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Q1. I am entitled to deal with the intellectual

property rights (including copyright) of all

material (and third party's) in my submission

and have obtained the necessary consent(s)

from any and all third parties.

I agree

Q2. Where personal information about other people

(including photos) is included in my

submission, I have notified them of the

contents of the Privacy Collection Notice and

obtained their consent to their personal

information being disclosed to the Plan

Melbourne refresh and published.

I agree

Q3. Name of organisation not answered

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

submission being published with my full name and postcode but

with no other details.

Q5. Contact email

Q6. Name of person making submission on behalf

of organisation

not answered

Q7. Contact phone number not answered

Q8. I have read the relevant terms of use and

consent to the conditions outlined within

these.

Yes

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

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

specific reasons for not agreeing to the terms outlined above.

not answered



Q10.The discussion paper includes the option (option 5, page16) that Plan Melbourne better define the key

opportunities and challenges for developing Melbourne and outlines some key points for considerations in Box

1. Are there any other opportunities or challenges that we should be aware of?

Q11.The discussion paper includes the option

(option 6, page 18) that the United Nations

Sustainable Development Goals be included in

Plan Melbourne 2016. Do you agree with this

idea? If so, how should the goals be

incorporated into Plan Melbourne 2016?

Strongly Disagree

Q12.Please explain your response

Q13.The discussion paper includes the option

(option 7, page 18) to lock down the existing

urban growth boundary and modify the action

(i.e. the action under Initiative 6.1.1.1 in Plan

Melbourne 2014) to reflect this. Do you agree

that there should be a permanent urban growth

boundary based on the existing boundary?

Strongly disagree

The major challenge that faces Melbourne and Australia is water security. Without this we wont have food security and

without both of these the stress of population growth cannot be optimally supported, undermining social cohesion. I realise

that Refresh wants to look at issues facing Melbourne but there is limited discussion on water as the major storage areas

and river flows that support the capital are outside the area covered by the MAC and the Refresh. In any event, the nature

of the issue is much more than a Melbourne centric problem. Unless the larger Australian requirement can be satisfied, with

Victoria Melbourne and all other population centres being addressed the rest of Pan Melbourne will unravel on the fact that

growth will not be sustainable. I understand that the Water and Catchments Group in the Department of Environment, Land,

Water and Planning is developing a draft strategic directions document for release in early 2016 and that there will be a

consultation process. However, this is not a water conservation exercise although that's part of the mix. The real exercise

is trying to develop access to large flows of water which are outside this State and don't require the use of high energy

carbon creating factories like the desalination plant which in any event has only a limited capacity. The big picture of

sustainability and environmental water flows is for COAG to resolve but to do so they need to step outside the limits of

current thinking and current water storage infrastructure. A bold new plan that draws on and modifies the early work of

Bradfield is required. New technologies (pipes, pumps, tunnels and good old gravity) make water storage and distribution

more possible today than was the case when Bradfield first conceived his ideas. If we want Victoria to be a state of cities

which will be the case almost by default, then we'd better get started on some real planning in relation to water security and

then properly link the two plans.

Good strategic planning is about goals, strategies, enabling initiatives with supporting business plans to underpin each year

of the planning horizon. The goals should be specific to each business i.e. the business of the State of Victoria. As noted in

the Refresh, the Planning and Environment Act 1987, requires the provision of fair, orderly, economic and sustainable use,

and development of land. The 17 UN goals incorporate matters that sit well outside the ambit of Plan Melbourne with

aspirational gaols such as no poverty, life below water and peace justice and strong institutions being appropriate for other

documents framework policy but not plan Melbourne. Put another way, if the UN gaols are to be given affect it's a COAG

issue not just an issue for Victoria to feel good about itself.



Q14.Please explain your response

Q15.The discussion paper includes the option (option 8, page 18) that Plan Melbourne 2016 should more clearly

articulate the values of green wedge and peri-urban areas to be protected and safeguarded. How can Plan

Melbourne 2016 better articulate the values of green wedges and peri-urban areas?

