary and articulating the values of the green 
wedge and peri-urban areas 

• Greater prominence to climate change, housing affordability and people, place 
and identity 

• Rolling implementation plan 
• Defining polycentric city and 20- minute neighbourhoods 
• Focusing on the partnership with local government. 

Delivering jobs and investment 
• Tools to protect strategic agricultural land 
• Updating activity centres (we take this to mean updating activity centre policy and 

practice note) 
• Additional criteria for new activity centres. 

A more connected Melbourne 
• Incorporating reference to the Active Transport Network 
• Updating to reflect new transport projects. 

Housing 

• Preparing a policy statement about housing growth in defined locations 
• Introducing initiatives to expedite social and affordable housing 
• Canvassing options for housing development goals 
• Developing a metropolitan housing strategy (more work is required to determine 

whether such an approach is needed in light of the level of strategic work 
undertaken by councils in the preparation of their housing strategies). 

A more resilient and environmentally sustainable Melbourne 
• Increasing vegetation and water sensitive urban design 
• Strengthening ESD 
• Including renewable and low emissions energy generation 
• Strengthening high habitat corridors (including river and creek corridors) 
• Including strategic environmental principles 
• Reviewing policy and hazard management planning tools and criteria 
• Including an infrastructure resilience test. 
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New planning tools 
• Nil 

Implementation 

• Developing a rolling implementation plan 
• Defining the role of MPA and sub-regional groups 
• Updating the monitoring framework. 

Councils express concern about: 

Housing targets – many councils expressed the view that a specific target is not required and 
that the focus should instead bw on livability including public transport investment and improved 
services. Change can only occur with commitment to infrastructure and public investment.  

Neighbourhood Residential Zone – the percentage application of the NRZ is considered to have 
no policy basis but if the approach continues to be implemented it should be across the 
metropolitan area rather than at a local level. Clarification should be given to the role of the zone 
in protecting ‘sensitive’ neighbourhoods and precincts, such as along the Yarra River Valley, 
and attention paid to the preparation of guidelines to assist councils in the application of the 
zone. 

Reclassification of future emerging Metropolitan Activity Centres - councils are not supportive of 
reviewing future emerging Metropolitan Activity Centres. In particular reference to be 
downgrading of MACs such as Toolern and Lockerbie is counterproductive as there is a need 
for such designation and the provision of higher level services, significant investment, and 
resources have already be expended by councils. 

Peri-urban planning and infrastructure provision – peri-urban areas are crucial in providing much 
of Melbourne’s primary produce, accommodating extractive industries required for Melbourne, 
managing tourism and environmental assets, providing a significant workforce and 
accommodating significant population growth. Attention needs to be paid to the infrastructure 
needs of peri-urban areas that are already experiencing growth pressures. The recommendation 
for the MPA to have a Melbourne focus would be detrimental to peri-urban councils being able 
to undertake appropriate strategic planning and adequately providing for their populations into 
the future.  

Code assessment for multi-dwellings – this option raises a number of concerns for councils such 
as the reduction of third party rights, loss of neighbourhood character and ambiguity about 
whether an application fits within a code assessment process. A code assessment process may 
result in generic development outcomes and a ‘cookie cutter’ approach to design.  

Development contributions – the lack of action on implementing the ‘urban areas’ development 
setting is of significant concern to inner urban councils. 
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Councils are particularly indifferent toward: 

• Removing the Integrated Economic Triangle 
• Renaming National Employment Clusters 
• Focusing on core institutions 
• Identifying tools for National Employment Clusters and Urban Renewal Areas 

This may be because they are new concepts that have not yet been well developed. 

Matters and policy ideas that councils believe should be included in Plan Melbourne Refresh 
are: 

• Identifying and addressing the impacts of population growth on peri-urban areas. In a 
regional planning sense peri-urban areas have fallen between the gap of Plan Melbourne 
and the Regional Growth Plans that focus on regional areas. Access to technical advice 
of the MPA has also been restricted.  

• Reviewing ResCode and give effect to ESD provisions through an integrated planning 
and building system and through the private sector. Such a review could set objectives 
and a hierarchy of design elements and be linked to assessment tools such as (the Built 
Environment Sustainability Scorecard – BESS). New objectives could be included such 
as urban cooling, healthy design that encourages walking and cycling, and water reuse. 

