
Submission #2 

6th December 2020 

To: Strategic Planning 
Submission to Amendment C 179 
Moreland City Council 
Locked Bag 10, Moreland VIC 3058 
email: strategicplanning@moreland.vic.gov.au 

Dear Sir/ Madam, 

Re: Submission to Amendment C179-South Street MILS Precinct 

Thank-you for the opportunity to make a submission to this Planning Scheme Amendment. 

Please accept this submission as an objection to the Amendment in full. I hope that it is voted 
against at the Decision 2 gateway. 

I am a resident of Pascoe Vale and frequently drive up Princess Street and other streets near to 
this site, and am already concerned at the large number of cars parked on the streets and the 
difficulty getting through the streets in this area. 

The reasons for my objection are outlined below. 

1. The Public Notice document does not mention that Craig Care has made the application for this
Amendment via G2 Urban Planning. There is a lack of transparency in the public notice.
Craig Care is an aged care provider in a 'quiet cul de sac', where actually Princess Street is
already a difficult street to drive through due to the number of cars parked on the street.

I wonder if residents and businesses in the surrounding area would actually have any motivation
to make a submission to this Amendment due to the omission of any reference to Craig Care?

There are already traffic issues in this area, which will potentially be exacerbated, and I would
like to point out that at the 8 July 2020 Council meeting, the City Change Unit of City Futures
put a report that recommends the removal of onstreet parking on both sides of Boundary Road
(an arterial road managed by VicRoads) without any public consultation or notification - City
Change Unit claimed that due to the pandemic it was not possible to consult with the public.
I disagree - of course public notice and consultation should have been conducted.
However there is the likelihood of significant impacts on the transport system as defined by
section 3 of the Transport Integration Act 2010 that have not been investigated or reported on.

2. I disagree with any non-urgent changes to the Moreland Planning Scheme being made during a
State of Emergency, and particularly when Melbourne was in lockdown for an extended period
of time.

In other words, it is my opinion that this Amendment does not implement the objectives of
planning in Victoria as outlined in the Explanatory Report. It is not fair or orderly to make
changes to the Planning Scheme when the community has other more pressing needs and
priorities.

At the time of writing this submission, the Council website does not have any file of submissions
made to this Amendment. This should not be interpreted as an indication that the community
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supports the Amendment, but rather that people have probably got more important things to 
spend their time on, and as mentioned in point 1, they might not have a clue that Craig Care is 
planning on expansion. 

3. Moreland Councillors did not exactly show support for this Amendment at the Decision 1
Gateway (Council meeting 13 May 2020 DCF17/20).

This item very almost lapsed due to the lack of a mover, and then almost didn’t get a seconder
either.  If you watch the video of the Council meeting at 2 hrs 26 minute mark you will see that
South Ward Councillor, Cr Mark Riley, moved the Officer Recommendation when the Mayor was
announcing that the item had lapsed. And he almost didn’t get a seconder – but his colleagues
from The Greens stuck their hand up at the last minute, seemingly to support their colleague.

Importantly though it was not a North-West Ward Councillor that moved or seconded the
proposal.  Cr Mark Riley is from the South Ward, and actually from the Brunswick East section
of that ward, which is far and away a different type of residential amenity to South Street
Hadfield, and also has a vastly different type of demographic and set of community
expectations.

I would suggest that his views are not at all representative of the average voter in the NW ward.

4. Following on from points 1-3 above, I disagree with the statement under Social and Economic
Effects on page 3 of the Explanatory Report that ‘The immediate surrounding land will benefit
from an increased sense of neighbourhood and residential amenity.”

5. I disagree with the statement in the Explanatory Report that this Amendment complies with the
requirements of Ministerial Direction 11 for Strategic Assessment of Amendments (page 3 of the
Explanatory Report). In particular to two aspects of Planning Practice Note 46 Strategic
Assessment Guidelines (May 2017) as follows:

(a) The Strategic Assessment Guidelines Checklist has not been used by Council Planners,
and therefore it can not be readily ascertained by a layperson whether or not each section
of the Strategic Assessment has been answered in the manner required by PPN46.
A copy of this Checklist is at Appendix 1.

