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Dear Sir/Madam 
 
Plan Melbourne Refresh 
Submission from Peet Limited 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to make a submission in relation to Plan Melbourne Refresh. 
 
Peet Limited (Peet) is Australia’s largest, publicly listed specialist residential land developer with 65 projects 
across the nation. Peet’s acquisition of CIC Australia in 2013 has expanded activities to all mainland States and 
Territories. We take great pride in our communities and have a strong sense of responsibility to the people who 
choose to live in them, which is why we invest heavily in the design and implementation of the streetscapes, 
public spaces and infrastructure at each of our individual communities. 
 
We support the implementation of long-term strategic growth plans for Melbourne that can provide clarity and 
transparency to both industry and the community with respect to the future of the city.  
 
Peet has extensive experience operating in the growth areas of major Australian capital cities. We believe Victoria 
has one of the most transparent planning systems in the country enabling a sustained supply of new dwellings to 
support net migration and thus underpinning Victoria’s economy. It is essential that changes to the planning 
framework won’t jeopardise the long and proud history of population growth and economic prosperity in 
Victoria. 
 
While there are many facets to Plan Melbourne, our submission focuses on residential Greenfield development 
within the growth areas. Our submission will raise a number of concerns regarding both the ability to implement 
and the potential repercussions of the Ministerial Advisory Committee’s recommendations. 
 
We acknowledge that the Department of Environment, Land, Water & Planning (DELWP) has prepared the Plan 
Melbourne Refresh Discussion Paper in response to the report by the Ministerial Advisory Committee (MAC) – 
June 2015. While not all of the recommendations in the MAC report have been adopted in the Discussion Paper, 
Peet’s submission focuses on the MAC report as many of the key themes and proposals contained within the 
Discussion Paper stem from this report. 
 
Attachment 1 sets out Peet’s submission in relation to Plan Melbourne Refresh. 



 
We welcome the opportunity to discuss our submission further and are eager to participate in industry 
consultation following receipt of all submissions.  
 
Yours sincerely 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
General Manager – Development VIC/ACT 
 
 
 
Encl. 
 
Attachment 1: Plan Melbourne Refresh – Peet submission 
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Attachment 1:  
Plan Melbourne Refresh – Peet submission 

 
Section 5 – Housing 
 

Introduction 
 
Plan Melbourne Refresh seeks to articulate a long-term planning policy that balances the need to accommodate 
population growth with the need to manage urban sprawl. A key policy shift in Plan Melbourne Refresh that seeks 
to address urban sprawl sits within MAC Recommendation 17, Initiative 2.1.2-1 in which 70% of all new housing 
approved after 2015 will be accommodated within established areas of Melbourne. To facilitate this, the MAC 
report outlines a number of recommendations and initiatives that will impede Greenfield development – ranging 
from policy measures designed to explicitly slow or inhibit growth (Recommendation 22, Initiatives 2.2.5-1 to 
2.2.5-3), through to influencing urban design outcomes such that new dwellings in the growth areas are less 
attractive to families (Recommendation 22; Initiative 2.2.5-4). 
 
We caution against this approach and suggest that the MAC’s recommendations will not be a panacea for 
containing urban sprawl, rather there will be a long-term destabilisation of Melbourne’s housing sector, including 
but not limited to: 
 

• Risk of growth in Melbourne stalling as planning policies will be too restrictive. 
• Limited support amongst the community to facilitate growth in the middle ring of Melbourne. 
• Reduction in housing diversity driven by a mandated minimum of 25 dwellings per net hectare. 
• Future housing supply will not respond to the needs of families.  
• Additional pressure placed on prices of existing housing as large detached dwellings become a scarcer 

commodity over time. 
• Uncertainty around implementation of the MAC’s recommendations and initiatives, many of which 

represent a material divergence from current practices and standards.  
 
These issues are explored in further detail in this submission. 
 