• Creating a section on people, place and identity (although mentioned, no specific actions 
are included). 

• Outlining the role of the regions and regional cities and key short, medium and long-term 
infrastructure investment to support growth. Existing infrastructure, such as the Regional 
Rail Link, could also be better leveraged and consideration given to moving jobs to 
regions. Commitment to implementation planning for regional growth plans is also 
required. 

• Providing for the clear designation of activity centres and the consolidation of sites in 
activity centres. Consideration should be given to the synergies (if any) between National 
Employment Clusters and identifying non-planning tools. 

• Providing for the concept of ‘vertical’ zoning to be applied in multi use areas. 

• Building in a precautionary approach to environmental risks such as flooding where 
uncertainties exist. 

There is a level of concern that in some areas, such as ‘a more resilient and sustainable 
Melbourne’ and ‘housing’, that the actions are vague and not specific enough to make 
comments about. In the affordable housing space, councils consider government needs to 
provide wider support through funding, access to land and other resources. The Senate 
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Committee Inquiry into Affordable Housing recommendations should also be considered as well 
the potential for inclusionary zoning. 

In relation to implementation, councils believe a refreshed Plan Melbourne should: 

• Highlight changes to the SPPF to reflect principles and concepts 
• Separately indicate those infrastructure projects with commitment to fund versus those 

that are not yet funded 
• Provide commitment to funding for councils to undertake significant strategic planning 
• Align state and local government plans and planning cycles for infrastructure and 

consider how private sector investment can be harnessed 
• Support the MPA to support councils with urban design, economic analysis and other 

technical advice 
• Set delivery timeframes and funding mechanisms. 

Given the need for resolution of a number of the options raised and the potential inclusion of 
others, the MAV is of the firm view that a further round of consultation is required on Plan 
Melbourne 2016 prior to its adoption. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3.2. Policy gaps 

While councils are pleased to see discussion about some the policy gaps they identified in Plan 
Melbourne, there are other areas that should be addressed given the opportunity. These include 
the inclusion of key infrastructure such as water/drainage, sewerage, waste management, 
health facilities, education facilities, metropolitan open space and major hazard facilities. This 
infrastructure is critical to the effective functioning of Melbourne and may either promote or 
constrain growth. 

Recommendation 

1. Government note the actions considered most critical by local government and the 
suggestions made for inclusions: 

• Identify and address the impacts of population growth on the peri- urban 
communities  

• Review ResCode and give effect to ESD provisions through an integrated 
planning and building system  

• Create a section on people, place and identity 
• Outline the role of regional cities and infrastructure needs  
• Providing for the clear designation and facilitation of  activity centres  
• Building in a precautionary approach to environmental risks.  

2. Government release Plan Melbourne 2016 for comment prior to its adoption. 
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4 Structure of Plan Melbourne 

4.1. Structure of Plan Melbourne 

The MAV is concerned that the current Plan Melbourne and its Refresh are focused solely on 
land use regulation rather than being a truly metropolitan strategy that understands and 
incorporates all of the influences on city development, and develops a vision for the future. 
There are other significant levers that government has, such as pricing, taxation and other 
financial incentives that may help to achieve the vision. 

As detailed in the MAV’s previous submissions to Plan Melbourne, we are of the strong view 
that Plan Melbourne should consist of a ‘spatial plan’ that sets out the vision for Melbourne and 
the long- term commitments (key strategies), an infrastructure plan, an implementation plan 
and a monitoring and evaluation plan.  

The spatial plan should be about what Melbourne will look like in 2050 and what needs to 
happen to get there. The 1987 Metropolitan Strategy – Shaping Melbourne’s Future does this 
quite effectively. 

If this approach is taken the existing Plan Melbourne can be stripped back and be focused 
around the Plan for Melbourne shown in Maps 3 (medium term) and 4 (2050). The plans should 
be inclusive of key infrastructure such as water/drainage, sewerage, waste management, health 
facilities, education facilities, metropolitan open space and major hazard facilities which councils 
identified as current policy gaps. 

