
 
 

 
Discussion Paper Submission 

 

Introduction 

Please find following key information about making a submission. 

Who can make a submission?  

Anyone is able to comment and make submissions on the Plan Melbourne refresh discussion paper.  

How will submissions be used?  

We want a Plan Melbourne to reflect the community’s views, particularly in relation to housing 
affordability and diversity, energy efficiency and climate change. All submissions received will be 
reviewed and inform Plan Melbourne 2016. 

Will submissions be publicly available?  

Written submissions will be publicly available and will be able to be read by others, unless you have 
requested and been granted confidentiality status. 

Why do I have to register to make a submission or comment online?  

The information provided in the registration form will help us analyse the responses and help us 
know which issues are of concern to residents in which areas of Melbourne or to particular 
community groups.  

Can I provide a submission in another format?  

Given the high volume of submissions anticipated it is strongly preferred that the online form or the 
downloadable template be used. This will ensure the most effective evaluation of the issues raised in 
submissions.  

How do I make a submission? 

You will need to register to make a submission. Submissions and comments will close at 5.00pm 
AEDST Friday 18 December 2015.  Once registered, there are two ways to make a submission: 

 Complete the online submission form 

 Upload your submission using this submission template. Note that the preferred format is MS 
Word, 

As part of making a submission, you will need to agree to the privacy collection notice and statement 

of confidentiality. These are outlined in both the online submission and upload forms. 

Do I have to respond to all of the questions in the submission form for my views to be heard?  

Not at all. You are welcome to respond to as many, or as few, of the questions on the Plan 
Melbourne refresh discussion paper as you would like.  

 

 

http://refresh.planmelbourne.vic.gov.au/submissions/survey_tools/online-submission-form
http://refresh.planmelbourne.vic.gov.au/submissions
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Can I comment on other areas not addressed in the Plan Melbourne refresh discussion Paper?  

This refresh is not intended to comprehensively revise Plan Melbourne 2014. It builds on the 
extensive work and consultation underpinning Plan Melbourne 2014. Much of Plan Melbourne 2014 
enjoys bi-partisan support and will not change.  

The Plan Melbourne refresh discussion paper and consultation process is asking Melburnians to take 
another look at particular aspects of Plan Melbourne 2014 that need revision such as the key issues 
of housing supply, diversity and affordability, and climate change and will reflect the Government’s 
transport network priorities. 
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Submission Template 

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

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

Plan Melbourne should include a Sustainable Buildings Policy to reduce community utility costs, 
make housing more affordable, create local jobs and improve the health of local waterways.  Policy 
details have been included at 40. 

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

 Strongly Disagree  
 Disagree 
 Agree 
 Strongly Agree 

 

Please explain your response: 

Support goals 6 and 7 
 
 

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

 Strongly Disagree  
 Disagree 
 Agree 
 Strongly Agree 

 

Please explain your response: 

 

4. The discussion paper includes the option (option 8, page 18) that Plan Melbourne 2016 should 
more clearly articulate the values of green wedge and peri- urban areas to be protected and 
safeguarded. How can Plan Melbourne 2016 better articulate the values of green wedge and 
peri-urban areas? 
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5. The discussion paper includes the option (option 9, page 18) to remove the concept of an 
Integrated Economic Triangle and replace it with a high-level 2050 concept map for Melbourne 
(i.e. a map that shows the Expanded Central City, National Employment Clusters, Metropolitan 
Activity Centres, State-Significant Industrial Precincts, Transport Gateways, Health and 
Education Precincts and Urban Renewal Precincts). What elements should be included in a 
2050 concept map for Melbourne? 

 

 
 
 

6. The discussion paper includes the option (option 10, page 18) that the concept of Melbourne as 
a polycentric city (i.e. a city with many centres) with 20-minute neighbourhoods (i.e. the ability 
to meet your everyday (non-work) needs locally, primarily within a 20-minute walk) be better 
defined. Do the definitions adequately clarify the concepts? Choose one option: 

 Strongly Disagree  
 Disagree 
 Agree 
 Strongly Agree 

 

Please explain your response: 
 
 
 

7. The discussion paper includes options (options 11-17, pages 23 to 27) that identify housing, 
climate change, people place and identity and partnerships with local government as key concepts 
that need to be incorporated into Plan Melbourne 2016. Do you support the inclusion of these 
as key concepts in Plan Melbourne 2016? 