The role of Greenfields 
 
The Victorian economy has been and will continue to evolve as new technologies challenge the status quo and 
inform how industries adapt to change. There has been a noticeable shift away from manufacturing in Victoria, 
transforming our economy to one based on services. Victoria has benefited from a long history of migration into 
the state, defining our multicultural society and underpinning growth such that over 4,000,000 people now call 
Melbourne home. It is imperative that planning policy continues to support this tradition of making Melbourne the 
most liveable city in the world. Just as important is the need for planning policy to continue to support industry in 
the provision of dwellings and not stall growth to the extent that was seen in New South Wales in the late 1990s 
and early 2000s, from which it has not yet completely recovered. 
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It is well known that planning for Melbourne’s population growth is critical given there is an underlying demand 
for 1,570,000 new dwellings in Melbourne by 2051, of which 610,000 will be required in the growth areas1. This 
represents a need for nearly 17,000 dwellings per annum in the growth areas alone, compared to 14,000 lots 
supplied to the market in FY15 and 11,500 lots in FY14. Despite the significant improvement in market conditions 
during 2015, there is still a gap between underlying demand and current supply levels. 
 
Housing product within the Greenfields is seen by the market as both an opportunity to enter the housing market 
and also to fulfill a lifestyle aspiration. A successful Greenfield market is one which is capable of attracting 
households from across the whole lifestyle spectrum. It is critical that housing product is seen by singles, couples, 
young families, established families and those looking to downsize as both accessible and desirable. 
 
Table 1: Household life stages 

Starting
Less than 24 yrs

Emerging
25-34yrs

Established
35-44yrs 45-54yrs

Empty Nester
55-64yrs 65-74yrs 75yr-85yrs

Mature

Lone Person 
Households

Group 
Households

Couple
Households

Single Parent 
Households

Household Life stage (source ABS 2006, AHURI, Australian Unity Retirement Living, VicUrban)

Most people 
leave home 

by the age of 
20 years. 
Sharing 

homes and 
renting is the 

standard

70% of singles will form a family 
by 31 years.  By 33 years of 
age most new families (66%) 

are ready to buy a home.

46 years, most 
families are 
looking to 
upgrade

40 years is when 1/3 of families 
separate, 3.5 years until 

divorce. 1 in 5 families will be 
left a single parent

91% of households desire 
not to downsize. 5.5% will 

enter retirement village

Median 
age of 

death is 77 
years.

67% 
probability 

that a 
person will 
end up in 

age care at 
some time.

Dwellings that can accommodate 

the needs of a family prove to be 

the most versatile over time
 

 
Melbourne land product is currently the most accessible land product in the nation. The median lot price of 
$211,000 is $40,000 below Perth, $50,000 below Brisbane and $170,000 below the Sydney median lot price. As it 
stands, the Melbourne land market is not facing an affordability issue, however, it can be argued it is facing a 
desirability issue. 
 
Customers who purchased land in 2010 have seen their property price go backwards by 5%, as opposed to the 
wider established housing market, where prices grew by 17 percent. In short, people who purchased land within 
Melbourne Greenfields since 2010 are up to 22% worse off than those who bought within the established market. 
 
The challenge facing the Melbourne Greenfield market is not one of affordability but of creating value equal to 
that which is being created across most established housing markets. It is suggested that this can be achieved if 
urban planning focuses on how families live and therefore better understand the distribution of dwelling types 
and forms. 
 

1 Victoria in Future, 2014 
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With close to 80 percent of all households across Australia planning for, managing or responding to children, the 
overarching requirement of all household types and forms is to better facilitate family living. From couples who 
are looking to start a family through to grandparents involved with the raising of children, the majority of a 
person’s life is connected to family living. 
 
This fact is a major reason why approximately 15,000 households per year seek to establish themselves in 
Melbourne’s growth areas. They see it as an opportunity to fulfill the family lifestyle. The majority of people 
moving to the Greenfield markets come from within 15km and they see it as a natural extension of where they 
grew up. They have connections and family within close proximity and do not see the location as being alien or 
simply a tradeoff that has to be made. 
 
The opportunity for the Greenfield market is to respond to the next generation of family living product through a 
sustainable mix of land product and integrated housing types. Urban planning objectives that recognise how 
families’ live day to day in their dwelling and community will bring about both accessible and desirable family 
living across all market segments. 
 