The Explanatory Report states that ‘A Strategic assessment of the proposed amendment
has been undertaken in accordance with this Ministerial Direction in this explanatory report”

It is my opinion that this is not sufficient – the checklist should be used as a form of proof to
verify the accuracy of that statement. The checklist should be publicly exhibited for the
purpose of transparency and to demonstrate a system of checks and balances.  By doing
so, Moreland Council, in it’s role as planning authority, would also be upholding the
requirements set out in Planning Practice Note 74 for Availability of Planning Documents.

(b) Because the Checklist has not been used it may not be noticed that the question related to
the Transport Integration Act 2010 has not been answered in the correct way.

PPN46 asks ‘Is the amendment likely to have a significant impact on the transport system,
as defined by section 3 of the Transport Integration Act 2010? ‘ (see page 10)

This question has not been answered.
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Instead it is obliquely stated that ‘The intent of the amendment broadly aligns with the 
objectives and decision principles outlined in Section 3 of the Act. The amendment aims to 
encourage land uses and developments that minimise dependence on car use and 
facilitate sustainable transport options’  (page 5 of the Explanatory Report).

I object very strongly to any planning authority avoiding a direct response to a question.  
But especially when it relates to transport in the North West ward of Moreland.  In recent 
years, the City Futures division and Amenity/Compliance Unit have demonstrated a total 
disconnect with the community expectations/needs for transport use in this part of 
Moreland. 

Transport is a service according to Council’s 5 year Strategic Resource Plan, and as such, 
services should meet the needs and expectations of the local community, and not be 
hijacked by neoliberal ideology or private business interests. 

Aged Care Homes firstly require excellent access for ambulances – good luck to any 
ambulance driver trying to navigate Princess Street at certain times of the day or week. 
As for South Street, I have no idea what the situation would be, as no assessment is 
provided. 

6. If indeed, as is claimed in the Explanatory Report that ‘The intent of the amendment broadly
aligns with the objectives and decision principles outlined in Section 3 of the Act.’, can Council
Planners please provide a copy of the documentation that shows how each transport objective
and decision principle has been considered?

Attached at Appendix 2 and 3 are copies of DELWP documents on the Transport Integration Act
2010 and ‘What is meant by significant impact?’ and ‘What is meant by must have regard to’

It is my opinion that Moreland Council, as planning authority and interface body, has not met the
requirements laid out in these documents for this Amendment.

I suppose it is not surprising, because even for Amendment C183 Moreland Integrated
Transport Strategy, the Explanatory Report did not have an answer to the question of ‘Is the
amendment likely to have a significant impact on the transport system, as defined by section 3
of the Transport Integration Act 2010?’

It too provided an oblique answer, of ‘The amendment complies with the relevant requirements
of the Transport Integration Act 2010, specifically Part 2, Division 2, 11 – Integration of transport
and land use. Transport Integration has been comprehensively considered as part of the
Moreland Transport Integration Strategy 2018.
The application of the PO is consistent with the objectives of the Transport Integration Act 2010
to create a new framework for the provision of an integrated and sustainable transport system in
Victoria. The PO will provide for appropriate car parking rates for the major activity centres,
neighbourhood centres and local centres.’

Once again I would like to suggest that the use of the Strategic Assessment Guidelines
Checklist from PPN46, might help ensure that questions are answered properly.

7. The Officers Report of 13 May 2020 states that ‘Previous work undertaken to support the
Moreland Industrial Land Strategy (MILS) provides the strategic justification for this proposed
transition from industrial to residential land.’ (page 379 Report DCF17/20).
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I would like to express my opinion that this strategic work is out of date, and that Neighbourhood
Character Objectives have still not been created for NRZ zone schedules.

The MILS was developed and adopted in 2015. Since that time Plan Melbourne 2017 has been 
published and gazetted in March 2017, and the Plan Melbourne Addendum 2019 was officially 
gazetted on 24 March 2020.