Q16.The discussion paper includes the option (option 9, page 18) to remove the concept of an Integrated Economic

Triangle and replace it with a high-level 2050 concept map for Melbourne (i.e. a map that shows the Expanded

Central City, National Employment Clusters, Metropolitan Activity Centres, State-Significant Industrial Precincts,

Transport Gateways, Health and Education Precincts and Urban Renewal Precincts). What other elements should

be included in a 2050 concept map for Melbourne?

Q17.The discussion paper includes the option

(option 10, pages 18) that the concept of

Melbourne as a polycentric city (i.e. a city with

many centres) with 20-minute neighbourhoods

(i.e. the ability to meet your everyday (non-

work) needs locally, primarily within a 20-

minute walk) be better defined. Do the

proposed definitions adequately clarify the

concepts?

Disagree

No plan is written in stone and no plan survives the first whiff of grapeshot. By all means use a boundary and rigorously try

to maintain it with sensible controls and use alternative strategies that reduce pressure on boundaries and infrastructure

needs such as enabling people who work for government departments and private business to use technology to work from

home or remotely. Please don't think that a line on a map will survive without tension. Planners, political parties and nations

come and go. A good plan will prove itself without setting aside options that might require adjustment to the plan including

unforseen but sensible requirements that cannot be predicted now.

The MAC and Refresh define Green Wedges slightly differently with the MAC stating that Green Wedges are: open

landscapes around Melbourne’s outskirts, originally set aside in the 1970s to conserve rural activities and significant natural

features from Melbourne’s outward growth. Green wedges are defined in the Planning and Environment Act 1987 as land

outside the Urban Growth Boundary, as described in a metropolitan fringe local government planning scheme. Refresh

defines Green wedge land as defined under Part 3AA of the Planning and Environment Act 1987 as "land that is described in

a metropolitan fringe planning scheme as being outside an Urban Growth Boundary". There are 12 defined green wedges

spanning parts of 17 municipalities. The fact of the Act being nearly 30 years old and the definition of Green Wedges being

land found on the metropolitan fringe is no longer accurate or relevant. There should be a thorough and comprehensive

review of the adequacy and efficacy of all Green Wedge land. I understand that this is difficult politically on many levels but

may I suggest that Green Wedge should be redefined as land that places an emphasis on the purpose (which kinks to

values) of the Green Wedge not where it can be found although lines on a map will be important to set a boundary. If the

purpose of the Green Wedge were redefined to support the lungs Melbourne (this being a more complex issue that the

Green Wedge) the land itself would be land set aside for important agriculture, environmental protection and community

recreational purposes. The land could also contain, indeed showcase, low impact, environmentally sensitive urban/non

urban community enclaves that should be used as a hothouse for best practice urban and non urban development and

business practices. Some examples in the UK show how limited, tightly controlled development can be incorporated in

environmentally sensitive areas with the people who live in these areas being custodians for all who visit and enjoy what

nature has provided. This approach would overcome many of the current anomalies that can be found in areas set aside in

the Green Wedge and promote the creation of more green wedges at the suburban, municipal and state level

The concept map should include are revitalised vision for the Green Wedge precincts, and sub precincts with each of the

foregoing precincts to contain its contribution to a newly defined approach to Green wedge zoning.



Q18.Please explain your response

Q19.The discussion paper includes options

(options 11-17, pages 23 to 27) that identify

housing, climate change, people place and

identity and partnerships with local

government as key concepts that need to be

incorporated into Plan Melbourne 2016. Do you

support the inclusion of these as key concepts

in Plan Melbourne 2016?

Disagree

Q20.Please explain your response

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

Q22.Climate change comments

Q23.The discussion paper includes the option (option 20, page 30) to revise the Delivering Jobs and Investment

chapter in Plan Melbourne 2014 to ensure the significance and roles of the National Employment Clusters as

places of innovation and knowledge-based employment are clear. How can Plan Melbourne 2016 better articulate

the significance and roles of the National Employment Clusters as places of innovation and knowledge-based

employment?

