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Q1. I am entitled to deal with the intellectual

property rights (including copyright) of all

material (and third party's) in my submission

and have obtained the necessary consent(s)

from any and all third parties.

I agree

Q2. Where personal information about other people

(including photos) is included in my

submission, I have notified them of the

contents of the Privacy Collection Notice and

obtained their consent to their personal

information being disclosed to the Plan

Melbourne refresh and published.

I agree

Q3. Name of organisation not answered

Q4. Please select from one of the options below I am making this submission as an individual. I agree to my

submission being published with my full name and postcode but

with no other details.

Q5. Contact email

Q6. Name of person making submission on behalf

of organisation

not answered

Q7. Contact phone number not answered

Q8. I have read the relevant terms of use and

consent to the conditions outlined within

these.

Yes

Q9. Please note that submissions where the relevant terms of use have not been agreed to may not be considered as

part of the Plan Melbourne Refresh. Please describe below your reasons for submitting despite together with any

specific reasons for not agreeing to the terms outlined above.

Q10.The discussion paper includes the option (option 5, page16) 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?

not answered

The challenge is to break with Melbourne's planning history, one largely of failure to shape the metropolis (McLoughlin 1992)

so the need now for political and professional leadership to take on property and development interests. The opportunity is

to move on from current neo-liberal-based 'policy' settings. This 'Refreshment' is refreshing.



Q11.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?

Agree

Q12.Please explain your response

Q13.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?

Strongly Agree

Q14.Please explain your response

Q15.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 wedges and peri-urban areas?

Q16.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 other elements should

be included in a 2050 concept map for Melbourne?

Maybe the horse (unsustainable development) has long bolted and the trick now is to somehow convince developers there

is more money to be made in higher density development in existing suburbs and residents there to accept such - but how?

Much depends on the Federal government and tax reform. In terms of social inclusion much also depends on funding of

child and education services in new suburbs. Planning is just one small part of necessary policy response.

but this can only work if land within the growth boundary is available for development or redevelopment, currently not the

case. The danger of course is big developers land banking further out and being prepared to hold onto such land for some

years in the expectation of a change of planning policy re the UGB

It could start by maintaining Melton as satellite town. My greatest fear is the land between Deer Park and Melton now

subject to future residential development will become the great Australian nightmare - poor quality housing with late and

inadequate services (TAFEs for example) well away from work places. (as the MAC paper says Werribee East as a

employment node likely will not be a massive generator of jobs, so where are the jobs in outer west to come from?)

My first thought this is a rerun of Maurie Crow's (1930s) linear city, updated by Alan Pears and others in Seeds for Change

(Cluster and Connect) from 1978, a spatial plan for both the energy-efficient and convivial city. The related thought this is all

based on the notion of the new economy: science and technology-based innovations leading to new jobs. Unfortunately

Australia is closer to the British rather than German model of university-business interaction, that can only change,again,

from Federal-level leadership i.e. funding to encourage universities into university-business partnerships.



Q17.The discussion paper includes the option

(option 10, pages 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

proposed definitions adequately clarify the

concepts?

Agree

Q18.Please explain your response

Q19.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?

Agree

Q20.Please explain your response

Q21.Any other comments about chapter 2 (growth, challenges, fundamental principles and key concepts)?

Q22.Climate change comments

Q23.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?

Yawn - Seeds for Change again. Perhaps the MAC should read it and reference it.

What are we to do with 'fortress' councils like Glen Eira, Boroondara and Banyule? Certainly the idea of having sub-regional

housing plans will force such councils to defend their self-centred attitudes to higher density housing to neighbouring

councils, so hopefully better sharing the burden of managing housing change.

We have to start with our woeful history of effective interventions in shaping Melbourne plus the fact that developers and

related interests generally run the show here. The above are all laudable but will require a generation and more to becoming

generally acceptable. It took Greater Vancouver (the overseas city that seems to be most quoted in the MAC report) 20 or

so years to get similar ideas to these accepted there.

I am told that if the Otways catch fire this summer and the weather conditions are like those at Kinglake 5 or so years back,

then the whole forest and surrounding townships will burn. No new building in the bulk of the peri-urban areas. Owners pay

full insurance rates.

Again a Federal issue but one made much worse by free trading agreements that will further mean manufacturing and

engineering-based job losses, Melbourne's life blood. With Holden and Toyota going, what hope for employment clusters in

the west and north. (Good to see what Deakin is trying to do in Geelong) Lessons learnt from the Multi-function Polis fiasco

(at least Adelaide, not Melbourne caught the worst of that)?