Furthermore, Planning Practice Note 90 Planning for Housing and Practice Note 91 Using the 
Residential Zones were published by DELWP in December 2019. 

The recent State Government Budget paper no.2 has detailed descriptions of the impact of the 
pandemic on population growth projections for Melbourne (the forecast is for only 0.4% 
population growth instead of the usual 1.9%).

PPN90 and 91 require planning authorities to develop a Residential Development Framework 
Plan that is regularly reviewed based on the changing conditions.  PPN91 stipulates that  
‘Neighbourhood, heritage, environmental or landscape character objectives MUST be specified 
in the schedule’ for the NRZ zone.

It is my opinion that the Moreland Planning Scheme does not have an up to date Residential 
Development Framework Plan that fulfils the requirements of PPN90 and 91. 

This is a matter that should be brought to the attention of Councillors, as elected 
representatives, for their deliberation and input.

8.. Net Community Benefit has not been demonstrated

The pandemic has highlighted that Melbourne and Australia needs to be more self-sufficient, to 
diversify it’s economiy instead of relying on population growth to prop up a housing development
industry, and to bring manufacturing back. 

I would suggest that a truly ‘progressive’ planning authority would stop and re-consider the use 
of it’s industrial land. Moreland does not need more housing, it needs more industry and 
manufacturing. 

The lack of open space per capita in Moreland is of great concern, and the fact that the 
Moreland Open Space Strategy has not been reviewed or updated since 2012, and still refers to
population data from 2002-2008, again highlights the need for Councillors to look at PPN90 and
91 and decide on a Residential Development Framework Plan for Moreland that is fit for 
purpose moving forwards from a pandemic in the 2020’s.

10. Finally, this might seem trivial, but in fact this is something specified in Council’s Procurement
Policy, and Procurement is a fairly essential part of upholding a Council’s reputation and image.

I saw this Planning Scheme Amendment advertised on Council’s website in early November.
I did not see any newspaper advertisement, or receive anything in the mail about it.
The Instrument of Sub-delegation from the CEO to Council Officers (S7) seems to contain the
relevant authority to publish this Amendment on the Council website, under  Miscellaneous and
Administrative Powers no. 51 ‘power to authorise publication on the internet’ which is delegated
to the MCCS (Manager of Communications and Customer Services). Page 345.
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The Procurement Policy specifically states that this Instrument of Sub-Delegation will be 
reviewed annually – it hasn’t been though. 
And the Local Government Act 2020 section 47(8) states that delegations made by the Chief 
Executive Officer under the Local Government Act 1989 are revoked on 1 September 2020. 

It seems that the Instrument of Sub-Delegation from CEO to Council Staff that is publicly 
available has expired – because it is was made under the LGA 1989, it was signed on 23 
January 2019, by a previous CEO Nerina di Lorenzo, and it actually refers to her as the Acting 
Chief Executive Officer – which she wasn’t, she was the CEO not the Acting CEO. 

So that leaves me wondering about the validity of advertising this Amendment C179 on the 
Council website in November 2020, because the Instrument of Sub-delegation was revoked on 
1 September 2020. 

That all might seem really trivial, but the use of delegated authority should be scrutinised from 
time to time, and therefore I offer this observation here.

Thank-you for in advance for your consideration of my submission.. 

Yours faithfully,

Resident

Attachments:
• Appendix 1 – Strategic Assessment Guidelines Checklist from Planning Practice Note 46
• Appendix 2 – The Transport Integration Act, What is meant by ‘significant impact’? (DELWP)
• Appendix 3 – The Transport Integration Act, What is meant by ‘must have regard to’? (DELWP)
• Appendix 4 – Advisory Note 34 Addressing the Transport Integration Act in a Planning Scheme

 Amendment
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Appendix 1

Planning Practice Note 46

Strategic Assessment Guidelines for 
preparing and evaluating planning 
scheme amendments
May 2017

Strategic Assessment Guidelines checklist
This checklist is a tool that provides a quick snapshot of the above mentioned information. It may 
be useful to use while preparing an amendment assessment.

