
 
 

 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 – Affordable Development Outcomes 

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? 

 

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: 

The Goals could sit as overarching key objectives for the future planning and development of 
Melbourne and Victoria, with those Goals specifically relating to urban planning, housing 
affordability, climate change, sustainability, liveability etc highlighted, identifying how the Plan aligns 
with and seeks to deliver on these objectives. Each actions outlined in an implementation plan should 
clearly demonstrate how they align with and deliver on the Goals.   
 

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: 

Planning has direct and indirect influence on how and where people live and the quality, affordability 
and sustainability of place, housing and the broader environment.  It is integral that these concepts 
are captured within, and inform strategies arising from Plan Melbourne 
 

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? 

 

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? 
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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)? 

 
 

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? 
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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? 

If the Plan (and Melbourne’s future) is going to deliver on the objectives it sets out, for example 
climate sustainability, affordability, and a 20-minute city, then we need to maximise and build on 
existing land use opportunities.  In established areas services, jobs, and transport options are 
primarily located and can therefore be more cost-effectively built on.  A focus on growth in 
established areas will also improve the economic productivity of these areas.  
  
 

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

There are a range of barriers currently limiting growth of new housing supply within established 
areas, these include; higher costs of land and medium to high density development; community 
opposition to densification and growth; public transport and infrastructure not keeping up with 
demand, multiple single land owners, and land remediation issues.   
 
Planning reforms that could support a 70/30 target being delivered could include:  

- greater and more meaningful upfront community engagement concerning growth 
requirements and where and how this growth could occur;  

- review of the Residential Zone application;  
- codified planning processes; 
- policies to support subdivision processes, diversity of housing typologies (for example, 

granny flats or above-garage units). 
 

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? 
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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? 

 
 
 

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? 

Targets for housing diversity, supply and affordability are important but are only one component of 
defining and delivering Melbourne’s housing needs.  Without sufficient incentive and a supportive 
planning environment the delivery of targets will be dependent on the market to deliver.  As was 
evidenced with the Residential Zone process, some Local Governments, under community pressure 
may limit the application of growth requirements in practice. 
 
Melbourne is lacking a comprehensive Housing Strategy that makes the connections between all 
elements of housing delivery, including land supply and use, the labour market, planning controls, 
transport accessibility, development costs, financing access and costs, taxation, and Government 
intervention or subsidy.  Previous housing strategies have focused on the provision of public and 
social housing without situating this housing need within a broader market context.   
 
A Whole-of-Government Housing Strategy should be a more comprehensive plan, taking into account 
the range of factors influencing on housing supply, diversity and affordability and could include as 
part of its action plan, housing targets and a process for implementing these.   
 
The multi-faceted nature of housing raises a question on which Department is best placed to develop 
and implement such a strategy.  With the establishment of Infrastructure Victoria it may be that this 
body is best placed, noting the Board comprises of both industry representatives and senior 
representatives from the Planning, Premier and Cabinet and Treasury Departments.  A sub-group of 
this Board that included a Department of Housing representative may be appropriate. 
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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? 

‘Protect the suburbs from inappropriate development’ is arguably not a valid planning principle and 
is open to significant interpretation and subjectivity.  It is recommended it is removed or significantly 
reworded.  Valid reasons why development may not be supported such as protection of heritage, or 
environmental value are valid ‘protection’ considerations that can be clearly defined and considered.   
 
‘Inappropriate development’ is typically code for higher density.  Plan Melbourne should articulate 
how decisions concerning where higher density development will be made and/or establish where is 
should occur and importantly, why it is required (with appropriate review periods in place).   
 
There should be clarity and certainty to both the community and developers on height controls, and 
consideration given to amenity and design controls that improve visual impacts of 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? 

 
 
 

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? 
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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? 

We need a number of measures in place to improve housing affordability, and specifically provide 
affordable housing options for lower income households.  Over 40% of lower income renter 
households pay over 50% of their income on housing costs.  This is unsustainable and has significant 
economic and social impacts on individuals and the community.  
 
The following comments are also made in the attached cover submission: 
 
The MAC Report and the Plan Melbourne Refresh Discussion Paper highlight some potentially very 
significant changes to planning to support affordable housing delivery “for discussion” but do not 
specifically request comments on these ideas in the submission template.  The following comments 
are made on these options which I recommend warrant further detailed consideration: 

 
Option 43 - Affirm that the Minister for Planning should be the responsible authority for social 
housing planning applications recommended by the Director of Housing (and include 
definitions of housing affordability and social and affordable housing in planning schemes). 
 