The proposed changes within Plan Melbourne Refresh will result in the production of housing product that does 
not respond to the needs of families, in particular where housing product is homogenised through a ‘one size fits 
all’ approach in the form of a mandated minimum 25 dwellings per net hectare in future Precinct Structure Plans. 
 

The 70/30 target 
 
The 70/30 target is established in MAC Recommendation 17, Initiative 2.1.2-1 in which 70% of all new housing 
approved after 2015 will be accommodated within established areas of Melbourne. 
 
Mathematically, the ‘70/30 target’ could be achieved in one of two ways. The first is to maintain the rate of 
growth in established suburbs and slow the rate of Greenfield growth, such that Greenfield growth represents a 
smaller proportion of overall growth. This will result in a destabilisation of the housing industry and in turn the 
Victorian economy and would likely propel house prices beyond the reach of most, making property ownership 
achievable only through family assistance or inheritance. It would take years to reverse this damage.  
 
The second method of achieving the ‘70/30 target’ is to accelerate the rate of growth within established areas. 
There have been many attempts to achieve this this through earlier iterations of Melbourne’s strategic planning 
policies, namely Melbourne 2030 and Melbourne@ Five Million. The success of these policies has been inhibited 
by the low levels of community acceptance of medium and higher density development across the middle ring 
which has now been exacerbated by the recent residential zoning reforms which makes development within 
established suburbs even more prohibitive.   
 
Notwithstanding the challenges associated with increasing densities in the middle ring, assuming that 
development does accelerate, a new problem arises. By virtue of the high underlying land values, middle ring 
developments need to be in the form of higher densities to be financially viable. In parallel, the Greenfields will be 
undergoing a structural shift under Plan Melbourne Refresh in which development will be slowed and for 
development that does proceed, it will occur at much higher densities. As a result the only new housing product 
available for purchase will be high density dwellings which are small in nature and not necessarily responding to 
families’ needs. Consequently, the only opportunity to live in a larger detached family home will be to purchase 
one from the existing housing stock, for which both demand and price will increase as they become a rarer 
commodity over time. 
 
To complement the 70/30 target, MAC Recommendation 17, Initiative 2.1.2-2 will see subregional housing 
targets being established to the year 2050. The recommendation outlines the criteria upon which the housing 
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targets will be based, which are all supply-side factors. There is little regard to demand-side factors which are 
imperative to determining what the housing targets should be. Under the proposed criteria, there is no explicit 
consideration given to population growth, nor to the type of dwellings that families wish to live in. As a result, 
there is a significant risk that housing targets will be set lower than underlying demand, thus widening the gap 
between demand and supply, resulting in further pressure on housing prices. 
 

Transport to be part of the solution 
 
The MAC report states that an over reliance on Greenfield development is fostering a highly car dependent 
lifestyle. The MAC report and Plan Melbourne Refresh seek to address this through major changes to the planning 
framework to essentially ‘condense’ the city. Plan Melbourne Refresh has missed an opportunity to set out a 
long-term vision with respect to major transport projects. Planning reform and transport upgrades are not 
mutually exclusive and any policy discussion about Melbourne’s liveability over a 35 year time period must 
include a comprehensive plan to upgrade transport infrastructure. 
 
The “Road and rail projects” outlined on page 41 of the Plan Melbourne Refresh Discussion Paper are weighted 
too heavily to short-term projects and reflect initiatives that are largely already committed to, with many of them 
underway. Furthermore, Plan Melbourne Refresh should be a non-partisan policy and notwithstanding the 
lengthy public discussion regarding East-West Link, it could yet play a role in Melbourne’s transport network by 
the year 2051.  
 
The co-dependent nature of planning reform and transport infrastructure is clearly demonstrated in the recent 
VCAT decision in the case of Chaucer Enterprises Pty Ltd vs Moreland CC [2015] VCAT 1615 (14 October 2015). In 
this case, Moreland City Council supported an apartment development that would be absent of car parking, 
though in close proximity to existing public transport. VCAT overruled the permit with the case being in large part 
an argument about car ownership and use. There is an entrenched view that Melburnians will continue to own 
and travel by automobile, in spite of available public transport services. With transport playing a key role in 
supporting development, a comprehensive position should be outlined in Plan Melbourne Refresh. 
 