Strategic 
consideration

Why is an 
amendment 
required?

Strategic consideration

 What does the amendment
intend to do and what is its
desired outcome?

 How does it intend to do it?

 Is it supported by or is it a
result of any strategic study or
report?

 Will the planning policy,
provision or control result in the
desired planning outcome?

 Will the amendment have a
net community benefit?

 Will the community benefit
outweigh the cost of the new
control?

 Does the amendment repeat
provisions already in the scheme?

 Is the planning scheme the
most appropriate means of
controlling the issue or can other
existing regulatory or process

Yes No N/A Comment
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mechanisms deal with the issue?

 Is the matter already dealt
with under other regulations?

Strategic 
consideration

Does the 
amendment 
implement the 
objectives of 
planning and 
address any 
environmental, 
social and 
economic 
effects?

Strategic consideration

 Does the amendment
implement the objectives of
planning in Victoria? (Refer to
section 4 of the Planning and
Environment Act 1987.)

 Does the amendment
adequately address any
environmental effects?

 Does the amendment
adequately address any social
effects?

 Does the amendment
adequately address any economic
effects?

Yes No N/A Comment

Strategic 
consideration

Does the 
amendment 
address relevant
bushfire risk?

Strategic consideration

 Does the amendment meet
the objective and give effect to
the strategies to address the risk
to life as a priority, property,
community infrastructure and the
natural environment from
bushfire in the State Planning
Policy Framework (Clause 13.05-
1 of the planning scheme)?

 Has the view of the relevant
fire authority been sought in
formulating the amendment?

 Is the amendment consistent
with the Local Planning Policy
Framework objectives and
strategies that apply to bushfire
risk?

 Is local policy for bushfire
risk management required to
support the amendment?

Yes No N/A Comment

Strategic 
consideration

Strategic consideration

 Does the amendment comply

Yes No N/A Comment
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Does the 
amendment 
comply with all 
the relevant 
Minister’s 
Directions?

with the requirements of the 
Ministerial Direction on the Form
and Content of Planning 
Schemes?

 Do any other Minister’s
Directions apply to the
amendment? If so, have they
been complied with?

 Is the amendment
accompanied by all of the
information required by a
Minister’s Direction?

Strategic 
consideration

Does the 
amendment 
support or 
implement the 
SPPF?

Strategic consideration

 Does the amendment support
or give effect to the SPPF?

 Are there any competing
SPPF objectives and how are they
balanced?

 Does the amendment support
or give effect to any relevant
adopted state policy?

Yes No N/A Comment

Strategic 
consideration

Does the 
amendment 
support or 
implement the 
LPPF?

Strategic consideration

 Does the amendment
implement or support the MSS?

 Does the amendment seek to
change the objectives or
strategies of the MSS? If so, what
is the change?

 What effect will any change
to the MSS have on the rest of the
MSS:

 Is the amendment
consistent/inconsistent with
strategic directions elsewhere
in the MSS?

 Has the cumulative
effect of this amendment on
the strategic directions in the
MSS been considered?

 Does the new or amended

Yes No N/A Comment

8



local planning policy:

 respond to a
demonstrated need?

 implement an
objective or strategy in the
MSS?

 relate to a specific
discretion or group of
discretions in the scheme?

 assist the responsible
authority to make a decision?

 assist any other
person to understand whether
a proposal is likely to be
supported?

 Does the amendment affect
any existing local planning
policy?

 Is a local planning policy
necessary OR is the issue covered
by another planning tool?

Strategic 
consideration

Does the 
amendment 
make proper 
use of the VPP?

Strategic consideration

 Does the amendment use the
most appropriate VPP tool to
achieve the strategic objective of
the scheme?

 Does the amendment affect,
conflict with or duplicate another
existing provision in the planning
scheme that deals with the same
land, use or development?