Option 44 - Introduce expedited planning approvals processes for selected social housing 
projects, including modified third-party appeal rights. 
 
The intent of options 43 and 44 are supported in-principle, noting that: 

 
• There is a clear and immediate need to provide greater clarity on the definitions of housing 

affordability and social and affordable housing in planning policy and legislation.   
 
• There is evidence that the delivery of affordable housing can be delayed due to community 

opposition that can be attributed to the tenure and household targeting of the housing, 
leading to lengthy and costly planning approval processes that often culminate in 
independent assessment by the Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal (VCAT). 

 
• Establishing planning approval processes that give special consideration to proposals that 

include affordable housing is supported in-principle on the basis that the community has 
had an opportunity to contribute to the setting of the local planning scheme objectives.  
This process will need to recognise and balance that there are different community views 
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and a range of misunderstandings concerning affordable housing provision which may 
result in some communities not determining it to be a priority despite strong evidence of 
need.  There is a significant need for Government to lead a more informed discussion and 
education process about the role of affordable housing that should better inform these 
early strategy development processes and community input when applications are 
proposed.  It is the principle of ensuring ‘affordable housing’ provision that should be 
agreed, with Government then determining, through policies, who that provision will target 
and how it will support delivery.   
 

• The significant controversy that often surrounds affordable housing developments makes 
Ministerial approval a politically sensitive issue.  The Nation Building Economic Stimulus 
program fast-tracked approval process, whilst successful, was not without controversy.  It is 
possible that a future planning Minister will not desire to take up this authority even if they 
have the power placing him or her in a contentious position open to lobbying and public 
pressure.  

 
• As noted above, planning approval for many proposals that include affordable housing is 

already being determined outside of Local Government’s authority through VCAT. 
 

• An alternative approach, raised in Option 44 could be to limit third party appeal rights for 
developments that include a significant proportion of affordable housing.  This is also a very 
contentious proposition but would mean the planning decision isn’t undertaken by a single 
politically appointed figure.  Any approach should reinforce the importance of the 
development adhering to usual planning standards such as design to reduce community 
objection. 

 
• An alternative to these options would be for proposals that include a minimum proportion 

of affordable housing, say 20%, are considered by a specially appointed development 
approval panel comprising of experts and representatives from local government.  The 
Council and members of the public could make submissions on the application as they 
would in a usual planning process but the decision making would be removed from the local 
political context in recognition of the State importance of affordable housing supply.  This 
process could also provide a faster decision making process to further support delivery if it 
was appropriately structured and financed and could be an incentive to the private sector 
to include affordable housing in their development if it resulted in time and cost savings. 

 
1. In addition to the above comments I wish to also restate my comments on options 45a, 45b 

and 45c below, which are also noted in the attached submission template as requested:  

Option 45A: Consider introducing planning tools that mandate or facilitate or provide 
incentives to increase social and affordable housing supply. 
• This is potentially one of the most significant and most effective planning tools to support 

affordable housing delivery that is raised for discussion.  On the basis that the policy would 
be appropriately structured and not act as an impediment to overall housing delivery, I 
strongly support the provision of planning requirements that require or encourage 
affordable housing delivery, noting: 
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o this approach aligns with the objectives and purpose of planning; 
o planning requirements are a key mechanism by which Government can (and already 

does) secure community benefits in return for supporting the private market to 
financially gain from planning approval; and 

o the delivery of affordable housing integrated within private development can deliver 
important social and economic benefits to individuals, the community and the State. 

 
• Internationally, and in many cities in Australia planning system requirements to include 

affordable housing outcomes have been in place for a number of years. These systems vary 
from mandatory to voluntary requirements and in most instances work in tandem with 
other housing policy and funding supports to ensure their viability. 
 

• In my experience, which has been honed through a Churchill Fellowship investigating 
inclusionary zoning requirements in the UK, US and Canada in mid-20151, inclusionary 
zoning:   
o must be legally permissible, physically possible and financially feasible; 
o is one model that works best when part of a wider affordable housing strategy, with 

layered incentives or supports, particularly if aiming to house very low income 
groups; 

o must be applied in a fair and transparent manner, limiting the ability to negotiate on 
a site-by-site basis; 

o must be underpinned by an assessment of market factors, development processes, 
financing and development viability, and how planning and other factors can 
positively or negatively impact on viability and delivery; 

o may be more or less effective in different markets depending on the structure of the 
policy and the market conditions; 

o can become generally accepted over time by private developers as the importance of 
affordable housing to the cities growth is recognised; 

o must result in outcomes that are appropriately secured and managed as long-term 
affordable housing if there has been any direct or indirect subsidy involved; 

o may require trade-offs in order to support delivery. 
 

