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The Heart Foundation 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Plan Melbourne Refresh discussion 
document. 

The Heart Foundation is a not-for-profit organisation committed to improving cardiovascular 

health in Australia. The Heart Foundation’s vision is for Australians to have the best 

cardiovascular health in the world. Through its research, health promotion programs and 

policy development, the Heart Foundation promotes healthy public policy to support better 

health for all Australians. 
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Submission Template 

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

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

 
The Heart Foundation recommends that Plan Melbourne clearly identify desired health 
outcomes associated with the Plan, including better access to walking and cycling and a 
reduction in commute times – particularly by car. 
 
We also recommend that Plan Melbourne prioritise active transport and access to healthy 
food by supporting an urban environment that incorporates medium and mixed densities, 
mixed land use, curtailed growth on the edges of Melbourne, efficient use of existing 
infrastructure and investment in walking and cycling. 
 
A stronger focus on health is needed in Plan Melbourne because population health is largely 
affected by factors outside the health system. These include childhood development, 
education, employment, housing, built and natural environments, transport, socio-economic 
status and cultural influences. All government departments – including Planning and 
Transport – are responsible for these determinants.  
 
To deliver the Plan – and outcomes associated with better health – Plan Melbourne must 
have bipartisan support and the capacity to be maintained and implemented over the political 
cycle.  
 

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 Heart Foundation supports the incorporation of the UN Sustainable Development Goals 
in Plan Melbourne 2016 and recommend that goals for better health – including more walking 
and cycling – be included in the Plan. There is strong evidence to show that communities that 
focus on sustainability will also achieve significant health benefits (The Lancet June 2015). 
By incorporating the UN Sustainable Development Goals and goals for better health, Plan 
Melbourne would help lead the international community by introducing a world first by 
focusing on planning for healthier environments.  
 

http://www.thelancet.com/commissions/climate-change-2015
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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: 

 
The Heart Foundation recommends that Plan Melbourne permanently lock down the existing 
urban boundary and that bipartisan support is secured to ensure that this cannot be 
overturned at a future date.   
 
The growth of Melbourne’s population on the city fringes and the periodic movement of the 
city boundary, together with a lack of access to reliable and timely public transport contribute 
to unacceptable commute times to major employment hubs.  
 
Evidence shows that long commute times have a negative impact on the health and 
wellbeing of people who commute from outer suburbs. For many people, increased car 
dependency leads to higher levels of sedentary behaviour, a lack of time for recreational 
pursuits, and poorer access to healthy food and access to local services. This contributes to 
a growing health divide between inner metropolitan suburbs and new suburbs on 
Melbourne’s ever expanding boundary. 
 
The absence of a set growth boundary has also reduced the availability of prime agricultural 
land on Melbourne’s fringes. In time, this will reduce access to fresh, affordable and healthy 
food and increase the risk of food insecurity.  
 

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? 

 
The Heart Foundation supports a strong articulation of the values of green wedge and peri-
urban areas, but we also strongly support the submission of Victoria Walks in this area in that 
Plan Melbourne 2016 needs to outline the sustainability problems of development in these 
areas.  
 
Most residents in these areas are unable to find work locally and as such have unacceptable 
commute times to the major employment centre of the CBD.  
 

“Expanding peri-urban towns is not preferable to metropolitan development.  The Plan 
should be clear on this.  The Plan should also clearly distinguish peri-urban areas 
from genuinely rural or regional areas, which have very different characteristics, 
where growth should be supported and facilitated” (Victoria Walks 2015).  
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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: 

 
The Heart Foundation strong supports the concept of a polycentric city and we recommend 
that Plan Melbourne develop measurable targets that guide consistent implementation and 
resource allocation. 
 
Our work with the Department of Health and Human Services and the Department of 
Environment Land Water and Planning has helped to define what a ‘20 minute 
neighbourhood’ means and establish the role that government should play to support this. 
 
Evidence shows that compact, walkable neighbourhoods with high levels of public amenity 
can deliver improved health and environmental outcomes. However, the role of local 
employment requires greater clarification as evidence suggests that density and local 
employment play complementary roles in supporting walking for transport and local living.  
 
Our evidence review and partnership work with government have identified the following 
‘hallmarks’ of successful ’20 minute neighbourhoods: 

 Be safe, accessible and well-connected for pedestrians and cyclists to optimise 
active transport. 