Housing diversity 
 
It is acknowledged that the intention of the MAC report is to increase housing diversity, however questions 
remain as to whether the policy recommendations and initiatives will achieve the desired outcome. The following 
is quoted from the MAC report: 
 

“The Melbourne housing market is somewhat limited in its housing offer and potential exists to design a 
wider range of housing types and forms. Although the developer community may argue that it provides 
the housing that people want and demand, if the market itself does not provide more diversity in housing 
types and forms then people do not have choice.”2 

 
This statement underestimates the industry’s focus on the needs of families and the types of dwellings that will 
provide them the lifestyle they desire. Extensive cost, time and effort are exerted by the development industry on 
market research to inform product design.  
 
Of further concern with this single statement is that it is neither adequate nor objective evidence to support a 
dramatic policy shift, rather it is speculation that the demand may be there to support smaller dwellings. This is 
contrary to the empirical experience of the development industry. Furthermore, the parallel pursuit of higher 
density in both the middle ring and the Greenfields will actually lead to a reduction in housing diversity because 

2 Ministerial Advisory Committee (June 2015), Plan Melbourne 2015 Review, Report by the Ministerial Advisory Committee 
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all new dwellings will be characterised by smaller footprints. The Australian archetype dwelling, i.e. detached 
housing, will become rarer for two reasons – firstly, it can no longer be supplied under these proposed changes; 
and secondly, detached housing in the middle ring will need to make way for higher density product to achieve 
the ‘70/30 target’. 
 
Greenfield developers have been pursuing medium density developments within larger Greenfield developments 
for many years, however it remains a small portion of the overall product mix due to the slow take-up by 
purchasers. The feedback from the market is that price alone cannot influence an owner-occupier to purchase a 
smaller dwelling. This segment of the market is seeking a larger detached dwelling.  
 
This issue is further explored further within this submission under the heading “Density target – 25 dwellings per 
net hectare” 
 

Sequencing of infrastructure and residential development 
 
The concept of linking the delivery of community infrastructure with the sequencing of Greenfield development is 
seen as a welcomed urban planning objective. The linking of government funded infrastructure to the 
development of land needs to be refined in order to: 
 

• Maximize industry capacity (sufficient number of projects) in order to respond to periods of strong levels 
of expressed demand. 

• Ensure that the competitive profile of the residential industry is maintained. 
• Minimize the speculative component associated with new infrastructure which undermines affordability. 

 
The linking of key community infrastructure to the development of land should occur over a set time frame. Set 
time ranges for the delivery of government funded infrastructure post the delivery of housing product would 
assist with: 
 

• Ensuring that there is sufficient industry capacity to respond to underlying demand at all times. 
• Having sufficient industry capacity (projects), competition between projects will assist with maintain 

affordability. 
• Spreading the impact of speculation on pricing associated with infrastructure placement during peak 

periods of demand. 
 
The objective of linking the delivery of essential community infrastructure to the timing of anticipated residential 
development should not be allowed to prevent or slow the delivery of required supply relative to expressed 
demand. The risk associated with “prescriptive sequencing” is that if the link between community infrastructure 
and development is not maintained during periods of strong levels of market demand, affordability issues will 
escalate. 
 
The MAC report suggests that if urban sprawl is constrained and the development front consolidated, community 
facilities will be delivered at a faster pace. If an additional layer of control is added such that development cannot 
progress without delivery of the undefined “basic community facilities”, development in Melbourne’s Greenfields 
will stall. The ability to house Melbourne’s population growth will rest entirely on the Government’s ability and 
willingness to fund and bring forward community infrastructure in the growth areas ahead of the population to 
support them. For those items funded by a Development Contribution Plan (DCP), they will be forever suspended 
as there will be no development occurring to fund the DCP. 
 