 If so, have the provisions
been reconciled?

 Does the control capture
matters that do not specifically
relate to the purpose or objectives
of the control or matters that
should not be dealt with under
planning?

 Does the amendment make
any existing provision in the

Yes No N/A Comment
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planning scheme redundant?

 Is the amendment consistent
with any relevant planning
practice note?

Strategic 
consideration

How does the 
amendment 
address the 
views of any 
relevant 
agency?

Strategic consideration

 Have the views of any
relevant agency been addressed?

Yes No N/A Comment

Strategic 
consideration

Does the 
amendment 
address the 
requirements of 
the Transport 
Integration Act 
2010?

Strategic consideration

 Is the amendment likely to
have a significant impact on the 
transport system, as defined by 
section 3 of the Transport 
Integration Act 2010?

If so, explain how the amendment
addresses the transport system 
objectives and decision-making 
principles set out in Part 2, 
Divisions 2 and 3 of the TIA.

 Are there any applicable
statements of policy principles 
prepared under section 22 of the 
Transport Integration Act 2010?

If so, assess how the amendment 
addresses any specified policy 
principles that apply to the 
proposal.

Yes No N/A Comment

Strategic 
consideration

What impact 
will the new 
planning 
provisions have 
on the resource 
and 
administrative 
costs of the 
responsible 
authority?

Strategic consideration

 Has the council considered
the cost implications in
implementing and administrating
the new planning provisions
including:

 estimated increase in
number of planning permit
applications

 planning staff

Yes No N/A Comment
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resources

 other miscellaneous
costs including legal or other
professional advice, for
example, heritage advisers

 capacity to consider
the new application within the
prescribed time?

© The State of Victoria Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning 2017

This work is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International licence. You are free 
to re-use the work under that licence, on the condition that you credit the State of Victoria as 
author. The licence does not apply to any images, photographs or branding, including the Victorian 
Coat of Arms, the Victorian Government logo and the Department of Environment, Land, Water 
and Planning
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Appendix 2

The Transport Integration Act

What is meant by ‘significant impact’?

The Transport Integration Act 2010 applies to ‘transport bodies’ and ‘transport legislation’ as well as 
designated ‘interface bodies’ and ‘interface legislation’. 

Under section 25 of the Act, ‘interface bodies’ must have regard to the objectives and principles of the Act if 
they are exercising a power, performing a function or making a 
decision under interface legislation which is ‘likely to have a significant impact on the transport system’. 

Interface bodies, interface legislation and ‘the transport system’ are defined in section 3. 

A Municipal Council is also acting as an ‘interface body’ if it is exercising powers, performing functions or 
making decisions under interface legislation in its capacity as: 

 a Municipal Council (in respect of the Local Government Act 1989); or

 the body responsible for land managed or controlled under the Wildlife Act 1975, the Crown Land
(Reserves) Act 1978, the Forests Act 1958, the Land Act 1958, the National Parks Act 1975, Part
4 of the Water Industry Act and the Alpine Resorts (Management) Act 1997.

All planning authorities under the Planning and Environment Act 1987 are interface bodies under the 
Transport Integration Act.

Whether or not a particular action or decision is ‘likely to have a significant impact on the transport system’ is 
a question of fact. Interface bodies are required to use their judgment in determining the question in the 
particular circumstances of each case. 

In the past, the courts have interpreted ‘significant impact’ to mean impacts which are important, notable or 
of consequence, and which include direct and indirect impacts, short and long term effects, and impacts 
beyond the immediate geographic area of the activity. 

Interface bodies may find it useful to develop their own internal policies as to the meaning of ‘significant 
impact’. Practical interpretations include impacts which are ‘appreciable’, ‘material’, or ‘substantial’. 

It is important to remember that an impact on the transport system does not need to be certain to be 
considered ‘significant’ – it need only be ‘likely’. The significance of impacts should be assessed in relation to
the transport system as a whole, as defined in section 3, and not a particular element of the transport 
system. 