 Offer high quality public realm and open space. 

 Provide services and destinations that support local living. 

 Facilitate access to quality public transport that connects people to jobs and higher 
order services. 

 Deliver housing/population at densities1 that make local services and transport 
viable.  

 Facilitate thriving local economies. 

                                                           
1
 “While empirical evidence is limited, both a practice-based case study approach and one empirical study identified that a net density 

threshold of 20 dwellings per hectare (or gross density of 18 dwellings per hectare) is the minimum required to encourage at least some 
transport-related walking. 2. If an additional performance criteria required that densities are sufficient to make amenities and public 
transport viable on the basis that increased access to amenities and public transport will encourage more walking (as was shown in this 
report), densities of between 35-43 net and 32-40 gross dwellings per hectare (based on dwelling occupancies of 2.6 persons/dwelling) are 
required.” (Professor Billie Giles-Corti  2014 “Low density development: impacts on physical activity and associated health outcomes” 
Heart Foundation Australia) 



Plan Melbourne Refresh: Discussion Paper Submission 

Page 5 of 17 

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: 

 
The Heart Foundation strongly supports the inclusion of housing, climate change, people 
place and identity and partnerships with local government in Plan Melbourne 2016. We also 
recommend that ‘health’ be included in the Plan. 
 
The Heart Foundation has worked in partnership with Local Government for well over a 
decade to bring the principles of Healthy by Design into local area planning. These principles, 
together with our recent work on density and optimum density levels can help address many 
challenges associated with attaining the above mentioned concepts. 
 
In particular, we recommend that Plan Melbourne should follow the following principles: 

1. Move toward more active transport and a significant reduction in car dependence – 
this is essential for health and environmental sustainability. 

2. Increase connection with services, recreation, green space and within 
neighbourhoods, together with fostering community spirit – this allows for an 
increased connection with people, place and identity. 

3. Striving for optimum density levels which support a mix of housing options – this will 
ensure citizens are able to live in their neighborhoods regardless of life stage or 
changes to socio-economic status.    

  

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

 
The Heart Foundation recommends that Plan Melbourne make clear and explicit reference 
to the Victorian Public Health and Wellbeing Plan 2015-19 and adopt its definition of 
liveability. The Public Health and Wellbeing Plan acknowledges the link between the built 
and natural environments and health and Plan Melbourne should reflect this and its 
relationship to land-use planning.  
 
We also recommend that Plan Melbourne give greater emphasis to a planning system that 
facilitates an equitable distribution of employment and access to local services, including 
health services. 
 
Plan Melbourne should also support healthier lifestyles to help stem the rise of chronic 
diseases, particularly in the outer suburbs. The Victorian Heart Maps show that local 
government areas in Melbourne’s outer suburbs are more likely to have higher rates of risk 
factors, including smoking and obesity, and higher rates of hospital admissions for heart 
attack, than local government area in inner Melbourne. 
 
While there is a divide between inner and outer Melbourne, the Victorian Population Health 
Survey 2011-12 showed that all Victorians would benefit from more physical activity. One-

http://heartfoundation.org.au/assets/HeartMaps/VICMaps/lite/StatPlanet.html
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third of Victoria’s adult population do little or no physical activity and this is a contributing 
factor to the rising number of people who are overweight or obese. Indeed, more than half of 
Victoria’s adult population are overweight or obese. Plan Melbourne can help begin to 
change this by integrating health into planning. When this happens, the choice for people to 
be active becomes more convenient, easy, safe and enjoyable. Providing convenient, easy-
to-access built environments that encourage people to be ‘out and about’ on a daily basis 
will contribute to a more active and vibrant society. 
 

Chapter 3: Delivering jobs and investment 

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

 

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

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

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

Which option do you prefer?  

 Option 21A 
 Option 21B 

 
Please explain why you have chosen your preferred option: 

 

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

 Strongly Disagree  
 Disagree 
 Agree 
 Strongly Agree 

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

 Strongly Disagree  
 Disagree 
 Agree 
 Strongly Agree 

Why? 

 

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

 

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

 

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

 

16. Any other comments about chapter 3 (delivering jobs and investment)? 
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Chapter 4: A more connected Melbourne 

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

 Strongly Disagree  
 Disagree 
 Agree 
 Strongly Agree 

Why? 