The key strategies may only number a few and are the fundamental shifts that are required to 
deliver the Plan. Examples of key strategies are: 

• Create a city of 20-minute neighbourhoods 
• Plan and develop Fishermans Bend Urban Renewal Area  
• Build a new airport 
• Protect Melbourne’s waterways  
• Green the city 

While the rest of the actions may be desirable, they hide what is essential for the Plan to be 
effectively implemented. There may be some actions that can be listed as ‘supporting actions’. 
Examples of these are: 

 

Recommendation 

3. Government consider how critical infrastructure that may affect the form of 
Melbourne be addressed in the revised version of Plan Melbourne. 
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Key strategy:   Green the city 

Supporting actions:  Create a network of metropolitan parks  
Introduce new development requirements for rooftops and external 
walls 

    Establish new boulevards 

We consider that an infrastructure plan is still a critical component as there needs to be a 
pipeline of identified infrastructure projects that are committed and funded for the delivery of the 
Plan over time. This may well dovetail into Infrastructure Victoria’s task of preparing a 30-year 
infrastructure plan and a five year plan. 

The role of an ‘implementation plan’ is to detail the tasks and actions required timeframes and 
accountabilities. This later plan may have a shorter term focus that enables variation depending 
on available resources and political commitments. The implementation plan should be focused 
on the actions to be delivered by government. If there are actions for councils these should be 
separately identified by the sub-regional groups. 

An example of an implementation plan format is provided below: 

 
We also believe there is a need for a monitoring and evaluation plan. 

 

 

 
 

4.2. Deciding what to include 

The discussion paper identifies 62 potential actions, and a submission process will identify a 
further range of actions. Adding this to the 332 existing actions set out in Plan Melbourne, the 
task of identifying what should be included in the refresh of Plan Melbourne is very difficult. 

Key 
strategy 

Studies/ 
strategic 
planning 

Statutory 
controls 

Funding Capital 
works 

Governance Timeframe Issues/ 
needs 

Lead 
agency 

Key 
partners 

          

          

          

Recommendation 

4. Restructure Plan Melbourne as a ‘spatial plan’, ‘infrastructure plan’, ‘implementation 
plan’ and ‘monitoring and evaluation plan’. 
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There must be an improvement in the alignment between the vision and the key strategies so 
that it is clear how the vision will be delivered. Actions that involve ‘investigation’ or ‘further work’ 
belong in an implementation plan rather than the spatial plan itself. Actions that refer to data 
collection should be included in a monitoring plan. 

While section 4.1 highlights the actions councils believe are most important, other stakeholders 
will have differing views. Criteria needs to be developed to assist filtering and prioritising the 
strategies and implementation actions. The criteria might also usefully be applied to the existing 
actions.  

The criteria we suggest are: 

• The actions are within the sole influence of government (or its agencies) 
• The action links directly to the achievement of Plan for Melbourne 2050 (map 3 and 4). 

(Remove all implementation, monitoring, duplicate or ongoing actions) 
• The action is supported by the MAC and key stakeholders 
• The action is clear, actionable and measurable. 

 

 
 
 

5 Implementation 

5.1. Keep on keeping on 

As a principle, the MAV and councils are of the view that implementation of the agreed Plan 
Melbourne initiatives should continue and not be further delayed by the Plan Melbourne 
Refresh.  

We would like see government confirm the key strategies and implementation actions for Plan 
Melbourne that have bipartisan support so that implementation can either commence or 
continue. We understand, for example, that the MPA has held back from any further sub-
regional engagement with councils on the basis that it is unclear how or what they should focus 
on. Clarification is critical to enable this work to proceed and for councils to feel confident in 
proceeding with any implementation work they may also be doing. 

It also appears that Plan Melbourne has fallen into the trap of over reliance on land use planning 
as the sole implementation lever (as illustrated in the number of land use planning actions) and 
the absence of complementary strategies such as coordinated government action, taxation and 
financial incentives are likely to limit its success. 

Recommendation 

5. DELWP agree to criteria for filtering actions to ensure that the revised version of 
Plan Melbourne is well targeted and achievable. 
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5.2. Governance 

The MAV supports the concept of a metropolitan planning authority and worked with councils 
during the development of Plan Melbourne to suggest roles and responsibilities, and 
governance arrangements for the MPA that would assist councils in regional planning. 