Further guidance is provided in Documenting your thinking: A guide for interface bodies or Documenting your
thinking: A guide for local government. See the web address below. 

This fact sheet is provided for information purposes and should not be regarded as legal advice, or as containing a full statement of the 
relevant provisions.  For more information or a full copy of the provisions, go to: http://www.transport.vic.gov.au/legislation
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Appendix 3

The Transport Integration Act

What is meant by ‘must have regard to’?

The Transport Integration Act 2010 – Victoria's principal transport statute – says transport bodies and 
interface bodies ‘must have regard to’ the policy framework in the legislation.

This policy framework – a vision and objectives for transport, along with a set of decision making principles – 
is designed to achieve an integrated and sustainable transport system. 

The framework applies to all transport bodies when making decisions, exercising their 
powers or performing their functions.

It also applies to ‘interface bodies’ (e.g. certain land managers such as Parks 
Victoria and all planning authorities including local Councils) when making decisions, exercising powers or 
performing functions that are ‘likely to have a significant impact’ 
on the transport system.

The phrase ‘must have regard to’ imposes a positive obligation on transport bodies and interface bodies to 
think about the policy framework in these circumstances.

This obligation is balanced by a discretion to determine what weight a body should give 
to each transport system objective and decision making principle.

‘Having regard to’ does not mean that all of the specified matters must be applied. 
A transport body or interface body may elect to give little or no weight to certain objectives 
or principles in a particular case. For example, the decision to amend regulations to make seatbelts 
compulsory in minibuses correlates strongly with the objective of safety, health 
and wellbeing, whereas the objective of environmental sustainability is unlikely to have 
any bearing on this particular decision.

The key is to ensure that the objectives and principles have been properly considered.

Based on past court and tribunal interpretations, transport bodies and interface bodies must be able to 
demonstrate clearly that they turned their mind to each of the objectives before exercising a power, 
performing a function or making a decision.

When making a decision, they must also be able to demonstrate clearly that they turned 
their mind to each of the decision making principles. The most obvious way to do so is to document the 
thinking behind their decision or action. 

The extent of documentation is a matter of judgment and common sense in the circumstances of each case. 

This fact sheet is provided for information purposes and should not be regarded as legal advice, or as containing 
a full statement of the relevant provisions.  For more information or a full copy of the provisions, go to: 
http://www.transport.vic.gov.au/legislation

13



Appendix 4

This version of Addressing the Transport Integration Act 2010 in a planning scheme 
amendment Advisory Note 34 has been prepared for use with screen reader software. The printed 
publication may contain photographs, captions and design features that have been necessarily 
omitted from this version. In other respects this document contains identical text to that in the PDF 
version of the document which is available at www.dpcd.vic.gov.au/planning .

Advisory Note 34

Addressing the Transport Integration Act 
2010 in a planning scheme amendment
January 2011

Background
The Transport Integration Act 2010 (TIA) came into effect on 1 July 2010 “to create a new framework
for the provision of an integrated and sustainable transport system in Victoria” that recognises the inter-
dependency of transport and land use.

To achieve greater coordination on transport and land-use planning matters, the TIA identifies 
‘interface bodies’ - non-transport bodies which make decisions that can have a significant impact on
transport in Victoria. Planning authorities, acting under the Planning and Environment Act 1987, are an
interface body under the TIA.

Requirements for planning authorities
The requirements on planning authorities and other interface bodies (including the Growth Areas 
Authority) are described in section 25 of the TIA. The requirements of section 25 on a planning 
authority can be summarised as follows:

If a planning scheme amendment is likely to have a significant impact on the transport 
system, as defined by the TIA, the planning authority must have regard to:

1. the transport system objectives, as set out in Part 2, Division 2 of the TIA

2. the decision making principles, as set out in Part 2, Division 3 of the TIA.
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The planning authority is also required to have regard to:

3. any statement of policy principles*, as set out in Part 2, Division 4 of the TIA.