 
The Heart Foundation supports the inclusion of the Principal Public Transport Network in 
Plan Melbourne 2016. There is strong evidence to show that people who use public transport 
are more likely to incorporate walking and cycling in their trips and therefore be physically 
active. Reducing reliance on private vehicles also contributes to higher levels of pedestrian 
activity on local roads, which will contribute to better outcomes for the health of Victorians 
and the environment. 
 

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? 

 
The Heart Foundation recommends that cycling and walking networks must be included an 
essential part of all future land use planning. Access to active transport is critical to 
increasing incidental physical activity and in turn, better health. 
 
Future developments should demonstrate how they integrate with existing (or provide new) 
cycling and walking networks which allow for access to both recreational pursuits and access 
to necessary services and employment.  
 

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

 
The Heart Foundation recommends that Plan Melbourne develop specific targets and 
measures to ensure timely and appropriate investment in Active Transport networks. 
 
Plan Melbourne 2016 presents an opportunity to increase the focus on access to public 
transport networks and active transport opportunities. This is important not only for “Central 
Melbourne” (as identified in Plan Melbourne 2014) but should be a critical consideration in all 
future development regardless of distance from the CBD. 
 
There is an opportunity to increase the focus on Walking and Cycling as stand-alone 
mechanisms for a more connected Melbourne. There needs to be a greater focus on cycling 
and pedestrian links across the suburbs and not just a concentration of getting people to the 
CBD. This is especially critical for ensuring healthy, safe, sustainable access to the key 
polycentric education and employment hubs.     
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Chapter 5: Housing 

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

 Strongly Disagree  
 Disagree 
 Agree 
 Strongly Agree 

Why? 

 

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

 

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

 Strongly Disagree  
 Disagree 
 Agree 
 Strongly Agree 

Why? 

 

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

 Strongly Disagree  
 Disagree 
 Agree 
 Strongly Agree 

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

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

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

Which option do you prefer? Choose one option: 

 Option 37A 
 Option 37B 
 Other 

Why? 

 

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

 

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

 

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

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

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

between municipalities.  

Which option do you prefer? Choose one option: 

 Option 40A 
 Option 40B 
 Other 

Why? 

Recent research (Giles-Corti 2014) shows that densities of between 22-35 dwellings per 
hectare are required to optimise walkability. The Heart Foundation recommends that the 
application of the Neighbourhood Residential Zones should give greater consideration to 
achieving sustainable densities across Melbourne to support better access to public transport 
and services and supporting more walkable neighbourhoods.  
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28.  The discussion paper includes the option (option 42, page 58) to include an action in Plan 
Melbourne 2016 to investigate how the building and planning system can facilitate housing 
that readily adapts to the changing needs of households over the life of a dwelling.  In what 
other ways can Plan Melbourne 2016 support greater housing diversity? 

  
Plan Melbourne 2016 should support a greater housing diversity and enable a range of 
options for achieving increased density in order to accommodate the growing population. 
While proposals for increasing density are often met with angst from the community, there 
are options that may ensure that housing diversity and density can be achieved without 
having a major impact on existing suburbs and lifestyles.  
 

“ , the City of Vancouver’s Director of Planning, came up with a 
triptych that beautifully describes three kinds of density acceptable to residents of 
existing communities who would otherwise fight off any intervention that would 
seem to change the character of their community. 
 
They are Invisible, Hidden, and Gentle Densities. 
 
The first might be a secondary suite in an existing house.  No change at all as 
seen from the street. 
 
The second might be a lane cottage, tucked behind a house and barely seen from 
the front. 
 
The third might be a few extra floors above the retail frontages along a commercial 
street or the introduction of rowhouses in a neighbourhood” 
 
Source: https://pricetags.wordpress.com/2010/11/18/hidden-density/  

 
While Melbourne is currently pursuing gentle densities quite well, Plan Melbourne should 
articulate and provide planning frameworks that encourage more invisible and hidden 
densities.  
 

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

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

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

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

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

 
 
 

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

 

removed

https://pricetags.wordpress.com/2010/11/18/hidden-density/
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Chapter 6: A more resilient and environmentally sustainable Melbourne 

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

 Strongly Disagree  
 Disagree 
 Agree 
 Strongly Agree 

Why? 