 Strongly Disagree  
 Disagree 
 Agree 
 Strongly Agree 

 

Please explain your response: 

 
 
 

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

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

 
 
 

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

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

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

Which option do you prefer?  

 Option 21A 
 Option 21B 

 
Please explain why you have chosen your preferred option: 

 
 
 

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

 Strongly Disagree  
 Disagree 
 Agree 
 Strongly Agree 

 
Why? 
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12. The discussion paper includes the option (option 23, page 30) to broaden the Dandenong South 
National Employment Cluster to call it the Dandenong National Employment Cluster in order to 
encompass the full range of activities and employment activities that make up Dandenong. 
This could include the Dandenong Metropolitan Activity Centre and Chisholm Institute of TAFE. 
Do you agree with broadening the Dandenong South National Employment Cluster? Choose 
one option: 

 Strongly Disagree  
 Disagree 
 Agree 
 Strongly Agree 

Why? 

 
 
 

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

 
 
 

14. The discussion paper includes the option (option 31, page 35) to evaluate the range of planning 
mechanisms available to protect strategic agricultural land. What types of agricultural land and 
agricultural activities need to be protected and how could the planning system better protect 
them? 

 
 
 

15. The discussion paper includes the option (option 32, page 36) to implement the outcomes of 
the Extractive Industries Taskforce through the planning scheme, including Regional Growth 
Plans, to affirm that extractive industries resources are protected to provide an economic 
supply of materials for construction and road industries. Do you have any comments in relation 
to extractive industries?  

 
 
 

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

Plan Melbourne should more seriously consider the employment growth options associated with 
sustainable resource use, more efficient energy use, alternative energy sources, decentralized water 
sources and maintenance of rainwater harvesting systems. Coombes 2015 estimated employment 
associated with a sustainable buildings policy including rainwater harvesting in South East 
Queensland at over 800 jobs.  
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Chapter 4: A more connected Melbourne 

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

 Strongly Disagree  
 Disagree 
 Agree 
 Strongly Agree 

Why? 

 
 
 

18. The discussion paper includes the option (option 35, page 43) to incorporate references to 
Active Transport Victoria (which aims to increase participation and safety among cyclists and 
pedestrians) in Plan Melbourne 2016. How should walking and cycling networks influence and 
integrate with land use? 

 
 
 

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

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

 Strongly Disagree  
 Disagree 
 Agree 
 Strongly Agree 

Why? 

 
 
 

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

 
 
 

22. The discussion paper includes the option (option 36B, page 46)  to investigate a mechanism to 
manage the sequence and density of the remaining Precinct Structure Plans based on land 
supply needs.  Do you agree with this idea? Choose one option: 

 Strongly Disagree  
 Disagree 
 Agree 
 Strongly Agree 

Why? 

 
 
 

23. The discussion paper includes the option (option 36C, page 46) to focus metropolitan planning 
on unlocking housing supply in established areas, particularly within areas specifically targeted 
for growth and intensification. Do you agree with this idea? Choose one option: 

 Strongly Disagree  
 Disagree 
 Agree 
 Strongly Agree 

Why? 

 
 
 



Plan Melbourne Refresh: Discussion Paper Submission 

Page 9 of 19 

24. The discussion paper includes options (option 37, page 50) to better define and 
communicate Melbourne’s housing needs by either: 

Option 37A: Setting housing targets for metropolitan Melbourne and each sub-region relating 
to housing diversity, supply and affordability. 

Option 37B: Developing a metropolitan Housing Strategy that includes a Housing Plan.  

Which option do you prefer? Choose one option: 

 Option 37A 
 Option 37B 
 Other 

Why? 

 
 
 

25. The discussion paper includes the option (option 38, page 52) to introduce a policy statement 
in Plan Melbourne 2016 to support population and housing growth in defined locations and 
acknowledge that some areas within defined locations will require planning protection based 
on their valued character. How could Plan Melbourne 2016 clarify those locations in which 
higher scales of change are supported? 

 
 
 

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

 
 
 

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

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

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

between municipalities.  