Q24.The discussion paper includes two options

(page 30) relating to National Employment

Clusters, being:Option 21A: Focus planning for

National Employment Clusters on core

institutions and businesses.Option 21B: Take a

broader approach to planning for National

Employment Clusters that looks beyond the

core institutions and businesses.Which option

do you prefer?

not answered

Q25.Please explain why you have chosen your preferred option

The challenge is to create an economic rationale for business to provide goods and services that require a local physical

interface. Making sure that local populations have 20 minute access to everyday non work needs should be defined as this

would show that some services (which might not be required every day but may be required urgently) may be sensibly

located at distances greater than a 20 minute walk.

Please replace climate change with the environment as climate change is only one factor that affects the environment. It is a

key concept sitting behind planning decisions now and should continue to be given significant prominence.

No

As above

not answered

not answered



Q26.The discussion paper includes the option

(option 22, pages 30) to broaden the East

Werribee National Employment Cluster to call it

the Werribee National Employment Cluster in

order to encompass the full range of activities

and employment activities that make up

Werribee. This could include the Werribee

Activity Centre and the Werribee Park Tourism

Precinct. Do you agree with broadening the

East Werribee Cluster?

not answered

Q27.Why?

Q28.The discussion paper includes the option

(option 23, pages 30) to broaden the

Dandenong South National Employment

Cluster to call it the Dandenong National

Employment Cluster in order to encompass the

full range of activities and employment

activities that make up Dandenong. This could

include the Dandenong Metropolitan Activity

Centre and Chisholm Institute of TAFE. Do you

agree with broadening the Dandenong South

National Employment Cluster?

not answered

Q29.Why?

Q30.The discussion paper includes options (options 24 to 30, pages 34-35) that consider the designation of Activity

Centres and criteria for new Activity Centres. Do you have any comments on the designation of Activity Centres

or the criteria for new Activity Centres as outlined in the discussion paper?

Q31.The discussion paper includes the option (option 31, page 35) to evaluate the range of planning mechanisms

available to protect strategic agricultural land. What types of agricultural land and agricultural activities need to

be protected and how could the planning system better protect them?

Q32.The discussion paper includes the option (option 32, page 36) to implement the outcomes of the Extractive

Industries Taskforce through the planning scheme, including Regional Growth Plans, to affirm that extractive

industries resources are protected to provide an economic supply of materials for construction and road

industries. Do you have any comments in relation to extractive industries? Reference page 36.

not answered

not answered

not answered

not answered

not answered



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

Q34.The discussion paper includes the option

(option 34, page 42) to include the Principal

Public Transport Network in Plan Melbourne

2016. Do you agree that the Principal Public

Transport Network should inform land use

choices and decisions?

Strongly Agree

Q35.Why?

Q36.The discussion paper includes the option (option 35, page 43) to incorporate references to Active Transport

Victoria (which aims to increase participation and safety among cyclists and pedestrians) in Plan Melbourne

2016. How should walking and cycling networks influence and integrate with land use?

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

Q38.The discussion paper includes the option

(option 36A, pages 46) to establish a 70/30

target where established areas provide 70 per

cent of Melbourne’s new housing supply and

greenfield growth areas provide 30 per cent. Do

you agree with establishing a 70/30 target for

housing supply?

Strongly

Q39.Why?

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

not answered

The plan should be holistic and major state infrastructure not just public transport should all be provided for in the plan

Both require forms of infrastructure and have their own unique safety considerations when taken together or in conjunction

with other forms of mobility. Just as we try and separate cars from bikes travelling in the same direction it is urgent that we

fully separate bikes from pedestrians who too often approach each other on narrow two way pathways or where people

step out of the bush without looking in front of a bike.

No

70/30 will significantly support a far more modern view of greater population densities (with obvious infrastructure

improvement implications) without impacting my concept for local green wedge zones, with density to be achieved vertically

not horizontally. Provision for older Victorian to remain where they live should be part of this plan with single level

townhouses being a feature of what we try and fit on existing urban blocks. What I'm promoting is not a granny flat which is

a somewhat pejorative term that should be struck out of the Refresh.