 In addition to setting out the transport system objectives and decision making principles, the
TIA also gives the Minister administering the Act the power to issue a statement of policy
principles. A planning authority must have regard to any statement of policy principles:

 in which it is specified; or

 that specifies powers or functions which the planning authority is exercising.

You can check if a statement of policy principles has been issued by going to the TIA webpage of 
the Department of Transport website: www.transport.vic.gov.au 

The TIA and the planning system
In order to ensure that the requirements of the TIA are taken into consideration by planning 
authorities, Ministerial Direction No. 11 – Strategic Assessment of Amendments has been updated to
include the question:

“Does the amendment address relevant requirements of the Transport Integration Act 2010?”

Corresponding changes have been made to the Strategic Assessment Guidelines and the associated 
checklist, together with the explanatory report template. These latest documents are available on the
DPCD web site.

Where the amendment is expected to have a significant impact on the transport system, a short 
assessment should be provided as part of the amendment.

Assessing a proposal
In determining whether a planning scheme amendment will have a significant impact on the 
transport system, consideration needs to be given to all of the components of the transport system, 
as defined in section 3 of the TIA.

The significance of an amendment’s transport system impacts will need to be considered on a case 
by case basis, taking into account the likely use and development outcomes of the amendment.

If the planning authority determines that the amendment will not have a significant impact on the 
transport system, no further assessment is required.

If it is determined that the amendment will have a significant impact on the transport system, an 
assessment needs to be undertaken against the transport system objectives, the decision making 
principles and any relevant specified statement of policy principles as set out in the TIA.

How detailed should my assessment be?

The planning authority is to determine the weight given to each objective and decision making 
principle in the context of the amendment.
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While a detailed assessment is required to be undertaken where significant impacts are identified, 
the planning scheme amendment documentation need not include the full assessment. Only a short 
assessment should be provided in the amendment explanatory report.

The planning authority should keep a record of their full assessment in the background 
documentation for the amendment, so as to be able to demonstrate compliance with the TIA.

Relevant TIA sections
Transport system is defined in section 3 of the TIA as meaning “all the components which make
up the system for the movement of persons and goods”, including:

 the physical components

 the management components

 the labour components

 the services components.

(Refer to the TIA for detail on each of these components.)

Transport system objectives are set out in Part 2, Division 2 (sections 7 – 13) of the TIA. The 
objectives address:

 social and economic inclusion (s. 8)

 economic prosperity (s. 9)

 environmental sustainability (s. 10)

 integration of transport and land use (s. 11)

 efficiency, coordination and reliability (s. 12)

 safety and health and wellbeing (s. 13).

(Refer to the TIA for detail on each of these objectives.)

Section 26 of the TIA provides that the planning authority may determine the weight given to each 
transport system objective.

Decision making principles are set out in Part 2, Division 3 (sections 14 – 21) of the TIA. The 
principles cover:

 integrated decision making (s. 15)

 triple bottom line assessment (s. 16)

 equity (s. 17)

 the transport system user perspective (s. 18)

 precautionary principle (s. 19)

16



 stakeholder engagement and community participation (s. 20)

 transparency (s. 21).

(Refer to the TIA for detail on each of these principles.)

Section 27 of the TIA provides that the planning authority may determine the weight given to each 
decision making principle.

For more information regarding interface body obligations, go to the ‘interface bodies’ webpage on 
the Department of Transport website: www.transport.vic.gov.au 

Published by the Victorian Government Department of Planning and Community Development 
Melbourne, January 2011.
© The State of Victoria Department of Planning and Community Development 2011. 

This publication is copyright. No part may be reproduced by any process except in accordance with 
the provisions of the Copyright Act 1968.

Authorised by the Victorian Government, 8 Nicholson Street, East Melbourne.

This publication may be of assistance to you but the State of Victoria and its employees do not 
guarantee that the publication is without flaw of any kind or is wholly appropriate for your 
particular purposes and therefore disclaims all liability for any error, loss or other consequence 
which may arise from you relying on any information in this publication.

www.dpcd.vic.gov.au/planning
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