• I recommend that to progress consideration of these options, recognising the diversity of 
views and challenges involved in delivery, the following scenarios are further considered by 
Government in consultation with the private and not-for-profit development sectors:  

 
1. Modest application of affordable housing requirements or contributions to 

commence at a future date that allows for land values to be adjusted to account for 
the requirement as per any other planning requirement, and in accordance with the 
objectives of planning. 
 

2. Application of affordable housing requirements in instances of major re-zonings or 
change of use and projects of State significance where there will be large 

1 Breen, Kate (2015) AV Jennings Churchill Fellowship to investigate the use of inclusionary zoning requirements to support 
the delivery of affordable housing, https://www.churchilltrust.com.au/fellows/detail/3888/Kate+Breen  
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infrastructure expenditure by Government and where the value of the land is 
anticipated (on the basis of economic modelling) to increase as a result, thereby 
capturing some of that benefit to delivery community benefits. 
 

3. A broader inclusionary housing approach which could include voluntary application 
of affordable housing requirements to private developments where the developer or 
investor wishes to access particular incentives, which could include planning 
incentives and/or other financial or taxation benefits or a combination of these. 

 
• Whilst I advocate for further consideration of the application of inclusionary zoning 

requirements it is expected that an incentive-based voluntary approach, whereby the 
private sector decides to participate on the basis of accessing particular benefits, which 
could include additional density or height, taxation benefits, or financial supports for the 
not-for-profit housing sector, will be a more successful and a less contentious policy that 
could gain bi-partisan support.   
 

• In cities such as New York for example, voluntary inclusionary zoning requirements, coupled 
with tax-abatement programs result in affordable housing being delivered in the ‘hot’ 
markets where private development is occurring, delivering significant social and economic 
benefits to the residents and the city.  Private developers are key advocates of these 
policies. 

 
• To develop broader inclusionary housing policies that can support affordable housing 

delivery at the scale that is required is expected to require participation by all levels of 
government, in recognition of the important economic and social benefits affordable 
housing has to Australia’s growth and productivity.  The control of taxation levers by the 
Federal Government for example is a potentially major lever that could be utilised as was 
attempted under the National Rental Affordability Scheme.  The limited direct involvement 
the Federal Government currently plays in this space however should not be a barrier to 
the State progressing its own initiatives whilst advocating for Federal contributions.  The 
NSW Social and Affordable Housing Fund is an example of a State commitment that could 
be replicated in Victoria2. 
 

• The key issue that needs to be considered in any inclusionary zoning approach is 
determining how the cost of the affordable housing requirement will be met.  In order to 
further assess this it is important that Government establish: 
o who the housing will target and the income profile of these households; 
o the cost and the market value of the dwelling; 
o any gap between the income capacity (economic rent) and the market value / return; 
o how any ‘gap’ is expected to be or supported to be met. 

 
• There is a strong argument that the value uplift created by planning approval should, 

together with an adjustment to land values due to the affordable housing requirement be 

2 Government of NSW, Family and Community Services (2015) Social and Affordable Housing Fund  
http://www.facs.nsw.gov.au/reforms/social-housing/SAHF  
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sufficient to meet the cost of delivery, and reflected as a cost of doing business.  This 
requires further testing but would be most likely to be true in the case of additional density 
or a major rezoning.  It may also be that no subsidy or planning support is required in some 
markets to achieve an affordable price point, and that it is a ‘ring-fencing’ of the dwelling to 
ensure targeted household can access the product that is required.   
 

• It must be recognised however that in Victoria the only secure, long term guaranteed and 
targeted affordable housing ‘product’ is social rental housing.  This housing is available to 
low income households who are often highly disadvantaged and dependant on government 
for support, and therefore the capacity of the community housing sector to leverage the 
income generated from tenants is restricted.   

 
• The community housing sector has to date, largely required government’s financial 

assistance to meet the capital cost of delivery whilst ensuring long term management 
viability.  If this (social housing) remains the only outcome for affordable housing generated 
through inclusionary zoning approaches there is likely to be a need for subsidy or planning 
incentives requirements to be put in place to support the policy delivery.   