Enshrine the requirement in regulation to overcome the anomaly of each local government area arriving at their own

interpretation of the target and clogging up VCAT. Ensure that the application of the 70/30 overlay is a critical sign off by

local government before any development commences and monitor progress to ensure compliance with heavy penalties

(not a slap on the wrist) for non compliance.



Q41.The discussion paper includes the option

(option 36B, page 46) to investigate a

mechanism to manage the sequence and

density of the remaining Precinct Structure

Plans based on land supply needs. Do you

agree with this idea?

Agree

Q42.Why?

Q43.The discussion paper includes the option

(option 36C, page 46) to focus metropolitan

planning on unlocking housing supply in

established areas, particularly within areas

specifically targeted for growth and

intensification. Do you agree with this idea?

Strongly Agree

Q44.Why?

Q45.The discussion paper includes options (option

37, page 50) to better define and communicate

Melbourne’s housing needs by either:Option

37A: Setting housing targets for metropolitan

Melbourne and each sub-region relating to

housing diversity, supply and

affordabilityOption 37B: Developing a

metropolitan Housing Strategy that includes a

Housing Plan Which option do you prefer?

Option 37B

Q46.The discussion paper includes the option (option 38, page 52) to introduce a policy statement in Plan Melbourne

2016 to support population and housing growth in defined locations and acknowledge that some areas within

defined locations will require planning protection based on their valued character. How could Plan Melbourne

2016 clarify those locations in which higher scales of change are supported?

Demand driving supply needs is a given. Managing the sequence and density of land occupation needs to use price signals

to encourage developments that maximise existing infrastructure in all its forms whilst meeting other goals i.e. protecting the

built and natural environment. Please take a careful look at land banking by developers and ensure that all major

developments (over 500 houses) are signed off by the Department as well as the relevant local government authorities.

Its the only practical way to stop urban sprawl which given population projections could not be sustained within the

proposed lock down on the UGB.

not answered



Q47.The discussion paper includes the option (option 39, page 52) to clarify the direction to ‘protect the suburbs’.

How could Plan Melbourne 2016 clarify the direction to protect Melbourne and its suburbs from inappropriate

development?

Q48.The discussion paper includes the option

(option 40, page 56) to clarify the action to

apply the Neighbourhood Residential Zone to

at least 50 per cent of residential land

by:Option 40A: Deleting the action and

replacing it with a direction that clarifies how

the residential zones should be applied to

respect valued character and deliver housing

diversityOption 40B: Retain at least 50 per cent

as a guide but expand the criteria to enable

variations between municipalitiesWhich option

do you prefer?

Option 40B

Q49.The discussion paper includes the option (option 42, page 58) to include an action in Plan Melbourne 2016 to

investigate how the building and planning system can facilitate housing that readily adapts to the changing

needs of households over the life of a dwelling. In what other ways can Plan Melbourne 2016 support greater

housing diversity?

The best way to protect the suburbs is not to treat each as though they are the same and not treat all parts of each suburb

in the same way. Density of development should follow where development is already more dense in each suburb i.e. in

more densely developed suburbs and near shopping centres or regional hubs with public transport continuing to target

these areas to reduce demand for cars. That said no more 1960s public housing high rises please. Parking on street should

be restricted by payment of an annual amount by each owner that chooses to use this public space (use pays works for

me) where the same owner has for whatever reason acquired more cars than they have acquired space for this purpose.

Use grandfather clause provisions to deal with all those who currently park on street because of an absence of 'on the

property parking' but otherwise use price as the mechanism to shape behaviour to help people think more about how they

travel and where they park.

With respect, housing diversity is not the same as producing housing stock that readily adapts to the changing needs of

households over the life of the dwelling or indeed the life of the family living in the dwelling. The very purpose of Plan

Melbourne is to shape an outcome more than to support it. Greater housing diversity should be a function of attracting

people to the lifestyle they prefer with each regions (as is the case now) to promote the region's life style and the benefits of

living in one region or one part of each region. The style and type of housing stock available can be shaped by zone

planning controls and overlays which should be specific to each region rather than generic in nature. This will require

significant community consultation but it might just produce the desired outcome.