Which option do you prefer? Choose one option: 

 Option 40A 
 Option 40B 
 Other 

Why? 
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28.  The discussion paper includes the option (option 42, page 58) to include an action in Plan 
Melbourne 2016 to investigate how the building and planning system can facilitate housing 
that readily adapts to the changing needs of households over the life of a dwelling.  In what 
other ways can Plan Melbourne 2016 support greater housing diversity? 

 
 
 

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

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

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

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

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

 
 
 

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

Housing affordability includes living costs associated with energy and water use. Plan Melbourne 
should include a financial assessment of the reduced housing costs associated with energy and water 
efficient housing. Coombes 2015 estimated reduced water bills associated with a sustainable 
buildings policy in South East Queensland at $2.5B to 2056. 
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Chapter 6: A more resilient and environmentally sustainable Melbourne 

31. The discussion paper includes the option (option 46, page 69) to introduce Strategic 
Environmental Principles in Plan Melbourne 2016 to guide implementation of environment, 
climate change and water initiatives. Do you agree with the inclusion of Strategic 
Environmental Principles in Plan Melbourne 2016? Choose one option: 

 Strongly Disagree  
 Disagree 
 Agree 
 Strongly Agree 

Why? 

Strongly support  the following principles 
Optimise water and energy efficiency, and waste minimisation and recovery through the planning 
system to help achieve a more sustainable city 
 
Green the city to better prepare for higher temperatures and heatwaves 
 
Use the planning system to better recognise and support healthy catchments, waterways and bays 
 
Sustainable urban development requires effective coordinating planning and response action 
across government 
 

Integrated Water Management 
The key issue for rainwater harvesting is neither water efficiency nor conservation. Rainwater 
harvesting is part of an integrated water management approach and is one of a range of options for 
urban water management. 
Rainwater harvesting is a water source that reduces peak flow, daily demand and annual demand on 
potable water supplies. This has long term implications for potable water infrastructure including sizing 
of reservoirs, desalination plants, treatment plants and pipe infrastructure. This in turn reduces capital 
infrastructure costs and has major implications for the long term costs of operating that infrastructure. 
In SEQ the benefits of all new homes having water saving targets amount to over $3 billion in 
operating costs alone up to 2056. (Coombes, 2015). 
A brief illustration may be useful here. The Network Utility Operator paradigm is a large reservoir over 
a hundred kilometres from the urban area, this water is treated in a series of treatment plants and 
delivered through an extensive distribution system of smaller reservoirs, water towers, pumps and 
local infrastructure. Melbourne for example spreads over 2,500 square kilometres. These systems are 
now being supplemented by expensive desalination units. While the system represents a significant 
capital infrastructure cost the more important cost is the long term operating cost of pumps, 
maintenance and inspection of a system. In contrast a supplementary rainwater harvesting system 
collects water at the point of use, requires little or no treatment and operating costs based on a small 
pump.  
Rainwater harvesting also makes a significant reduction in stormwater quantity and improves 
stormwater quality. This in turn reduces local flooding events, stormwater management infrastructure 
and catchment management infrastructure. The reduced capital and operational costs in SEQ amount 
to $430 million up to 2056. The savings due to reduced flood damage and insurance premiums have 
not been calculated.  
The RHAA submits the effective regulation of rainwater harvesting will have significant impacts on the 
economic and environmental function of our future cities.  
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32. The discussion paper includes the option (option 47, page 72) to review policy and hazard 
management planning tools (such as overlays) to ensure the planning system responds to 
climate change challenges. Do you agree with this idea? Choose one option: 

 Strongly Disagree  
 Disagree 
 Agree 
 Strongly Agree 

Why? 

 
 
 

33. The discussion paper includes options (options 48 and 49, page72) to update hazard mapping 
to promote resilience and avoid unacceptable risk, and update periodically the planning 
system and supporting legislative and policy frameworks to reflect best available climate 
change science and data. Do you have any comments on these options? 

 
 
 

34. The discussion paper includes the option (option 50, page 73) to incorporate natural hazard 
management criteria into Victorian planning schemes to improve planning in areas exposed to 
climate change and environmental risks. Do you agree with this idea? Choose one option: 

 Strongly Disagree  
 Disagree 
 Agree 
 Strongly Agree 

Why? 