The implementation of this recommendation will inhibit the ability to accommodate Melbourne’s population 
growth and the ability for industry to deliver dwellings that meet the needs of families. Families will then be forced 
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to focus on established suburbs, in which new housing product will be dominated by apartments and where 
detached family homes are unaffordable.  

 
Example 1 – Melbourne Greenfield capacity impact on land prices 
 
During periods of strong demand, the capacity of the Greenfield development industry to respond comes under 
pressure. This can be seen by comparing the previous upswing in the land market compared to the current 
upswing. 
 
Chart 1: Melbourne land price movement & number of trading projects 
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The 2010 upswing in the Melbourne Greenfield market was marked by a low count of residential land projects 
(average 92 selling projects from Q2-2008-Q2-2011) and a strong period of price growth (37% over the same 
period). The stock levels during this period of time were at record lows with less than 1 month of trading held by 
all projects. 
 
Since the 2010 peak, the Melbourne market has seen a significant increase in the number of trading projects. The 
average number of projects from Q2-2012 through to present has been 152 projects. This increased capacity has 
been able to keep a lid on price growth with price growth averaging zero percent. The zero price movement has 
been during a recent period of record land sales of close to 2,000 lots per month. 
 
If all current projects which did not have the required community infrastructure in place were removed, then 
price growth would be significant. 
 
Additionally, if projects with the required community infrastructure were the only ones trading then the impact of 
speculation on pricing would drive price growth further, eroding affordability. 
 
Example 2 – Impact on land prices from community infrastructure 
 
The placement of government community infrastructure can impact pricing across the market. The delivery 
(completion) of the South West Rail Link in Sydney south west in 2015 saw land prices move in excess of 
$100,000 in one year. 
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The median land price moved from $306,000 to $416,000 over the course of a year3. This coincided with the June 
2014 announcement that the rail link was nearing completion. Feedback from agents has clearly linked the 
delivery of the infrastructure with the increased level of demand for housing and price growth. The Willowdale 
project decided to move lot prices by $50,000 in one quarter because it was closer to the rail link. The reason for 
the region wide $100,000 price move in one year was largely the result of the infrastructure being delivered. 
 
This scenario was played out again in the North West Sydney market when the rail link was announced. 
 
These examples showcase the potential impact on housing affordability when the delivery of community 
infrastructure is actually delivered. The fact that the south west land market was in operation prior to the delivery 
of the infrastructure allowed families to secure housing “pre hype” and pre investor. The rail link was always 
planned and the market was aware of the delivery data, however it was not until the actually delivery that prices 
took off. 
 

Density target – 25 dwellings per net hectare 
 
The problem with a set dwelling target or density target is that it promotes a “one size” fits all product range and 
therefore does not fulfil the diversity objective that is being pursued. 
 
Successful Greenfield markets are ones which attract a mix of first home buyers, second plus home buyers and 
investors. Ideally the mix is where first home buyers account for 30 percent of activity, investors 20%, downsizers 
10-15% and second plus home buyers 40%. Attracting and retaining a mix of these customers is essential for 
developing a sustainable urban market – both economically and socially. 
 
For the past five years the median lot size has been 448m2 and there has been minimal if any quarterly change in 
the median lot size. 
 
The Melbourne median lot size has been flat lining since 2010 at 448m2. The flat lining of the median lot size has 
been, in part, a result of projects endeavouring to deliver on the set dwelling target for the Greenfields. Prior to 
2010, the median lot size experienced greater movement while underpinning a period of strong price growth. 
 
The trend over time towards a reduced average lot size of 448m2 was driven by the need for industry to offset the 
sustained increase in development costs, namely increases in statutory fees and charges. However, the trend 
stalled in the late 2000s as market resistance to smaller lots became evident. Notwithstanding smaller lot sizes 
result in lower prices, the attraction of a lower price point is not enough to persuade families to move to small 
dwellings that don’t meet their basic lifestyle needs. 
 
Chart 2: Melbourne median lot size. 

