
Respondent No: 35 Login: 

Email: 

Responded At: Dec 15, 2015 09:58:48 am

Last Seen: Dec 14, 2015 22:58:13 pm

IP Address:

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 request my

submission be published anonymously with my postcode but with

no other details.

Q5. Contact email

Q6. Name of person making submission on behalf

of organisation

Q7. Contact phone number

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

I live in the Sunbury area and know that the land north and north west of the Airport and South of Sunbury is only suitable for

housing or industry. It is kilometres closer to Melbourne than most new housing estates. It has more infrastructure than

most of the new estates. 28 kilometres out and not in the UGB. One would ask why? This area looks like the Australian bite

with development happening south, east and west of the area.



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?

Strongly Disagree

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 disagree

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?

This is Melbourne Australia and I think we are capable of doing things ourselves without interference. It is insulting. We have

well educated people planning Melbourne and I am sure they can work it out for Melbourne Australia as the planners live

here.

No absolutely not. There are other plans around my area for an Outer Western Ring Road and locking down land out of

development around such a road would be absurd. I am sure there are other areas with similar plans.

The Green Wedge offers nothing to the residents of Melbourne. Planners can to better. We need Melbourne and its

residents to be part of Green Melbourne. I prefer to have better suburb development with larger open spaces, park lands

and sports grounds and public gardens and public vegetable gardens within walking distances from housing and to be part

of the housing estates rather than have a Green Wedge around a city. We use to do this. Look at the areas that still have

these massive public park areas. They bring everyone together. People want to live near them and people want to be

running, walking and playing in these areas. Why I say this is: There are Green Wedge areas with hundreds of old cars on

different properties, Bus depots, truck parking, Carnival ride storage and who knows what is happening in some properties.

Not what I imagined a Green Wedge should look like.

Don't like expanding the city centre concept and it is hard to undue once done. We need to look further out for these

National Employment Clusters etc. The city is at breaking point. Traffic is just stuffed up. People are living in there now and

this changes the dynamics and how they will cope with all the congestion. There is no need for this crowded inner

Melbourne. Congestion is a real concern to peoples amenity. We are not Europe. We are unique and very fortunate to have

more land than any other country. We should be looking at ourselves and stop modelling on overcrowded cities around the

world



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?

Disagree

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

Who does all there shopping 20 minutes locally? Maybe 50% of people. People cannot walk with their shopping. Over 60's

don't ride bikes or walk with their shopping. Mothers with young children cannot walk or ride a bike for their shopping.

Parents don't even have time to walk their kids to school. Nice idea but in realty it is not for everyone. Maybe singles. You

are asking people to do things just in their neighbourhood which they will not necessarily do. I know from around myself.

Everything is within 10 minutes here but people prefer to go to their favourite doctor, hairdresser, butcher etc . miles away.

They go over to the big shopping centres that have a Meyer or David Jones. Schools work in local areas, Health centres,

train stations, local take away or café Lucky if you work there. We need to be putting schools and childcare near train

stations. Hospitals should have been built near train stations. Universities as well.

The closer you move in towards Melbourne the housing prices increase. Liveable Communities means more open space

and parkland. People need green around them. They need the birds and local wildlife. Concrete jungles are just awful. As I

said above bring the Green Wedge into every suburb for everyone. All housing should have access to the sun on their

roofs for 5KW of solar. No one should be allowed block this on a neighbour's property. Bring the Electricity companies along

with you on this. Heritage is important so we have to be careful not to ruin an area with concrete.

We do not have to crowd the inner suburbs. We are not Europe or Hong Kong we are Melbourne Australia and we should

have our own way of building and design. We should be embracing the outer fringe along with the inner suburbs. We can

bring Melbourne into a wonderful green parkland of housing suburbs in a 35 KM ring around the city. If we don't we will no

longer be the liveable city but a congested crowded concrete mess. We are already building in the inner and suburbs too

close for liveable friendly environment. There will be social problems coming our way with the greed of the small housing

lots. Just so short sighted.

Solar as said above



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?

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?

Option 21B

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?

Disagree

These clusters should be spread far and wide. They should be pleasant places to work and again there should be parkland

for workers to sit and relax during breaks. Even sporting facilities within the precincts.

It makes sense to have opportunities for all types of businesses in these clusters.

Don't forget the parkland for the workers in Werribee. Werribee is not the only area screaming out for an employment

cluster. It is hard for people in other areas to access especially if they live elsewhere. You cannot expect people to move to

Werribee at obscene costs to their families for what maybe a temporary job.



Q29.Why?

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?

Like Werribee it is ok if you live near there but unfortunately people have to travel a long way to these places of work. There

is no job security anymore. People cannot afford to sell their houses or change kids schools every time they change jobs.

We need more clusters. Not these big clusters in what to some is 40km from where they live

Put everything you can into an activity centre. Cater for everyone. Sometimes I feel that young Mums and the elderly get

priority. I have nothing against this but please cater for the everyone.

Too late. We should be protecting areas with broad acres and natural water supplies around Melbourne. We are not doing

this now and have let developers buy up these large acreages because it is cheaper and easier for the developer. The fact

that these were farms with crops and animals did not matter. We have lost market gardens and vineyards. The best

agricultural land around Melbourne is gone forever and what is left within 30km is rubbish. Only good for housing.

Developers wont buy this land because they don't want to deal with small lot owners and you have put the rubbish land with

no water in the Green Wedge.

Why do you allow housing near quarries? That is all I can say. Dust and trucks all day long.

Melbourne is more than Werribee, Dandenong and the City. Look at where the trains go and the Freeway's go and put

some new clusters along these.