The governance model developed by councils calls for the MPA Board to be made up of: 

• The secretaries of Department of Premier and Cabinet, Department of Treasury and 
Finance, Department of Environment, Land Water and Planning, Department of 
Economic Development, Jobs, Transport and Resources, and Department of Education 
and Training 

• Representatives from local government. This could be in the form of the Chair of each 
sub-regional group (the groups are currently chaired by the MPA) 

• An independent Chair. 

We continue to believe this model would provide for the best outcomes for metropolitan 
Melbourne. The proposed structure is similar to that recently introduced for Infrastructure 
Victoria. It is also a similar approach to the Victorian Coastal Council and the Alpine Resorts Co-
coordinating Council where the Chairs of ‘regional’ bodies have a place on the councils.  

The Board should develop Cabinet endorsed sub-regional infrastructure priorities to give clarity 
to councils and other stakeholders. 

The proposed structure would be effective in engaging those government departments and 
agencies reluctant to commit to the implementation of Plan Melbourne. 

Councils believe the key roles of the MPA are: 

• Stewardship of Plan Melbourne 
• Coordination of government agencies responsible for infrastructure and implementation 
• Sponsor of ‘city shaping’ infrastructure projects 
• Planning and responsible authority for areas of agreed metropolitan significance 
• Development of structure plans to develop a regional framework 
• Coordination of the infrastructure prioritisation process and promotion of sub-regional 

infrastructure priorities through the budgetary process 
• Provision of advice and support to councils about implementation issues. 

Recommendation 

6. Confirm the Plan Melbourne key strategies and implementation actions that have 
bipartisan support so that implementation can either commence or continue. 
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It appears that some of these roles envisaged for the MPA have not eventuated and the ability 
to influence the outcomes on the ground has been significantly curtailed. 

 

 

 

5.3. Infrastructure management and budget alignment 

The sub-regional groupings established under Plan Melbourne were established by the MPA in 
2014 and priority projects identified for submission to the budgetary process. The Plan 
Melbourne Refresh Discussion Paper does not provide any additional information about how the 
projects have or will be considered, or on what basis projects will be funded.  

Since the release of Plan Melbourne in 2014, Infrastructure Victoria has been established to 
prepare a 30-year infrastructure plan with five year short term plans. Councils envisage 
Infrastructure Victoria conducting business case and cost benefit analyses of infrastructure 
identified in Plan Melbourne, and by the sub-regional groups, and then producing an 
Infrastructure Plan that has a standing budget allocation. 

Infrastructure Victoria should also be given the task of identifying how Melbourne is best able to 
leverage existing infrastructure. In this regard, a specific task should be to investigate the cost 
benefit analysis of bringing forward or delaying the delivery of particular infrastructure. This 
would better inform political decision making. 

The relationship between Infrastructure Victoria and the MPA must be made clear and provide a 
pathway for the identification and prioritisation of infrastructure across metropolitan Melbourne. If 
this fundamental connection is not made, implementation of Plan Melbourne Refresh will fail. 

 

 

 

 

 

5.4. Partnership with local government  

Councils agree that a strong relationship between government and councils is critical to the 
delivery of Plan Melbourne.  

Following the release of Plan Melbourne, the MAV and the MPA developed a Partnership 
Agreement 2014-2018 that sets out: 

Recommendation 

8. Clarify the relationship between Infrastructure Victoria and the MPA for the funding 
of key infrastructure components of Plan Melbourne and the infrastructure priorities 
identified by the sub regional groups. 

Recommendation 

7. Government take the opportunity to review the constitution of MPA Board and the 
arrangements for Chairing of the sub-regional groups. 
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• The obligations of the MPA, the MAV and councils 
• A means of working through differences 
• A protocol for the engagement with councils when the MPA is a planning authority or 

responsible authority. 

As part of the refresh of Plan Melbourne it is considered that this Agreement should be upheld 
and that an Agreement be developed with the City of Melbourne and City of Port Phillip for 
Fishermans Bend and other sites where the Minister for Planning becomes the planning or 
responsible authority.  