 
• In other States in Australia and in many places overseas secured affordable home 

ownership programs such as shared-equity or community land trust models are in place 
which can provide:  
o affordability outcomes for medium income households who are otherwise priced out 

of the local market; 
o a pathway for households out of private and social rental in to home ownership; 
o a higher return potential on the dwellings than social rental housing, thereby 

supporting improved development viability and potential cross-subsidisation by 
housing associations; and 

o greater social mix. 
 

• As part of the development of a housing strategy, the question of which households require 
assistance, what that assistance may look like including the housing tenure, and what role 
government will play in supporting delivery should be considered. 

Option 45B Evaluate the pilot affordable housing initiative on land sold by government to 
determine whether to extend this to other suitable land sold by government. 
• The Government commitment to pilot affordable housing requirements on the sale of 

surplus Government land is strongly supported.  Development and application of this policy 
should be done as a priority and applied to all Government land sales rather than waiting 
for any pilot to be reviewed.  The policy should then be reviewed and revised over time as 
required. 
 

• Public land is once-off and unique opportunity for the Government to meet a range of 
strategic priorities and deliver a number of outcomes through its asset control.  
Internationally the sale of government land with affordable housing requirements, typically 
around 30% but up to 100% in some instances is standard.  As the Government controls the 
sale process it can utilise this to capture benefits and negotiate land value based on the 
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State’s objectives which could include both affordable housing and a range of other 
community outcomes.  Developers will respond to requirements if they are clearly set out 
and understood and there is a clear delivery pathway – knowing who will own the dwellings 
and the expectations of Government on how this outcome will be funded is critical. 
 

• The related proposal to wait until the pilot is completed and evaluated to inform any 
broader application of affordable housing requirements is not supported and will result in 
significant and lengthy delay in progressing these wider initiatives’ potential.  The 
Government has the ability to immediately apply and control the delivery of developer 
requirements on surplus Government owned land and could use this process to inform the 
broader policy development process.  It will take a minimum 12 months from the sale of 
any surplus land for housing to begin to be delivered (more likely 2 – 3 years) and to wait 
until pilot sites are delivered and then reviewed before new sites are released will be a 
significant time period and therefore lost opportunity. 

 
• It is noted that a number of government owned sites have already been sold or placed on 

the market without any public mention of whether they have been considered for 
affordable housing.  If the Department of Housing and Human Services has in the case of 
these sites, or will in the future, determine that the areas in which these sites are located 
are of low affordable housing need, then it is recommended that a percentage of the land 
sale is captured into an affordable housing fund which can be spent in areas of need. This 
would demonstrate the Government’s commitment to improving social and affordable 
housing supply in areas of need.  

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

could include: 
o a reduction in car-parking requirements, subject to further research on car 

ownership by low income households in different market locations and the 
availability of public transport where the developments are proposed; 

o increased height or density, noting the potential difficulties in providing this under a 
discretionary planning approach to height controls; 

o Removal or reduction in third-party appeal rights; 
o Ministerial or specialised assessment panel approval process; 
o Reduced open space requirements; 
o Planning application fee waivers. 

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

Please refer to attached cover submission. 
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Plan Melbourne Refresh: Discussion Paper Submission 

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? 

 
 
 

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? 
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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? 

 
 
 

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 
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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  
 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? 

 
 

41. Any other comments about chapter 6 (a more resilient and environmentally sustainable 
Melbourne)? 
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Plan Melbourne Refresh: Discussion Paper Submission 

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)? 
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Plan Melbourne Refresh: Discussion Paper Submission 

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)? 
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Plan Melbourne Refresh Discussion Paper – Public Submission 
Kate Breen, Affordable Development Outcomes, December 2015 

Affordable Development Outcomes welcomes the opportunity to contribute to the refresh of Plan 
Melbourne 2014.  The following comments and attached submission are focused on the objective of 
ensuring Plan Melbourne reflects the need for greater housing choice, affordability and affordable 
housing outcomes in the development of our cities.   

Introduction 

I commend the Victorian Government for recognising the need for Plan Melbourne to more 
specifically address how it will directly and indirectly influence the delivery of improved housing 
affordability and specific affordable housing outcomes for lower income households. 