 

3 National Land Survey Program (NLSP) 
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Adopting a minimum requirement of 25 dwellings per net hectare is likely to have the opposite effect to what is 
proposed in the MAC report, which is that it is “likely to deliver more choice in the housing sector in terms of 
different housing types”.  
 
At present, any lot smaller than 300m2 is deemed a “small lot”, which is a concept reinforced by the Small Lot 
Housing Code which applies to lots under 300m2. Once under this threshold, purchasers rarely distinguish between 
individual product offerings as they combine them into a single category of “small lots”. The depth of the market 
for these lots is incredibly shallow, as evidenced by the very small proportion of new dwellings of this type being 
produced.  
 
Notwithstanding current PSPs generally have a density target – typically 15 dwellings per net hectare – it is not so 
rigid as to completely limit the housing mix, rather a range of product types can be delivered to the market. A 
move towards 25 dwellings per net hectare will see the average lot size drop below the critical threshold of 300m2, 
thus making every new lot in the growth areas a “small lot”. 
 
To provide context, it will be very rare for a lot of 448m2 – being both the current average and most popular lot-
type amongst purchasers – to be delivered under this new mandate. 
 
The typical characteristics of a small lot include shared boundaries (partiwalls), limited private open space and 
single car accommodation. Notwithstanding the lower price point, these three attributes are largely unappealing 
to purchasers and they typically endeavour to source additional funding, generally from family, to purchase a 
larger dwelling, reflecting the fact that smaller dwellings don’t meet the lifestyle needs of the average family. 
 
On this basis, the MAC’s assertion that increasing the minimum requirement to 25 dwellings per net hectare will 
increase housing diversity does not hold true. Adopting this initiative will see densities increase 67% in the growth 
areas, compared to the existing notional target of 15 dwellings per hectare. This will simply increase the volume of 
housing being supplied which is far more homogenous than the current housing mix in the growth areas. There is 
certainly a place for small lots, however it is best achieved through market forces, rather than a new mandate. 
 
As dwellings in the growth areas become less attractive to families, further pressure will be placed on prices for 
larger freestanding family homes in established suburbs as they become a rarer commodity over time. The longer-
term impact is that Melbourne’s housing will become even more unaffordable thus making Melbourne less 
attractive for potential migrants, adversely affecting population and economic growth. 
 
The development industry must be supported by a planning framework that provides the capacity to respond to 
the full spectrum of customer demand. Customers respond to land size and if the range of land product is limited 
then it tends to attract a narrow range of customer types. Mandating a minimum 25 dwellings per net hectare 
will prevent the industry from providing housing product that meets the full spectrum of customer demand. 
 
The current land product profile is resulting in an estimated 7 out of every 10 lot sales going to investors and first 
home buyers. Those looking to upgrade are struggling to find product that fits with their lifestyle aspirations. 
The distribution of Melbourne land product (chart 3) is heavily focused on the 350-450m2 land size. Unlike Sydney 
and South East Queensland, Melbourne lacks an appropriate share of larger land parcels (due to the existing 15 
dwelling per net hectare target) and has limited land parcels below 300m2 (due to lack of demand). The issue with 
Melbourne is not that current lot sizes are too large and densities too low, but that it needs to be able to provide 
a product range that is seen by all customer types as desirable and accessible. 
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A revised Melbourne Greenfield dwelling target that pushes for greater density without recognition of the need 
to attract and retain second plus home buyers runs the risk undermining the household’s capacity to grow value 
over time. 
 
 
Chart 3: Melbourne land mix Sep 2015.  

 
 
 

Chart 4: Sydney land mix Sep 2015 

 

Chart 5: South East Queensland land mix Sep 2015 

 
Chart 6: Adelaide land mix Sep 2015 

 

Chart 7: Perth land mix Sep 2015 

 
 

 
Example 1 – Sydney 
 
The Sydney Greenfield market has positioned land as a premium product, resulting in more than 5 out of every 10 
customers being second plus home buyers. They have been able to do this by shifting first home buyers and 
investors into medium density housing product. The net result has been increased underlying land values, higher 
levels of disposable income within the communities and a more diverse range of customer types. 
 
