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Submission Template 

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

No comments on Chapter 2 matters 

Chapter 3: Delivering jobs and investment 

No comments on Chapter 3 matters 

Chapter 4: A more connected Melbourne 

No comments on Chapter 4 matters 

Chapter 5: Housing 

1. 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? 

Neither agree nor disagree; would need to see more evidence justifying the 70/30 breakdown 

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

n/a 

3. 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? 

Cannot comment; require a better understanding of Precinct Structure Plans 
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4. 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 YES 
 Strongly Agree 

Why? 

I suspect that there are many options, within established areas, where increased housing supply is 
possible without degrading the public sphere or the amenity of established dwellings. 

5. 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 POSSIBLY 
 Other 

Why? 

Would depend upon the scope, objectives and implementation tools of the Housing Plan 

6. 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? 

Within the existing Planning Scheme, we already have Policies and Heritage Overlays which establish 
where only limited change will be possible. Areas without such Overlays should be able to absorb 
greater areas of housing growth without compromising the existing valued character 

7. 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? 

See above comment 
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8. 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 NEITHER 

Why? 

In my view the NRZ zoning option is an ineffective mechanism to “respect valued character and 
deliver housing diversity.”  

 It must be acknowledged that Planning Authorities had [and have] the opportunity to 

nominate MORE than two dwellings per lot for the NRZ option. They were also able to 

nominate a variety of building heights for this zone; they were not obliged to accept the 

default position. 

 Concerning building heights nominated for the NRZ, these heights only applied to dwellings 

and residential buildings. 

More importantly, we must query why a zoning mechanism is being used to achieve heritage and 
design/development outcomes anyway, when Planning Schemes have other mechanisms [eg 
Heritage Overlays and DDO’s] to address these matters. 

9.  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? 

Authorities could provide developers with incentives [eg expedited planning processes and stamp 
duty exemptions – for example] to provide dwellings that can be physically adapted over the life of 
the building, to provide for diverse household structures. 

10. 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? 

The capacity of private developers to deliver more affordable housing must be re-examined. For 
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many multi-unit developments, some units will be hard to sell for a variety of reasons [location 
within block, size or configuration of unit etc etc]. In these situations, developers often offer stamp 
duty incentives and/or furniture packages … and reduce the asking price. Clearly, other options could 
be considered; not for profit housing associations could be offered units at cost [or certainly below 
market prices]. 

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

It must not be assumed that the actions of existing residents and local associations will frustrate the 
provision of more affordable housing. 
From the records of the , it was developer concerns that limited the 
provision of additional public/social housing in the Carlton Re-development project and not the 
activities of the local Association.  
The suggestion that third party rights could be removed, if affected parties have been provided with 
the opportunity to present their views early in the process, is not supported. Major affordable/social 
housing projects [like the Carlton Re-development Project] take many years. During the period 
between project commencement and completion it is common for 

 Government priorities to change, and Planning Scheme Overlays and Policies to be amended. 

Truncated planning processes which exclude third party involvement late in the process raise 

serious equity/fairness concerns 

 Major projects deserve more and not less scrutiny 

In the Carlton case, it was the local Association that argued for the expansion of the public housing 
component. This goodwill should be acknowledged by providing meaningful opportunities for 
ongoing involvement. 

 

Chapter 6: A more resilient and environmentally sustainable Melbourne 

12. 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 YES 

Why? 

There must be a greater emphasis on the need for better environmental outcomes in overarching 
documents like Plan Melbourne 

13. 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 YES 

Why? 
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It has already been established that certain areas [eg coastal regions] are likely to experience 
particular challenges as a result of climate change. 

14. 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? 

Sounds sensible 

15. 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 YES 

Why? 

Basic risk management would require such measures 

16. 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 YES 

Why? 

Seems sensible 

17. 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 YES 

Why? 

Any measures to avoid habitat destruction must be supported! 
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18. 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?  

Cannot add to this list just now 

19. 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 YES 

Why? 

Any policy support for community based renewable energy initiatives would assist in achieving a low 
carbon future 

20. 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 YES 

Why? 

See comment above 

21. 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 Yes 

Why? 

Planning tools incorporated in Planning Schemes need to be much stronger. ESD matters need to be 
the subject of a PERMIT TRIGGER, like use and development matters. Relegating ESD issues to Policy 
Statements will never signal to the development industry and other stake holders that sustainable 
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outcomes need to be taken seriously. 

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

Not just now 

 

Chapter 7: New planning tools 

No comments on chapter 7 

Chapter 8: Implementation 

No comments on chapter 8 