Planning plays a critical role in establishing and addressing wider economic and social objectives of 
the community, responding to the vision for how we wish our cities to function and meet 
household’s needs for appropriate and affordable housing, connectivity to places and people, and 
access to services, jobs, retail, and recreational opportunities.  In absence of a wider strategic plan 
for Melbourne and Victoria, Plan Melbourne sets an important vision for the development of the 
State that will directly and indirectly influence and shape economic and social outcomes and 
opportunities into the future.   

The delivery of appropriate levels of affordable and accessible housing supply is critical to the 
productivity of our cities, however delivery is complex and is impacted on by a wide range of factors 
that influence how, when and what housing is delivered and who can access this supply on a 
sustainable basis.   

Planning plays an important role in supporting affordable housing supply but planning reform is 
unlikely to be able to address the issue at the scale that is required in isolation of other government 
support.  It is of note that a number of initiatives that could contribute to meeting housing need and 
expanding choice and affordability raised in the Ministerial Advisory Committee (MAC) Report have 
been determined in the Discussion Paper to be outside the scope of a land-use document; covered 
by other processes; or noted as ‘raised’ but are not clearly identified in the Discussion Paper or 
referred to in the public submission template.1   

It is critical that the range of ideas raised in the MAC Report are clearly examined by the 
Government if there is to be real and substantial improvement in housing affordability outcomes in 
Victoria.  Whilst the Discussion Paper notes a number of processes where these issues are expected 
to be addressed there is a danger that they are either not appropriately understood, considered or 
progressed.2   

1 For example, the Submission Template does not reference some of options set out in the Discussion Paper such as 
options 43 and 44  which are potentially quite significant changes to the delivery of affordable housing and to planning 
processes.   

2 It is not clear for example, what the Treasury Review into housing affordability is considering, who is undertaking this 
review, or how the public or peak bodies can contribute to this process.  It is also not clear whether this or other process 
will consider the inter-relationships between planning requirements and processes, the availability of financing, taxation 
impacts and housing affordability and how the outcomes of the review will also feed into Plan Melbourne Refresh.   
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Given the complexity of the issues in addressing housing affordability and affordable housing supply, 
the process of revising Plan Melbourne is also an opportunity to consider new ways of developing 
Government strategies and frameworks and implementing reforms on issues of State significance 
that cross over a number of government agencies.  If this does not occur and other mechanisms are 
not addressed there is a high risk that the objectives of Plan Melbourne, at least in regards to 
improving housing affordability, will not be achieved.   

It is recommended that at a minimum, the formal process by which the Government considers 
proposed revisions to Plan Melbourne includes consideration, and a subsequent public statement, 
on how a range of other issues and potential initiatives that are considered outside the scope of 
planning but that impact on housing affordability (and other critical issues impacting on our cities) 
will be progressed. 

Submission 

To support the Government’s further deliberations and revision to Plan Melbourne I wish to make a 
number of overarching comments, as well as comments on the attached submission template that I 
trust will be a useful contribution in both amending Plan Melbourne and considering the next steps 
in progressing housing affordability outcomes in Victoria.  

I note: 

1. The delivery of improved and diverse housing supply, and specifically targeted affordable 
housing outcomes that are made accessible to low to moderate income households unable 
to participate fully in the private market is a complex challenge that is influenced by a 
number of factors, including, but not limited to planning.  Ultimately the provision of 
affordable housing will involve interactions with the planning system which can be an 
enabler or a blockage to delivery.  
 

2. The view of the MAC that Plan Melbourne in its current form places “a high reliance on 
housing supply to deliver affordable housing as well as more housing choice “ (pg.25) is 
strongly supported.  As the MAC note “There is no evidence to suggest that if Melbourne’s 
housing market continues to operate under the current policy settings and planning regimes 
that the stock of affordable housing will increase to meet people’s housing needs” (pg.25).   
 
As the Discussion Paper also notes, housing supply by itself does not guarantee affordability, 
diversity, access or the provision of supply in all markets, which is particularly an issue for 
lower income households. 
 

3. As planning initiatives by themselves are likely to be insufficient to improve housing supply, 
choice and affordability at the scale required, it is critical that a whole-of-government 
approach is taken to considering how to address affordable housing needs.  This is likely to 
require a suite of planning, financial, taxation and other initiatives, supported across all 
levels of Government, delivered in partnership by the private and not-for-profit housing 
sectors. 
 

4. The proposal for an overarching Victorian Housing Strategy is strongly supported and if 
appropriately scoped, developed and resourced, could set in place initiatives and supports 
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that facilitate real and lasting impacts. Previous Victorian housing strategies have failed to 
live up to its potential.   
 