Yes and do this prior to implementation. The Outer Metropolitan Ring Road was meant to be one of these. There should

updates on this project for people affected and people who would use this transport corridor.

not answered



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

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?

Strongly 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?

Strongly Agree

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 Disagree

These paths are limited. I know hardly anyone uses them in the outer suburbs but it is more a safety issue now and they

should be on most roads. New suburbs roads should make allowances for these paths. Will mean wider roads and that can

only be good.

Melbourne is big enough to house more people on the fringe and many fringe areas have good train services and freeways.

Greenfield growth should be more than 30% There is no way you can supply the necessary infrastructure in establish

areas with 70% going in there. This will be awful for people who already live in these areas. They will have to share limited

amenities with many others. Garbage days, deliveries, moving, trucks and vans, people everywhere, parklands crowded,

doctors and dentists waiting times etc. Awful concept.

Forget it. The thought of the congestion and overcrowding with 70% in established areas. The traffic in the streets and

parking. Take a trip to Sydney's inner suburbs and you will change your mind.

We have fire hazards around Melbourne because of farmland up against housing back fences. I think new estates should

have varying sizes of land and dwellings. Some people on an 1 acre and others on smaller varying sizes. I seen this up at

Gisborne and it looks great and people are not on top of each other. Plenty of land around Melbourne to do this.



Q44.Why?

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?

Option 40B

Congestion. It is not just people it is what comes with more people and I don't think this has been taken into account. ie I

have visitors of some sort most days. They do not live locally. They come in a car or a van. Now I have neighbours who

have more visitors than me. We do not all live on the same bus, train or tram line. We use our cars. This is why I hate

unlocking backyards in established areas. You will have to put in more parkland and I don't ever here of a new park going in

for the new residents. There is the heat effect of housing and the loss of trees. These areas will be hotter. I know people

who live in the inner city suburbs in townhouses and flats but they go to their country weekenders to get away. I think that

sums it up. Young families cannot escape so what are you going to do for them?

Local Community consultation. Especially with the establish housing changes you are proposing. Explain how you are going

to have enough facilities and amenities for the all residents. Parking, Parklands, recreation grounds etc.

Local Community consultation. Especially with the establish housing changes you are proposing. Explain how you are going

to have enough facilities and amenities for the all residents. Parking, Parklands, recreation grounds etc.



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?

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?

People do not like to move. It is so expensive and they know their neighbourhoods. Build houses in the first place that have

bigger bathrooms that can take maybe a wheelchair and room for ramps. Parking areas for home nursing and carers. If we

do this in the first place people will not have to move.

Open up areas in transport corridors for housing. Transport corridors should be the first priority before any other areas.

There is no need to squash every one into Melbourne inner suburbs. In fill land around Melbourne instead of going 50km out

to the east and west.

Stop the no eaves housing now. How you could let this happen I just do not know.

With Climate change we need the massive parklands. All new housing should have water tanks and solar panels. Solar

panels should not be overshadowed so we need space between houses. I say this because sometimes people build a small

house and then put another level on top. If house are far enough apart this will not impact the neighbours solar. Bring back

space for the vegetable garden too.

With better planning we wont have the grassfire threat of the past near housing estates. Graduation of acreage towards

these new estate will alleviate the fire hazards.



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?

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?

Strongly 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?

Strongly agree

Q62.Why?

With better planning we wont have the grassfire threat of the past near housing estates. Graduation of acreage towards

these new estate will alleviate the fire hazards.

With better planning we wont have the grassfire threat of the past near housing estates. Graduation of acreage towards

these new estate will alleviate the fire hazards.

not answered

What I have said above is that we need massive parklands instead of green wedge areas. These suburban green wedges

that I am in favour of would be habitat corridors.



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?

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?

Agree

Q67.Why?

Again I repeat that the Green Wedges should be in every suburb and more open space.

Larger housing blocks and more parklands would help here. We need more trees and that means more open space and

larger backyards and front yards. We do have the space.

I don't like urban renewal unless it is old factory sites not taking peoples homes or backyards for flats and townhouses. I

like low energy technology concepts.



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?

Disagree

Q69.Why?

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

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)?

What you are building looks awful. Old style and north facing does the job.

Stop allowing the cheap no eaves housing around Melbourne. Try and planning to take advantage of the sun by designing

houses and suburbs for north facing verandas. .This is Melbourne Australia and we have hot summers and cold but

sometimes sunny winters. Design homes that take advantage of this. I have friends who live with air conditioners most hot

days and heating on all winter just because of bad design for the house block.

not answered

I think there should be more employment clusters in the north and north west.

Where you put these multi units and affordable housing is important. It should be in all suburbs and not just a few. Designed

well and not cheap alternatives with no parking. We have not got the public transport system and I cannot see it happening

for another 100 years so plenty of parking everywhere please.

Car parks at railway stations. We are hearing all the time that there is not enough especially on the fringe. There is no

excuse for this. Cheaper land and there should be massive parking areas. We want people on these trains. No new stations

without enough parking. You cannot have park and ride without the park.



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)?

Flexibility is important. Review UGB regularly as opportunities arise. We have gone far enough to the east and west. The

north west has so many opportunities and the land is not viable as it stands.

Move the Green Wedge into all suburbs for the people of Melbourne. Make the Green Wedge the wildlife habitats corridors

in the new suburbs. Open space and liveable suburbs where people want to live and play.

Don't lock down anything. Look at the urban renewal again and is it really making a positive effect on Melbourne or just over

populating the inner suburbs. Selling off houses and backyards for flats and townhouses and how does this impact an area.

Are we destroying lifestyles of residents who live in areas where these flats are going in? Be very careful conservative with

development in the older suburbs because once it is gone it is gone forever.