Q24.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?

not answered

Q25.Please explain why you have chosen your preferred option

Q26.The discussion paper includes the option

(option 22, pages 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?

Disagree

Q27.Why?

Q28.The discussion paper includes the option

(option 23, pages 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?

Agree

Q29.Why?

Option 21C - unable to make an informed choice. As you can see from previous answers these choices hem one in to

making false choices (I have memories of previous Dept of Planning 'questionnaires' doing the same)

Not convinced about the business case for Werribee East I would start by thinking about the post-Port Melbourne scenario

of a deep water port somewhere else in Port Phillip Bay, either near Geelong or Werribee, than factor in Avalon, a rethinking

of the economic base of north Geelong (reverse commuting on the Geelong freeway), then Werribee East.

What ever happened to the three freight interchange termini at the edge of metro Melbourne? And so the whole issue of

freight movement into and through Melbourne. By rail or road? Driverless trucks going along the metro freeways 11pm to

6pm each night?



Q30.The discussion paper includes options (options 24 to 30, pages 34-35) 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?

Q31.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?

Q32.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? Reference page 36.

Q33.Any other comments about chapter 3 (delivering jobs and investment)?

Q34.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?

Strongly Agree

Q35.Why?

Q36.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?

Q37.Any other comments about chapter 4 (a more connected Melbourne)?

Paramatta was successful because NSW stuck with it over the years. Vic needs to stick with Broadmeadows (as well as

Dandy, Frankston and Sunshine) if it is serious about social inclusion (Sustainable devt as mentioned at the beginning og

this document)

do not build in Koo Wee Rup and the Werribee irrigation areas. Also the deep read soils around Kinglake (cool climate) need

protection. Community gardens in each neighbourhood.

Not in areas of historic, heritage, scenic or agricultural value.

Federal and State government to re-investment in TAFE (if explained well most voters would pay more tax for this) Health

services the likely provider of most new jobs in future, the beauty being both high and low skill jobs - so big emphasis on

health science and technology.

not answered

My main comment is the distinction between recreational and commuting cycling, the former being about pleasure and slow

pace, the latter about being direct and quick. My other comment: no bikes on trains in rush hour.

not answered



Q38.The discussion paper includes the option

(option 36A, pages 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?

Disagree

Q39.Why?

Q40.What, if any, planning reforms are necessary to achieve a 70/30 target?

Q41.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?

not answered

Q42.Why?

Q43.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?

Strongly Agree

Q44.Why?

why bind yourself to set targets? Start with an audit of land either currently available and given certain assumptions, would

be available. Then in consultation with major developers and others work out ground rules for their redevelopment (trade

offs between 'sustainable' housing and density bonuses, etc. A variation on this is promoting high density living on the fringe,

new neighbourhoods in which public transport, shopping centres and schools are built in a timely manner - Lockerbie in the

far north might be halfway to this.

See last. The example of high density living I know of is Hawthorne in Milton, Toronto. Milton is N America's fastest growing

suburb. Milton's planners have the relative freedom to do 'trades' with the five big developers working there: you get the

supermarket open by this date, then you can build to this density in this area, etc.: this in the context of the Metro Plan that

is clear about a firm UGB.

As the MAC paper says, do not get carried away by land supply arguments and developers saying a short of residential

land means higher house prices. Firm UGB, alternative development sites, new housing product can underwrite the poly-

nucleated city plan. Problem is we do not have the culture, history or record to build on - it takes time. Plan Melbourne

Refresh builds on Melbourne 2030, a plan that got Government and Melburnians to think spatially: so we have made a start.

We have no choice but to.



Q45.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

affordabilityOption 37B: Developing a

metropolitan Housing Strategy that includes a

Housing Plan Which option do you prefer?

Option 37A

Q46.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?

Q47.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?

Q48.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

diversityOption 40B: Retain at least 50 per cent

as a guide but expand the criteria to enable

variations between municipalitiesWhich option

do you prefer?

Other

Q49.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?

The best way is the Vancouver way - start a discussion at the metro level, get agreements. Then proceed to the sub-metro

level and start to tie things down. Once agreed specifics set for each area, third party rights of appeal, etc, reduced. We do

not have this time so start with housing targets at the sub-metro level and lock councils in a room till they come out with an

agreement.