Q50.A number of options are outlined in the discussion paper (page 58) to improve housing affordability,

including:Option 45A: Consider introducing planning tools that mandate or facilitate or provide incentives to

increase social and affordable housing supply.Option 45B: Evaluate the affordable housing initiative pilot for

land sold by government to determine whether to extend this to other suitable land sold by government.Option

45C: Identify planning scheme requirements that could be waived or reduced without compromising the amenity

of social and affordable housing or neighbouring properties.What other ideas do you have for how Plan

Melbourne 2016 can improve housing affordability?

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

Q52.The discussion paper includes the option

(option 46, page 69) to introduce Strategic

Environmental Principles in Plan Melbourne

2016 to guide implementation of environment,

climate change and water initiatives. Do you

agree with the inclusion of Strategic

Environmental Principles in Plan Melbourne

2016?

Strongly Agree

Q53.Why?

Q54.The discussion paper includes the option

(option 47, page 72) proposes to review policy

and hazard management planning tools (such

as overlays) to ensure the planning system

responds to climate change challenges. Do you

agree with this proposal?

Strongly agree

A burger with the lot could best describe some housing, particularly when compared to the family home of the 50s and 60s.

Building homes that are designed to be added to as a family's needs change over time will reduce the initial capital and

running cost and can either be sold as such or added to by the owner concerned. The placement of homes like this on the

block becomes an important consideration as the owner may wish to build another smaller home rather than add to the

existing dwelling and excise the land by sale for tis purpose. The planning control is to therefore ensure that smaller homes

by square land area are set appropriately on their block and that space is provided for a common drive way which can also

serve as access to the back yard and back yard parking for boats and trailers etc.

No

Box 3 has a complex list of principles but given that they are not intended to replace or supersede Plan Melbourne 2014’s

high-level principles but will provide more detailed guidance for consideration of environmental and sustainability issues in

Melbourne and its peri-urban area, perhaps through a new Direction in Plan Melbourne 2016; then let's see what pops out of

Plan Melbourne 2016 with the differences from this Refresh exercise to be the baseline for the comparison.



Q55.Why?

Q56.The discussion paper includes options (options 48 and 49, page 72) to update hazard mapping to promote

resilience and avoid unacceptable risk, and update periodically the planning system and supporting legislative

and policy frameworks to reflect best available climate change science and data. Do you have any comments on

these options?

Q57.The discussion paper includes the option

(option 50, pages 73) to incorporate natural

hazard management criteria into Victorian

planning schemes to improve planning in areas

exposed to climate change and environmental

risks. Do you agree with this idea?

Strongly agree

Q58.Why?

Hazard management planning tools whether driven by the affects of climate change or not are essential. There are a

number of overlays available for use now i.e. flood prone area built up from the knowledge of experience which is a settled

predictor of future events if the not the severity of the event. Flood and bush fires are the two most likely events to affect

Melbourne with all its diversity of suburbs with some more likely to be affected by these events than others. The application

of a likelihood, severity and consequence overlay considering these natural or in some cases man made phenomenon

(bush fires) should help isolate black spots that require urgent planning attention. In my opinion minimum standards for fire

protection and deterrence should be set at a minimum standard for the design of all new homes in fire prone areas and

existing homes housing should be brought up to acceptable standards or people should be obliged to vacate the property

under police order. Too many people have died by not understanding the fact of fire. A detailed overlay will help concentrate

effort on what also needs to be done to ensure that infrastructure is at least understood in terms of emergency

management and the limits placed or access and escape during any response to fire and the subsequent recovery effort.

I appreciate the policy driving the linkage to climate change but the natural hazards most likely to occur in Victoria can be

found as common occurrences before climate change was an identified global issue. Good hazard mapping covering all

foreseeable risks will promote the avoidance of unacceptable risks and also inform design and purchase and sale

decisions. Please rethink the use of the word resilience unless it is adequately explained in a risk management context. If it

is meant to mean the community's ability (capability and capacity) to anticipate (deter and detect), plan(respond) and react

(respond) and recover from a specific event like fire or flood crisis and cover all stages of the threat spectrum then please

define it as such. The term is used extensively in the Refresh but in different ways which is unhelpful to people's

understanding the broad reach of a term like resilience. The acknowledged impact of the term and the intention to build

resilience of Victorian critical infrastructure, reflected in the Emergency Management Act suggests that defining the term in a

planning context would be helpful and facilitate linkages to other legislation and plans.

