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I disagree with the shift in emphasis being foreshadowed in 
the Discussion Paper with regard to the implementation of 
the residential zones and revised housing directions for 
‘established suburbs’ more generally.  
 
I am concerned that the Minister for Planning is laying the 
groundwork through these opportunities and challenges 
mentioned on page 16 of the Discussion Paper to 
undermine Boroondara’s residential zones and other built 
form controls.  I am particularly concerned with the point 
around ‘low suburban density’ and “to encourage high 
urban densities and foster more diversity and choice in the 
housing sector, in closer proximity to public transport and 
jobs.”  
 
Many areas in Boroondara which adjoin public transport 
corridors consist of high quality residential streets which 
should be protected from intensive development, 
particularly apartment buildings. This includes some areas 
in the vicinity of train stations.  
 
An approach of simply encouraging more development in 
the middle suburbs could undermine wider liveability 
objectives and undermine the achievement of the options 
proposed in ‘a more resilient and environmentally 
sustainable Melbourne.’  
 
It should also be recognised that Melbourne derives a 
significant part of its liveability from the high amenity areas 
of the middle suburbs, particularly those suburbs in 
Boroondara.  
 



The Boroondara Community has advocated for many years 
for improved planning certainty in residential and 
commercial areas with regard to building height and built 
form outcomes.  The residential zones and built form 
controls in commercial areas provide the planning certainty 
for the Boroondara community has been advocating for 
Boroondara.  
 
In my opinion, ‘protecting the suburbs’ refers to a 
recognition that valued neighbourhood character exists in 
the suburbs, particularly in Boroondara’s suburbs. That is 
not to say new residential development cannot occur in 
these areas.  New residential development in the suburbs 
should respect the very neighbourhood character from 
which Melbourne derives so much of it liveability.  
 
I support the strategic intent of ‘protecting the suburbs’.  I 
am opposed to any attempts by the Victorian State 
Government to modify existing residential zones in 
Boroondara on the basis of a revised Plan.  
 
I question the notion of protecting environmental and 
liveability assets on the urban fringe at the expense of 
another area’s environmental assets. This includes 
protecting valued tree canopy cover that reduces urban 
heat island effect and other valued aspects of Boroondara’s  
liveability.  
 
 
The poly-centric city model appears to have merit in its 
inclusion in a revised Plan Melbourne.   
 
However, the model should not automatically lead to the 
rezoning of land.  Development must still respect valued 
neighbourhood character and liveability.  



 
I support the Boroondara Council’s strategy for managing 
the provision of new housing and employment across 
Boroondara. This includes an emphasis on focussing jobs 
and high density housing in activity centres and commercial 
areas, and preservation of valued neighbourhood character 
in residential areas through minimal or moderate change 
only.  
 
I agree that better clarity is needed around the 20-minute 
neighbourhoods principle particularly from the perspective  
of access to services, not employment and commuting.  
Boroondara has 31 neighbourhood centres within the 
Commercial 1 Zone and planning controls are in place to 
manage built form outcomes consistent with protecting 
neighbourhood character in these centres and reflective of 
their local service status (i.e. not regional centres).  These 
planning controls should be maintained.  
 
The 20-minute neighbourhoods model should be advanced 
more rigorously through land use and built form design 
guidelines for outer suburban centres as well.  This will 
ensure that neighbourhood centres in the outer suburbs can 
be improved as high quality locations for new housing, 
thereby relieving pressure on centres in municipalities such 
as Boroondara where this model generally exists already.  
 
The Ministerial Advisory Committee suggests that Plan 
Melbourne does not sufficiently recognise the role of 
people, place and identity, particularly the broad range of 
interests in the community.  This includes people which 
may not necessarily engage in formal planning processes 
and providing a legacy for future generations.  
 



In my opinion, the directions relating to ‘place and identity’ 
should be retained in the Liveable Communities and 
Neighbourhood Chapter of Plan Melbourne.  There is no 
need to create a separate chapter which draws on other 
directions in Plan Melbourne.  
 
The revised directions around housing development being 
focussed on the middle suburbs, the possibility of 
introducing housing targets and accelerated development in 
the established areas are contradictory to the concept of 
valuing people, place and identity espoused by the 
Ministerial Advisory Committee.  This is especially the case 
with the suburbs of Boroondara which contribute 
extensively to Melbourne’s liveability through leafy 
steetscapes, high quality activity centres of a human scale, 
and high quality residential neighbourhood character. 
 

The suggestion (that a revised Plan Melbourne should 
better recognise people, place and identity whilst also 
‘unlocking’ the established middle suburbs for new housing) 
is inconsistent.  This would only serve to undermine the 
high quality sense of place and identity which Boroondara 
has, and which it contributes to Melbourne’s overall 
liveability.  
 
Intensifying the density within Transit Corridors should not 
be to the detriment of heritage buildings and the  
character of particular key activity corridors as th 
is makes up part of Melbourne’s identity and local  
character.  
 