 
 
 

35. The discussion paper includes the option (option 51, page 75) to investigate consideration of 
climate change risks in infrastructure planning in the land use planning system, including 
consideration of an ‘infrastructure resilience test’. Do you agree that a more structured approach 
to consideration of climate change risks in infrastructure planning has merit? Choose one option: 

 Strongly Disagree  
 Disagree 
 Agree 
 Strongly Agree 

Why? 

The RHAA supports this option provided it is linked to an ‘infrastructure cost benefit analysis’.  While 
recycled water, desalination and rainwater harvesting are all climate change resilient there has been 
a strong focus on desalination without a transparent assessment of the relative costs and benefits of 
different options.  
The RHAA notes that rainwater harvesting is climate resilient in both drought and intense rain 



Plan Melbourne Refresh: Discussion Paper Submission 

Page 13 of 19 

events. Modelling shows rainwater  storage plays an important role in reducing urban flooding 
(Coombes 2008). Importantly in a drought situation rainwater harvesting continues to supply water 
long after all runoff into dams has ceased.  

36. The discussion paper includes the option (option 52, page 76) to strengthen high-priority 
habitat corridors throughout Melbourne and its peri-urban areas to improve long-term 
health of key flora and fauna habitat.  Do you agree with this idea? Choose one option: 

 Strongly Disagree  
 Disagree 
 Agree 
 Strongly Agree 

Why? 

 
 
 

37. The discussion paper includes options (options 53 and 54, pages 78 and 79) to introduce 
strategies to cool our city including: increasing tree canopy, vegetated ground cover and 
permeable surfaces; use of Water Sensitive Urban Design and irrigation; and encouraging the 
uptake of green roofs, facades and walls, as appropriate materials used for pavements and 
buildings with low heat-absorption properties. What other strategies could be beneficial for 
cooling our built environment?  

 
 
 

38. The discussion paper includes the option (option 56A, page 80) to investigate opportunities in 
the land use planning system, such as strong supporting planning policy, to facilitate the 
increased uptake of renewable and low-emission energy in Melbourne and its peri-urban 
areas. Do you agree that stronger land use planning policies are needed to facilitate the uptake 
of renewable and low-emission energy? Choose one option: 

 Strongly Disagree  
 Disagree 
 Agree 
 Strongly Agree 

Why? 

 
 
 

39. The discussion paper includes options (options 56B and 56C, page 80) to strengthen the 
structure planning process to facilitate future renewable and low-emission energy generation 
technologies in greenfield and urban renewal precincts and require consideration of the costs 
and benefits of renewable or low-emission energy options across a precinct. Do you agree that 
the structure planning process should facilitate the uptake of renewable and low-emission 
technologies in greenfield and urban renewal precincts? Choose one option: 

 Strongly Disagree  
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 Disagree 
 Agree 
 Strongly Agree 

Why? 

 
 
 

40. The discussion paper includes the option (option 57, page 81) to take an integrated approach 
to planning and building to strengthen Environmentally Sustainable Design, including 
consideration of costs and benefits. Do you agree that an integrated planning and building 
approach would strengthen Environmentally Sustainable Design? Choose one option: 

 Strongly Disagree  
 Disagree 
 Agree 
 Strongly Agree 

Why? 

The major thrust of the RHAA submission is the need for a sustainable buildings approach, including 
both energy and water savings targets for all new and renovated buildings in Australia. These targets 
should be performance based and non-prescriptive, allowing a range of options, including rainwater 
harvesting, to meet the targets.  
About 4 million new households are projected by 2036, a 50% increase from 2011. Australian urban 
areas are facing significant challenges from population increase, ageing, massive structural 
employment losses, climate change and ecological systems breaking down. Our cities are 
unsustainable. We need to rapidly use our scarce resources more efficiently and adopt more 
sustainable urban form. 
The RHAA submits a national policy approach to energy and water saving targets similar to the BASIX 
approach in NSW. BASIX spent years researching the data and set targets based on local 
conditions. New houses, units and major renovations must meet reduction targets of 40% less water 
and emissions (energy) than average dwellings before 2005. BASIX is achieving its targets, is cost 
effective and by 2050 the net savings (after administration and compliance) are estimated between 
$294 million and $1.1 billion. Most of those savings are enjoyed by the homeowners in reduced utility 
bills. (BASIX, 2011). The RHAA submits a national policy approach, however each state and territory 
should have flexibility to respond to their local conditions.  
The NSW BASIX program includes not just the technical requirements but the objectives, policy and 
research underlying the program. This is the most successful sustainability program in Australia, 
integrating water management, energy management and land use planning and it has a successful 10 
year history of delivering water savings. BASIX was found to have successfully integrated water and 
energy targets with the land use planning process, achieved the water and energy saving targets set 
and delivered a positive cost benefit analysis. (NERA, 2010

5
).  