5. A Housing Strategy should be informed by housing growth and diversity objectives and 
specific targets set out in Plan Melbourne.  Any strategy will need to consider a range of 
factors including financing, taxation, planning, construction, land, labour supply, and income 
supports and their impacts on housing affordability.  It should consider the spectrum of 
affordable housing need and determine policy and investment strategies to support the 
long-term viability of existing public and social housing delivery, as well as initiatives to 
support growth. 
 

6. Whilst a Housing Strategy is being developed it is critical that Plan Melbourne sets a vision 
for the future housing landscape of Victoria and identifies the role planning policy will play in 
delivering on this vision.  There are a number of planning tools that could be used to 
improve the delivery and direction of affordable housing supply as noted in the MAC Report 
and discussed below.  
 

7. The MAC Report and the Plan Melbourne Refresh Discussion Paper highlight some 
potentially very significant changes to planning to support affordable housing delivery “for 
discussion” but do not specifically request comments on these ideas in the submission 
template.  The following comments are made on these options which I recommend warrant 
further detailed consideration: 

Option 43 - Affirm that the Minister for Planning should be the responsible authority for social 
housing planning applications recommended by the Director of Housing (and include 
definitions of housing affordability and social and affordable housing in planning schemes). 

Option 44 - Introduce expedited planning approvals processes for selected social housing 
projects, including modified third-party appeal rights. 

The intent of options 43 and 44 are supported in-principle, noting that: 

• There is a clear and immediate need to provide greater clarity on the definitions of housing 
affordability and social and affordable housing in planning policy and legislation.   

 
• There is evidence that the delivery of affordable housing can be delayed due to community 

opposition that can be attributed to the tenure and household targeting of the housing, 
leading to lengthy and costly planning approval processes that often culminate in 
independent assessment by the Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal (VCAT). 

 
• Establishing planning approval processes that give special consideration to proposals that 

include affordable housing is supported in-principle on the basis that the community has 
had an opportunity to contribute to the setting of the local planning scheme objectives.  
This process will need to recognise and balance that there are different community views 
and a range of misunderstandings concerning affordable housing provision which may 
result in some communities not determining it to be a priority despite strong evidence of 
need.  There is a significant need for Government to lead a more informed discussion and 
education process about the role of affordable housing that should better inform these 
early strategy development processes and community input when applications are 
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proposed.  It is the principle of ensuring ‘affordable housing’ provision that should be 
agreed, with Government then determining, through policies, who that provision will 
target and how it will support delivery.   
 

• The significant controversy that often surrounds affordable housing developments makes 
Ministerial approval a politically sensitive issue.  The Nation Building Economic Stimulus 
program fast-tracked approval process, whilst successful, was not without controversy.  It 
is possible that a future planning Minister will not desire to take up this authority even if 
they have the power placing him or her in a contentious position open to lobbying and 
public pressure.  

 
• As noted above, planning approval for many proposals that include affordable housing is 

already being determined outside of Local Government’s authority through VCAT. 
 

• An alternative approach, raised in Option 44 could be to limit third party appeal rights for 
developments that include a significant proportion of affordable housing.  This is also a 
very contentious proposition but would mean the planning decision isn’t undertaken by a 
single politically appointed figure.  Any approach should reinforce the importance of the 
development adhering to usual planning standards such as design to reduce community 
objection. 

 
• An alternative to these options would be for proposals that include a minimum proportion 

of affordable housing, say 20%, are considered by a specially appointed development 
approval panel comprising of experts and representatives from local government.  The 
Council and members of the public could make submissions on the application as they 
would in a usual planning process but the decision making would be removed from the 
local political context in recognition of the State importance of affordable housing supply.  
This process could also provide a faster decision making process to further support delivery 
if it was appropriately structured and financed and could be an incentive to the private 
sector to include affordable housing in their development if it resulted in time and cost 
savings. 

 
8. In addition to the above comments I wish to also restate my comments on options 45a, 45b 

and 45c below, which are also noted in the attached submission template as requested:  

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

• This is potentially one of the most significant and most effective planning tools to support 
affordable housing delivery that is raised for discussion.  On the basis that the policy would 
be appropriately structured and not act as an impediment to overall housing delivery, I 
strongly support the provision of planning requirements that require or encourage 
affordable housing delivery, noting: 
o this approach aligns with the objectives and purpose of planning; 
o planning requirements are a key mechanism by which Government can (and already 

does) secure community benefits in return for supporting the private market to 
financially gain from planning approval; and 
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o the delivery of affordable housing integrated within private development can deliver 
important social and economic benefits to individuals, the community and the State. 