Neighbourhood Character studies have got us somewhere down the track. Planners understandably like set rules and

measurements but this leads to the neo-Georgian concrete box. Perhaps we have to bite the bullet and take Urban Design

seriously - maybe street level urban design conversations starting with council asking: where do you want to be living in 20

years time (when the children have left and you cannot walk far)? Here. So how should we rethink the urban design of your

street?

Build in modular timber that means renovations, extensions and partial demolition is easier.



Q50.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?

Q51.Any other comments about chapter 5 (housing)?

Q52.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?

Agree

Q53.Why?

Q54.The discussion paper includes the option

(option 47, page 72) proposes 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 proposal?

Agree

Q55.Why?

Q56.The discussion paper includes options (options 48 and 49, page 72) 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?

Build on the Port Phillip Council Housing 'Co-operative' examplar Have tri-part discussions between State govt, developers

like Stockland and regional group councils on how best to make housing more diverse and affordable in their areas. Talk to

superannuation funds about their possible involvement, one backed by government guarantees.

De-privatise building surveying Introduce capital gains tax. Get rid of negative gearing.

We need international and national agreements to underwrite anything Vic might want to do. That said there are lots of local

initiatives to check out. No-waste housing is now possible subject to health and safety checks. Councils like Moreland have

lots of good and practical ideas. Battery technology is such that viable electric cars will soon be here and householders no

longer have to pay electric bills

Major bush fires at Airey Inlet and Trentham, etc are inevitable. From my point of view people choosing to live there have to

factor in the risks involved and not expect the public to underwrite any financial costs involved. So it less a planning, rather

an insurance issue.

This a priority - for now.



Q57.The discussion paper includes the option

(option 50, pages 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?

Agree

Q58.Why?

Q59.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?

Agree

Q60.Why?

Q61.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 proposal?

Disagree

Q62.Why?

Q63.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?

If it means no new building allowed in hazard areas

not answered

I look at the grassland reserves across the N and W suburbs and wonder what purpose do they serve? If you are going to

have grassland reserves you do them BIG - the MAC paper talked of one running from near Melton to the Little River -

that's more like it.

A pity Port Phillip Bay is so shallow as one might be able to recycle relatively cold water from it to buildings in the CBD and

back in summer



Q64.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?

Agree

Q65.Why?

Q66.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?

not answered

Q67.Why?

Q68.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?

Strongly agree

Q69.Why?

Q70.Any other comments about chapter 6 (a more resilient and environmentally sustainable Melbourne)?

the way things are going, new technologies hitting the market will mean the switch to renewables is almost upon us (have

you seen all the solar panels in the new suburbs?)

not answered

A no-brainer.

not answered



Q71.Please provide your feedback on 'Chapter 7. New planning tools' below. If you do not want to provide feedback

on this chapter please selected 'save & continue'.

Q72.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?

Q73.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?

Q74.Any other comments about chapter 7 (new planning tools)?

Q75.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?

Q76. If a separate implementation plan is developed for Plan Melbourne 2016 what will make it effective?

Q77.Any other comments about chapter 8 (implementation)?

not answered

First thought is zones came out of Germany to separate noxious land uses from everything else - made sense if you had a

slaughter house and tannery next door. Arguably we now have far fewer incompatible land uses in today's city. So why

zones? Cannot we we have less blunt controls? Incentives seems the way to go here.

I would take the advice of 'better' architects and interior designers who do such work on this.

not answered

Yes. When reading the MAC paper I was aware of the state government's financial commitments for the next few years -

level crossings, Metro line, etc. - and so was thinking more of a 5 to 10 year horizon. Given the multitude of MAC

recommendations most with a dollar sign and vested interests likely to oppose (including in some case planners and

planning agencies comfortable with the status quo - I could be more specific) it seems some work on this second phase

initiatives could start now, ones to engage interested parties and build the notion that planning intends to stay around for the

foreseeable future (given Vic's planning history). Some will no doubt fall over but some might be called forward. At least we

have the ground work for some forward planning and action in place.

Federal-State-local government commitments, in dollars. Infrastructure Australia/Victoria seem central players here. Worry

about the 'Dept of Planning' - MPA separation. MPA was OK in rolling out Precinct Structure Plans for greenfield sites: that

with the Docklands problems and the already built-in Fisherman's Bend 'difficulties' means no proven record of delivering

well on brownfield sites. Are local planners up for it?

not answered