 
Performance based requirements, why rainwater harvesting systems should NOT be mandatory 
A key feature is the non-prescriptive, performance based requirements of BASIX. For example in order 
to demonstrate a 40% saving in water consumption the designer can use water efficient appliances, 
low water garden plants or rainwater harvesting. The RHAA supports this performance based 
approach.  
 
Rainwater harvesting is one of a range of integrated water management options and it is not suited to 
all situations. However there are very important reasons for specifying water and energy saving 
targets on all new buildings in Australia to improve the economic efficiency, environmental 
sustainability and climate resilience of our urban areas. Performance based controls to achieve water 
savings are likely to result in rainwater harvesting systems where they are perceived as the best 
solution for the situation.  
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Key benefits of rainharvesting systems 

 Provide main water source for 900,0001 rural and peri-urban households 

 Provide alternative and complementary climate resilient water sources for urban households, leading 

to cost savings, partial independence from water restrictions, increased water security and reduced 

impact on catchment systems and estuaries 

 Reduces and defers investment in high capital cost, high energy intensity “manufactured” water 

infrastructure such as desalination plants and waste water recycling plants 

 Provides a deemed to comply solution for managing storm water flows 

 Provides emergency supply sources for firefighting and following natural disasters 

 

 
 

                                                           
1
 ABS Environmental Issues: Water Use and Conservation Mar 2013 4602.55.003 (Table 3 Main source of water 

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

Rainwater Quality 
There is a 20 year history of well documented research of rainwater meeting drinking quality 
standards. The key issue for policy makers is even less complicated, about 900,000 Australian 
Households

2
  drink rainwater every day and there is no associated epidemic of illness or deaths. The 

reasons why rainwater, which can be contaminated, does not result in widespread illness are not 
simple but the results are very clear.  
We have attached key research including an article from the American Journal of Public Health by 
Shelly Rodrigo et al and one from the International Journal of Epidemiology by Heyworth et al.  

 Consumption of untreated tank rainwater and gastroenteritis among young children in South 

Australia  JS Heyworth ,*G Glonek, EJ Maynard, PA Baghurst and J Finlay-Jones  

Young children, who were regular consumers of tank rainwater, were at no greater odds of 
gastroenteritis than those who drank treated public mains water. Two international standard 
public health investigations by Prof Heyworth confirmed this result.  

 Drinking Rainwater: A Double-Blinded, Randomized Controlled Study of Water Treatment 

Filters and Gastroenteritis Incidence Shelly Rodrigo, PhD, Martha Sinclair, PhD, Andrew 

Forbes, PhD, David Cunliffe, PhD, and Karin Leder, PhD 

There were no appreciable differences in health outcomes from drinking untreated or treated 
rainwater.  

In addition we highlight the results of the independent comprehensive and long term national 
investigations by Morrow et al and Evans et al.  

 Elements in Tank Water – Comparisons with Mains Water & Effects of Locality & Roofing 

Materials A. Morrow, P. Coombes, H. Dunstan, C. Evans, A. Martin 

A majority of the rainwater harvesting systems in these national investigations were compliant 
with the chemical and metal values in Australian Drinking Water Guidelines. The use of 
repeated independent sampling is important for the reliable determination of the 
concentrations of elements in rainwater harvesting systems and determination of real health 
risks. This research is a contrast to the publications funded by water monopolies. 