 
• Internationally, and in many cities in Australia planning system requirements to include 

affordable housing outcomes have been in place for a number of years. These systems vary 
from mandatory to voluntary requirements and in most instances work in tandem with 
other housing policy and funding supports to ensure their viability. 
 

• In my experience, which has been honed through a Churchill Fellowship investigating 
inclusionary zoning requirements in the UK, US and Canada in mid-20153, inclusionary 
zoning:   
o must be legally permissible, physically possible and financially feasible; 
o is one model that works best when part of a wider affordable housing strategy, with 

layered incentives or supports, particularly if aiming to house very low income 
groups; 

o must be applied in a fair and transparent manner, limiting the ability to negotiate on 
a site-by-site basis; 

o must be underpinned by an assessment of market factors, development processes, 
financing and development viability, and how planning and other factors can 
positively or negatively impact on viability and delivery; 

o may be more or less effective in different markets depending on the structure of the 
policy and the market conditions; 

o can become generally accepted over time by private developers as the importance 
of affordable housing to the cities growth is recognised; 

o must result in outcomes that are appropriately secured and managed as long-term 
affordable housing if there has been any direct or indirect subsidy involved; 

o may require trade-offs in order to support delivery. 
 

• I recommend that to progress consideration of these options, recognising the diversity of 
views and challenges involved in delivery, the following scenarios are further considered by 
Government in consultation with the private and not-for-profit development sectors:  

 
1. Modest application of affordable housing requirements or contributions to 

commence at a future date that allows for land values to be adjusted to account for 
the requirement as per any other planning requirement, and in accordance with the 
objectives of planning. 
 

2. Application of affordable housing requirements in instances of major re-zonings or 
change of use and projects of State significance where there will be large 
infrastructure expenditure by Government and where the value of the land is 
anticipated (on the basis of economic modelling) to increase as a result, thereby 
capturing some of that benefit to delivery community benefits. 
 

3. A broader inclusionary housing approach which could include voluntary application 
of affordable housing requirements to private developments where the developer or 

3 Breen, Kate (2015) AV Jennings Churchill Fellowship to investigate the use of inclusionary zoning requirements to support 
the delivery of affordable housing, https://www.churchilltrust.com.au/fellows/detail/3888/Kate+Breen  
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investor wishes to access particular incentives, which could include planning 
incentives and/or other financial or taxation benefits or a combination of these. 

 
• Whilst I advocate for further consideration of the application of inclusionary zoning 

requirements it is expected that an incentive-based voluntary approach, whereby the 
private sector decides to participate on the basis of accessing particular benefits, which 
could include additional density or height, taxation benefits, or financial supports for the 
not-for-profit housing sector, will be a more successful and a less contentious policy that 
could gain bi-partisan support.   
 

• In cities such as New York for example, voluntary inclusionary zoning requirements, 
coupled with tax-abatement programs result in affordable housing being delivered in the 
‘hot’ markets where private development is occurring, delivering significant social and 
economic benefits to the residents and the city.  Private developers are key advocates of 
these policies. 

 
• To develop broader inclusionary housing policies that can support affordable housing 

delivery at the scale that is required is expected to require participation by all levels of 
government, in recognition of the important economic and social benefits affordable 
housing has to Australia’s growth and productivity.  The control of taxation levers by the 
Federal Government for example is a potentially major lever that could be utilised as was 
attempted under the National Rental Affordability Scheme.  The limited direct involvement 
the Federal Government currently plays in this space however should not be a barrier to 
the State progressing its own initiatives whilst advocating for Federal contributions.  The 
NSW Social and Affordable Housing Fund is an example of a State commitment that could 
be replicated in Victoria4. 
 

• The key issue that needs to be considered in any inclusionary zoning approach is 
determining how the cost of the affordable housing requirement will be met.  In order to 
further assess this it is important that Government establish: 
o who the housing will target and the income profile of these households; 
o the cost and the market value of the dwelling; 
o any gap between the income capacity (economic rent) and the market value / 

return; 
o how any ‘gap’ is expected to be or supported to be met. 