The Ministerial Advisory Committee identifies increasing  
housing supply and diversity, especially in established 
areas as a key part of the Plan Melbourne  
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The Discussion Paper establishes a different balance to 
housing growth between established and growth area 
development than Plan Melbourne, with an emphasis on 
the middle suburbs.  
 
I am concerned that the proposed 70/30 housing target and 
a revised Plan Melbournecould be used by the Minister for 
Planning to weaken the planning controls currently 
operating in the Boroondara Planning Scheme.  
 
The Discussion Paper seeks to justify the middle suburbs 
providing a higher proportion of new housing by stating that 
“Due to their activity centre networks, access to jobs and  
existing infrastructure the middle suburbs are seen as 
ideally positioned to support greater housing supply.” 
 
This is overly simplistic and ignores local circumstances in 
Boroondara around neighbourhood character protection. 
There is no mention of neighbourhood character or any 
recognition of the residential amenity which residents of 
Boroondara recognise, value and wish to maintain for future 
generations.  
 
The proposed housing target ignores the expectations 
which residents of Boroondara have around the quality of 
new development. Importantly though, it makes broad 
based assumptions around the capacity of existing 
infrastructure in established areas such as Boroondara to 
support such intensification. In many instances, local 
development and social infrastructure already operates at 
or above capacity.  Further, increasing development within 
these areas will only exacerbate the situation.  Established 
area councils therefore require better infrastructure funding 
mechanisms to meet increasing demand and renewal of 
infrastructure assets.  



The Minister for Planning has not committed to providing a 
simplified and easier to implement development 
contributions framework for established suburbs despite 
infrastructure being at capacity and the Minister for Local 
Government introducing rate capping.  
 
Established municipalities have limited financial capacity to 
support current infrastructure demands let alone increased 
future demand.  
 
This failure and unwillingness by successive Victorian State 
Governments to establish better infrastructure funding 
measures will detrimentally affect the ability of established 
municipalities such as Boroondara to upgrade ageing 
infrastructure to cope with the imposition of a possible 
70/30 housing target. This will be made worse by the 
current Victorian Government’s decision to introduce rate 
capping.  
 
The Discussion Paper does not sufficiently recognise the 
role of regional cities in supporting greater population 
growth.  
 
There are larger sites available outside established 
suburban areas that have the potential to provide for 
substantial housing.  
 
The Victorian State Government could play a major role 
through an enhanced Places Victoria to coordinate the 
infrastructure investment needed or to use its powers under 
the Urban Renewal Victoria Act 2003 to declare project 
areas, compulsorily acquire land and begin delivering 
projects.  
 



These projects would make meaningful contributions to new 
housing supply in areas where new housing supply and 
liveability enhancements are desirable.  
 
The Discussion Paper lacks vision and is simplistic in its 
directions around new housing development, with a focus 
mostly on the role and limitations of the current planning 
system.  
 
I don’t support the option for discussion which states  
“Identify planning tools and reforms to boost established 
area housing supply.” 
 
I don’t support the introduction of a codified planning 
process. The residents of Boroondara have an expectation 
that we will be involved in the planning process and 
maintain our rights to provide input into planning permit 
applications including standard third party appeal 
processes.  
 
Minimal detail is provided on ‘lot consolidation incentives’ 
and reforming the planning scheme amendment process.’ 
Lot consolidation is understandable in activity centres but is 
not supported in established residential areas. Lot 
consolidation in established residential areas could 
undermine neighbourhood character objectives.  
The Discussion Paper sets out options which aim to 
increase vegetation cover in Melbourne with  
trees and ground cover. 
 
Tree protection is particularly relevant to Boroondara given 
the large number of mature trees and streetscapes, and the 
value placed on protecting the tree canopy and 
streetscapes by residents.  The planning scheme 
mechanisms should be strengthened around protecting  



trees on private land.  
 
There is a need for stronger mandatory ESD standards via 
the planning scheme and building regulations in line with 
international standards. There is also a need to reform the 
development contributions system to allow ESD projects to 
be included in the calculation of levies.  
 
I don’t support a code assessable approach for multi-unit 
development.  Planning permit applicants generally design 
to minimum ResCode standards, which would not 
necessarily achieve acceptable outcomes from the 
perspective of the Boroondara community.  The appropriate 
starting point for multi-unit development remains an 
assessment of the particular opportunities and constraints 
of a site and the surrounding neighbourhood.  
 
Neighbourhood character is a critical issue for Boroondara 
residents.  The residents of Boroondara do not accept that 
neighbourhood character and amenity impact assessments 
can be undertaken as a ‘tick - a - box’ exercise.  Also I don’t 
support codifying external amenity measures.  
Assessments of amenity impacts rely to a large extent on 
the individual circumstances of what is being proposed and 
the nature of built form and site characteristics of adjoining 
and nearby properties.  