 Extensive bacterial diversity indicates the potential operation of a dynamic micro-ecology 

within domestic rainwater storage systems.  Craig A. Evans, Peter J. Coombes, R. Hugh 

Dunstan, Tracey Harrison 

This important publication is the result of comprehensive and pioneering use of medical 
science techniques including polymerase chain reaction (PCR) methods (not experimental real 
time analysis) to extract DNA of microbes in over 40 rainwater harvesting systems over a 
three year period. However, each sample was also subjected to a comprehensive range of 
leading microbial, medical and biochemical tests to confirm the results of the PCR analysis. 
The research found that bacteria of faecal origin was rare, and not abundant or persistent in 
rainwater harvesting systems.  This research discovered that rainwater storages act as 
balanced ecosystems in a similar fashion to environmental systems that improve water quality. 
This earlier, arguable more comprehensive, research does contradict the more recent work of 
Ahmed & Toze (ref) 

An extensive bibliography has been generously provided by Dr Peter Coombes on this subject in 
Appendix 1 however there are many other supporting authors. For example “enHealth 2010

3
 

acknowledges the low prevalence of disease associated with consumption of rainwater and details the 
probable reasons for this as the low probability of microorganisms in rainwater being zoonotic 

                                                           
2
 ABS Environmental Issues: Water Use and Conservation Mar 2013 4602.55.003 (Table 3 Main source of water 

for drinking) 
3
 enHealth 2010 Guidance on use of Rainwater Tanks  Commonwealth of Australia 

 

http://ije.oxfordjournals.org/search?author1=JS+Heyworth&sortspec=date&submit=Submit
http://ije.oxfordjournals.org/content/35/4/1051.full#corresp-1
http://ije.oxfordjournals.org/content/35/4/1051.full#corresp-1
http://ije.oxfordjournals.org/search?author1=EJ+Maynard&sortspec=date&submit=Submit
http://ije.oxfordjournals.org/search?author1=PA+Baghurst&sortspec=date&submit=Submit
http://ije.oxfordjournals.org/search?author1=J+Finlay-Jones&sortspec=date&submit=Submit
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pathogens and the possibility that regular consumers of water may acquire immunity to rainwater 
borne pathogens. 
Dean et al 2012

4
   pooled epidemiological studies which quantified the risk of gastrointestinal disease 

from rainwater consumption (13 studies) and concluded there was no significant difference in risk 
comparing rainwater to improved water supplies (relative risk 0.82 95% CI 0.38, 1.73). 
With respect to chemical contaminants the only chemical that a range of research studies have shown 
to be likely to be present at harmful thresholds in rainwater is lead, where point sources of lead 
leachate are present in the rainwater collection system (Chapman et al 2006, Morrow et al 2007, 
Huston et al 2009, Rodrigo et al 2009). The primary point source of lead in new homes is lead flashing 
and it is noted that NCC Vol Two 3.5.1.2 (e) precludes use of lead flashing where it is intended that the 
roof is to form part of the potable water catchment area. 

 

  

                                                           
4
 Dean, J. and Hunter, P.R. (2012). Risk of gastrointestinal illness associated with the consumption of rainwater: 

A systematic review. Environmental Science & Technology. 46; 2501- 2507 
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Chapter 7: New planning tools 

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

 
 
 

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

 
 
 

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

The key element of BASIX as a State Environmental Planning Policy is that it integrates water and 
energy management with land use planning. Using an online assessment tool this is an 
administratively simple tool that delivers real benefits from every development. That is not a 
statement often associated with planning controls.  
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Chapter 8: Implementation 

45. The discussion paper includes the option (options 1 and 61, pages 14 and 90) of Plan 
Melbourne being an enduring strategy with a long-term focus supported by a ‘rolling’ 
implementation plan. Do you agree that separating the long-term strategy from a shorter-term 
supporting implementation plan is a good idea? 

 
 
 

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

 
 
 

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

Economic systems analysis and the Refresh Melbourne Plan 
One key element of the discussion paper does seem to be lacking, an informed discussion about the 
costs and benefits of different scenarios. Cost benefit analysis is a dangerous tool open to influence by 
hidden assumptions. Used well however, by considering a whole system rather than an artificial 
reductionist construction, economic analysis can illustrate unexpected and valuable insights. 
Economic analysis formed the raison d’etre for the BASIX program in NSW because the data clearly 
showed a relatively simple urban planning tool could save billions in energy and water infrastructure. 
The RHAA experience is that previous advice has been subject to flawed assumptions that distort the 
outcomes. (Coombes et al 2015). The Rainwater Harvesting Association submits that the form and 
processes of our cities be informed by systems based economic analysis and that the key analysis be 
independent of the utilities and the consultants who work for them. 

 
 
 

 

http://www.rainwaterharvesting.org.au/newsmedia/publications