The incorporation of hazard management criteria into any plan is obvious that it begs the question why ask. The subtly of

the point is that the hazard doesn't have to develop as a consequence of the longer term affect of climate change. Take for

example the failure to appreciate the impact of poor planning re land and water at Thredbo before houses and ski lodges

were engulfed or pushed down the side of a hill above the village. The result loss of life had nothing to do with climate

change. Buildings can collapse due to poor design or a suburb can be inundated because of a failure in design where a road

way obstructs a natural water course or drainage pipes are too small or both. By all means consider climate change by

whatever it is caused as factor but the hand of man outside of climate change should drive the other half of hazard/risk

management.



Q59.The discussion paper includes the option

(option 51, page 75) to investigate

consideration of climate change risks in

infrastructure planning in the land use

planning system, including consideration of an

‘infrastructure resilience test’. Do you agree

that a more structured approach to

consideration of climate change risks in

infrastructure planning has merit?

Disagree

Q60.Why?

Q61.The discussion paper includes the option

(option 52, page 76) to strengthen high-priority

habitat corridors throughout Melbourne and its

peri-urban areas to improve long-term health of

key flora and fauna habitat. Do you agree with

this proposal?

Strongly agree

Q62.Why?

Q63.The discussion paper includes options (options 53 and 54, pages 78 and 79) to introduce strategies to cool our

city including: increasing tree canopy, vegetated ground cover and permeable surfaces; use of Water Sensitive

Urban Design and irrigation; and encouraging the uptake of green roofs, facades and walls, as appropriate

materials used for pavements and buildings with low heat-absorption properties. What other strategies could be

beneficial for cooling our built environment?

Q64.The discussion paper includes the option

(option 56A, page 80) to investigate

opportunities in the land use planning system,

such as strong supporting planning policy, to

facilitate the increased uptake of renewable and

low-emission energy in Melbourne and its peri-

urban areas. Do you agree that stronger land

use planning policies are needed to facilitate

the uptake of renewable and low-emission

energy?

Strongly agree

I do however strongly agree that there should be a more structured approach to the consideration of risks of all types

caused by all things (not just climate change) in infrastructure planning. To further make the point and considering the

ordinary duty of care that the government has to its people, it would be negligent, perhaps grossly negligent if the

government failed in this duty.

Its a no brainer and should be linked to the more comprehensive approach to the Green Wedge I've advocated earlier.

Ensure that the materials used to build are environmentally friendly. By that I mean, the material used produces a minimum

carbon footprint, longest life, least maintenance burden and optimal cost to purchase including holding and distribution cost.



Q65.Why?

Q66.The discussion paper includes options

(options 56B and 56C page 80) to strengthen

the structure planning process to facilitate

future renewable and low emission energy

generation technologies in greenfield and

urban renewal precincts and require

consideration of the costs and benefits of

renewable or low-emission energy options

across a precinct. Do you agree that the

structure planning process should facilitate the

uptake of renewable and low-emission

technologies in greenfield and urban renewal

precincts?

Strongly disagree

Q67.Why?

Q68.The discussion paper includes the option

(option 57, page 81) to take an integrated

approach to planning and building to

strengthen Environmentally Sustainable

Design, including consideration of costs and

benefits. Do you agree that an integrated

planning and building approach would

strengthen Environmentally Sustainable

Design?

Strongly agree

Q69.Why?

Yes but not wind farms. Solar energy needs to be optimised and feed back into the grid needs to be fixed. The business

case for wind farms is poor if considered on a cost to contribution basis. Add to the business case the carbon footprint to

produce a turbine wind farm and the cost to maintain same these 'soft' and 'hard' measures highlight how poor this

technology is in the renewables mix. Add to this inability of wind farms to contribute to base load requirements and we have

the answer. The only sensible switch from dirty to cleaner base load energy is nuclear power but we've seen how badly that

can be done in the USA, Russia and Japan without stronger planning controls and regulatory oversight, amongst a myriad

of issues in the very complex issue of transitioning an economy dependent on fossil fuels to something else.