The sub-regional groups formed under Plan Melbourne are broadly supported by councils. 
However, although there was a high level of effort and energy in the first 12 months of the 
release of Plan Melbourne councils advise there has been very little activity since then. Councils 
are keen to see an outcome of their initial infrastructure prioritisation work. Consideration should 
be given to tapping into the existing peri-urban group of councils to identify infrastructure priority 
and sub regional planning needs in the areas abutting Melbourne. 

In terms of moving forward councils would like to see: 

• A clear direction (overarching objectives) for the groups and purpose for each meeting  
• Cross regional/municipality work on common issues (eg. clusters) 
• Co-ordination of local government actions to complement the implementation of Plan 

Melbourne Refresh across each sub-region 
• Consultation with the community 
• Alignment with state financial planning processes and informed cost benefit analysis of 

identified projects 
• Coordination of state departments and agencies 
• MPA lead implementation in priority locations  
• An accessible funding stream  
• Clarity of role, resourcing and decision making for different implementation tasks. 

As councils are at the interface of Plan Melbourne implementation they remain fundamentally 
concerned that appropriate funding has not been directed toward the strategic and statutory 
implementation of Plan Melbourne either for the sub-regional groups to undertake required 
planning work or for individual councils that will need to reflect the core concepts of Plan 
Melbourne in their planning schemes. Councils estimate the following individual costs of 
implementation: 

Estimated cost of implementation 
Amount % 
$0-$50,000  23.8 
$50,000 - $100,000  15.38 
$100,000 - $150,000  0 
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$150,000 plus  61.54 

Source: MAV Survey November 2015 

Of the survey respondents, 79 per cent believe they do not have the current resources to enable 
implementation in a timely fashion. Councils are dubious about the ability to implement Plan 
Melbourne without dedicated funding. 

At the release of Melbourne 2030 (the predecessor of Plan Melbourne), commitment was made 
to a Local Government Assistance Fund that provided targeted grants of $2.5 million to councils 
for strategic work and planning scheme implementation.  

Councils would like to see a similar level of commitment to the development of strategic work, 
planning scheme implementation and other complimentary strategies that facilitate 
implementation. 

Some of this funding they believe could be directed from the Metropolitan Planning Levy which 
is predicted to raise at least $17 million annually. From the second reading speech of the 
Building a Better Victoria (State Tax and Other Legislation Amendment) Bill 2014 it seems that 
the purpose of the Levy is to fund the MPA, facilitate state significant sites such as national 
employment clusters, metropolitan activity centres and urban renewal areas, and to prepare 
strategies such as the metropolitan open space strategy. Within this, it seems that there is some 
potential for support of sub-regional groups and an Assistance Fund for individual council work 
provided it is within this framework. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

6 Conclusion 

The MAV and councils are pleased there will be an increased emphasis on climate change and 
housing affordability within the revised Plan Melbourne. However, the actions for these areas 
are not well resolved and considerable work will be required to work through climate change 

Recommendation 

9. The Minister for Planning work with the City of Melbourne and City of Port Phillip to 
prepare a Partnership Agreement in a similar form to the MPA/MAV Partnership 
Agreement for the Fishermen’s Bend area 

10. Consideration should be given to tapping into the existing peri-urban group of 
councils to identify infrastructure priority and sub regional planning needs in the 
areas abutting Melbourne 

11. Government provides for appropriate funding to sub-regional groups and a Local 
Government Assistance Fund to assist councils implement components of Plan 
Melbourne and it’s Refresh. 
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impacts on the future growth of Melbourne, and what planning mechanisms can be employed to 
address housing affordability.  

We have highlighted the actions of greatest value to councils, some continuing gaps and 
suggested a means of filtering potential actions and existing Plan Melbourne actions. We have 
also raised some implementation issues of an ongoing nature, particularly in relation to the 
funding of delivery of Plan Melbourne and the roles and responsibilities of the MPA and 
Infrastructure Victoria. We trust that Plan Melbourne Refresh provides an opportunity to 
reprosecute some of those issues to ensure that a revised Plan Melbourne can be delivered and 
relevant till 2050. 
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