 

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?  

The Heart Foundation supports the initiatives mentioned, because a greener urban 
environment is more conducive to cycling, walking, social connections and stress reduction. 

There is supported by evidence (Keniger et al 2013)2 that indicates people benefit physically, 

psychologically, cognitively and socially from interaction with nature.  

The Heart Foundation has produced a position snapshot that summarises the benefits of 
urban trees (Heart Foundation 2013). Key points include: 

 Trees planted along the kerb define a pedestrian zone separated from traffic, providing 
both real and perceived safety benefits.  

 Trees can reduce the temperatures of the surfaces they shade by as much as 10-25°C.  

 The environment and property value benefits have been calculated at $3.81 for every $1 
spent on tree planting and maintenance.  

Our position snapshot found street trees add between 2% and 30% to the value of adjacent 

                                                           
2 Keniger, L; Gaston, K; Irvine, K; Fuller, R (2013). ‘What are the Benefits of Interacting with 

Nature?’ International Journal of Environmental Research and Public Health, March 2013. 
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property. 

It is important that Plan Melbourne facilitates retention and establishment of urban trees and 
particularly street trees. 

The Heart Foundation agrees with Victoria Walks in that “Plan Melbourne (2016) should also 
consider the factors that lead to an over-provision of hard surfaces that contribute to the heat 
island effect.  In particular: 

Current car parking requirements often create an oversupply of at-grade car parking.  An 
action of Plan Melbourne should be a zero-based review of car parking controls – do we 
need parking minimum requirements, or can we leave car parking provision to the 
market? 

Conversations with various stakeholders suggest VicRoads have a tendency to over-
design arterial roads based on traditional modelling that assumes continuing high rates of 
car use, and a desire to provide for traffic growth into the future.  There is also arguably 
over-design in the detail of roads and car parking areas, such as wide traffic lanes, the 
provision of slip lanes and service roads, and large areas dedicated to on-site vehicle 
circulation” (Victoria Walk2015). 

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

 Strongly Disagree  
 Disagree 
 Agree 
 Strongly Agree 

Why? 

 

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

 Strongly Disagree  
 Disagree 
 Agree 
 Strongly Agree 

Why? 
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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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Chapter 7: New planning tools 

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

 

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

 

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

 
The Heart Foundation recommends that Healthy Active by Design guidelines be integrated 
into the planning scheme to guide structure planning for new and existing areas.  
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Chapter 8: Implementation 

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

 
The Heart Foundation supports separating the long-term strategy from a shorter term 
implementation plan. We also recommend that Plan Melbourne include clear measures or 
statements to define what ‘success looks like.  
 

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

 
The Heart Foundation recommends that Plan Melbourne include outcome measures for 
health and wellbeing, particularly for physical activity. The “Eye on Melbourne” proposal was 
a first step in this direction and we would be happy to contribute to the development of 
appropriate measures as part of the Plan Melbourne implementation documents. 
 

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

 
Plan Melbourne should have an outcome monitoring framework to ensure that it, and any 
other any associated implementation plans, can be measured and held to account. Further, 
Plan Melbourne needs regular monitoring process to ensure progress toward the broader 
vision is achieved.  
 
In addition the Heart Foundation strongly supports the comments made by Victoria Walks in 
their submission regarding undertaking a fundamental review of planning scheme car parking 
requirements, including consideration of removing car parking minimum requirements and 
applying maximum parking limitations in certain situations. 
 
Finally the Heart Foundation strongly believes that Plan Melbourne 2016 needs to be 
supported by a new Planning Act. A new Planning Act should place people at its centre by 
protecting and promoting liveability and health and wellbeing. 
 
The current Planning and Environment Act 1987, now almost 30 years old, reflects narrow 
and in some cases, outdated priorities. Today’s challenges – including climate change, 
population growth, chronic disease, transport congestion and urban sprawl – highlight the 
need for a contemporary approach to planning that has a broader focus than land use alone. 
 
The Heart Foundation believes that far greater consideration should be given to the needs of 
the community as the ‘end users’ of the built environment. The planning system should be 
about planning land for people and provide direction by the Victorian government regarding 
use and development of land that puts the needs of the community first.  
 
 
 

 