 
• There is a strong argument that the value uplift created by planning approval should, 

together with an adjustment to land values due to the affordable housing requirement be 
sufficient to meet the cost of delivery, and reflected as a cost of doing business.  This 
requires further testing but would be most likely to be true in the case of additional density 
or a major rezoning.  It may also be that no subsidy or planning support is required in some 
markets to achieve an affordable price point, and that it is a ‘ring-fencing’ of the dwelling 
to ensure targeted household can access the product that is required.   
 

4 Government of NSW, Family and Community Services (2015) Social and Affordable Housing Fund  
http://www.facs.nsw.gov.au/reforms/social-housing/SAHF  
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• It must be recognised however that in Victoria the only secure, long term guaranteed and 
targeted affordable housing ‘product’ is social rental housing.  This housing is available to 
low income households who are often highly disadvantaged and dependant on 
government for support, and therefore the capacity of the community housing sector to 
leverage the income generated from tenants is restricted.   

 
• The community housing sector has to date, largely required government’s financial 

assistance to meet the capital cost of delivery whilst ensuring long term management 
viability.  If this (social housing) remains the only outcome for affordable housing 
generated through inclusionary zoning approaches there is likely to be a need for subsidy 
or planning incentives requirements to be put in place to support the policy delivery.   

 
• In other States in Australia and in many places overseas secured affordable home 

ownership programs such as shared-equity or community land trust models are in place 
which can provide:  
o affordability outcomes for medium income households who are otherwise priced 

out of the local market; 
o a pathway for households out of private and social rental in to home ownership; 
o a higher return potential on the dwellings than social rental housing, thereby 

supporting improved development viability and potential cross-subsidisation by 
housing associations; and 

o greater social mix. 
 

• As part of the development of a housing strategy, the question of which households 
require assistance, what that assistance may look like including the housing tenure, and 
what role government will play in supporting delivery should be considered. 

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

• The Government commitment to pilot affordable housing requirements on the sale of 
surplus Government land is strongly supported.  Development and application of this policy 
should be done as a priority and applied to all Government land sales rather than waiting 
for any pilot to be reviewed.  The policy should then be reviewed and revised over time as 
required. 
 

• Public land is once-off and unique opportunity for the Government to meet a range of 
strategic priorities and deliver a number of outcomes through its asset control.  
Internationally the sale of government land with affordable housing requirements, typically 
around 30% but up to 100% in some instances is standard.  As the Government controls 
the sale process it can utilise this to capture benefits and negotiate land value based on the 
State’s objectives which could include both affordable housing and a range of other 
community outcomes.  Developers will respond to requirements if they are clearly set out 
and understood and there is a clear delivery pathway – knowing who will own the 
dwellings and the expectations of Government on how this outcome will be funded is 
critical. 
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• The related proposal to wait until the pilot is completed and evaluated to inform any 
broader application of affordable housing requirements is not supported and will result in 
significant and lengthy delay in progressing these wider initiatives’ potential.  The 
Government has the ability to immediately apply and control the delivery of developer 
requirements on surplus Government owned land and could use this process to inform the 
broader policy development process.  It will take a minimum 12 months from the sale of 
any surplus land for housing to begin to be delivered (more likely 2 – 3 years) and to wait 
until pilot sites are delivered and then reviewed before new sites are released will be a 
significant time period and therefore lost opportunity. 

 
• It is noted that a number of government owned sites have already been sold or placed on 

the market without any public mention of whether they have been considered for 
affordable housing.  If the Department of Housing and Human Services has in the case of 
these sites, or will in the future, determine that the areas in which these sites are located 
are of low affordable housing need, then it is recommended that a percentage of the land 
sale is captured into an affordable housing fund which can be spent in areas of need. This 
would demonstrate the Government’s commitment to improving social and affordable 
housing supply in areas of need.  

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

• Planning requirements that could be waived or reduced without compromising amenity 
could include: 
o a reduction in car-parking requirements, subject to further research on car 

ownership by low income households in different market locations and the 
availability of public transport where the developments are proposed; 

o increased height or density, noting the potential difficulties in providing this under a 
discretionary planning approach to height controls; 

o Removal or reduction in third-party appeal rights; 
o Ministerial or specialised assessment panel approval process; 
o Reduced open space requirements; 
o Planning application fee waivers. 

I trust these comments contribute to an improved Plan Melbourne and a more affordable, 
sustainable city. 

Yours sincerely 

 

Director 
Affordable Development Outcomes 
 

18 December 2015 

Attached: Completed submission template  
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