But I strongly agree that the planning process should require (more than facilitate) the costs and benefits of renewable and

low emission energy options to be considered across a precinct compared to the cost of base load alternatives. Decisions

can then be made on a case by case basis with the reduced carbon footprint to be given an appropriate weighting in the

process of preparing the business case.

Address above.



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

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

on this chapter please selected 'save & continue'.

Q72.The discussion paper includes options (options 58A and 58B, page 84) to evaluate whether new or existing

planning tools (zones and overlays) could be applied to National Employment Clusters and urban renewal areas.

Do you have any comments on the planning tools (zones and overlays) needed for National Employment

Clusters and urban renewal areas?

Q73.The discussion paper includes options (options 59A and 59B, page 84) to evaluate the merits of code

assessment for multi-unit development, taking into account the findings from the ‘Better Apartments’ process,

to either replace ResCode with a codified process for multi-unit development or identify ResCode standards that

can be codified. Do you have any comments on the merits of code assessment for multi-unit development?

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

Q75.The discussion paper includes the option (options 1 and 61, pages 14 and 90) of Plan Melbourne being an

enduring strategy with a long-term focus supported by a ‘rolling’ implementation plan. Do you agree that

separating the long-term strategy from a shorter-term supporting implementation plan is a good idea?

Its a pity that the political parties cant find common ground on climate change and that it is still used as a part of wedge

politics. Whether all of the observable changes to climate, short and longer term are attributable to man is not the point some

are and will be and its a national issue. Paris produced the normal round of back slapping and self congratulation but time

will tell whether the heavy carbon emitters do anything of real substance to change economies that are built on the

consumption of fossil fuels

not answered

not answered

not answered

not answered

I disagree with the proposition that a rolling set of implementation plans are separated from the long term strategy because

that is not what the preceding sentence indicates. In my experience, normal business planning cycles of three to five years

see rolling annual plans put in place to give affect to a business' strategies. The normal business review process that

follows confirms the attainment of the annual plan and its contribution to the attainment of the business' longer term strategy.

The subsequent annual plan may be reviewed if there has been any detectable misalignment or misallocation of resource.

The business strategy may also be reviewed, not only on a cyclical basis but if there has been a major shift in some of the

facts or assumptions on which the plan was based. Unless these changes occur, committing to the strategy is key. In

developing an annual business plan it is normal for there to be very little room to implement new major initiatives requiring

significant capital investments but as the out years come into consideration there is always greater flexibility. The trick is to

set the strategy and roll the plans in like a set of waves to achieve the desired results by pounding against the shore of

opportunity or in some cases resistance. So any separation in the planning process as and between the strategic, tactical

and operational is doomed to failure. The Government would do well to head the advice of the MAC and embrace the MAC’s

suggestion of a 10-year time frame and for a ‘rolling’ planning process to address this strategic timeframe. Perhaps

mimicking businesses that have a capital intensive base and a complex but relatively stable set of factors that shape the

annual plan might not be a bad idea.



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

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

Putting in place a performance management regime that enables the plan to be measured in terms of initiatives, outputs and

costs and then linking the outputs to the outcomes found in the goals that should be an essential part of the strategy.

Government should accept the MAC's recommendation that in addition to the annual report to Parliament, the MPA prepare

a statement for the Minister for Planning to table in Parliament outlining progress in implementing the strategy’s initiatives

across Melbourne’s sub-regions every four years. I cannot imagine what further consideration a sensible suggestion like tis

requires unless the Government doesn't like reporting on a strategic basis. The most important part of tis planning process

is to try and find common ground across the political spectrum not on matters of policy but what constitutes good planning.

Unfortunately the document has been politicised as might be expected which will dilute its effectiveness over the longer term

- an opportunity lost but one that can be recovered providing the MAC and the communities ideas are genuinely considered

and not paid lip service.