The key learning from the Sydney market is that if traditional detached land product is positioned as premium 
then it allows for an easier shifting of entry level demand into medium density product. However, to shift entry 
level demand into medium density housing without underlying higher land values will result in a greater chance of 
market failure. 
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Example 2 – Adelaide 
 
This market failure can be seen when looking at the Adelaide market. The Adelaide market has pursued higher 
density without the supporting land values. The median Adelaide land price is currently $155,000. Over the past 6 
years, land prices have gone backward by 8 percent. The move to higher density in the Greenfields without first 
embedding a higher premium on the underlying land value has resulted in a “dead end” market. If the second 
plus home buyer had been included within the Greenfield equation, then it is highly likely that land prices would 
have risen, supporting a slower shift toward higher density. 
 
The Adelaide land market has achieved greater density, however the net result of that development has been 
sustained negative capital growth (even before the closure of the car industry), narrow customer base (low socio 
economic index) and a poor retail employment mix. 
 

Implementation concerns 
 
One of the key issues facing the development industry in recent years is the manner in which policies are 
formulated, adopted and subsequently implemented. Regulatory changes need to occur with a high degree of 
consultation, advanced notice and with a clear implementation strategy. There has been a raft of changes affecting 
the development industry in Victoria which have had varied degrees of success in meeting these criteria. The 
common theme however has been unclear implementation once adopted. These include: 
 

• Inconsistent application of the Metropolitan Planning Levy and the inability for industry to obtain clear 
guidance. 
 

• Council’s adopting the MPA Engineering Design and Construction Manual for Subdivision in Growth Areas at 
different dates and to differing degrees. 
 

• Lack of clarity regarding introduction and operation of the new Infrastructure Contributions system. 
 

Property development is a capital intensive and inherently risky business, however one that is essential to the 
growth of every city. Industry participants can assess risk and make investment decisions based on information 
available, often making decisions that commit funds for an extended period of time and cannot easily be 
liquidated. An unstable regulatory environment adds unnecessary uncertainty, additional risk and ultimately 
wastes money and increases product cost for purchasers. 
 
The issue of uncertainty is highlighted in MAC Recommendation 22, Initiatives 2.2.5-1 to 2.2.5-3. As stated above, 
the manner in which a new policy direction is implemented is essential to its success. The MAC’s recommendations 
will have a significant impact on Greenfield development and raises a number of key questions: 
 

• What is the timeframe for implementation of this new approach? Will it apply to all new PSPs only?  
 

• How will “essential community infrastructure” be defined? 
 

• What is “basic community facilities” and how do they differ from “essential community infrastructure”? 
 

• What is the timeframe for defining these two terms? Will the PSP program be suspended until these are 
defined? 
 

These are a sample and by no means exhaustive list questions around the implementation of a single initiative.  
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Further extrapolating on the implementation issues associated with MAC Recommendation 22, Initiatives 2.2.5-1 
to 2.2.5-3, the development industry will experience the impact of this policy long before it is formally resolved. 
The ambiguity that exists in the current wording will result in uncertainty amongst service and responsible 
authorities, which will delay approvals and further impact on supply. For example, where is the logical ‘starting 
point’ for development within a precinct and then what is the order and direction of subsequent sequencing? Will 
it be determined by the location of existing services, or proximity to a reference point such as existing 
development front, transportation or existing community facilities? All of these points could be mutually exclusive.  
 
The above has been used as an example of issues that could arise with implementation and though the industry is 
adaptive, Plan Melbourne Refresh will see these types of questions multiply without an appropriate 
implementation strategy.  
 
 
Requested Changes 

 
1. Recommendation 17 (2.1.2-1) – Review how the 70/30 target will be achieved and ensure appropriate 

safeguards are in place so that Greenfield development isn’t slowed purely to ensure 70% of growth is 
occurring in the established suburbs. Furthermore, ensure that any target remains just that and doesn’t 
become a new benchmark or minimum requirement. 
 

2. Recommendation 17 (2.1.2-1) – Modify the criteria for setting housing targets so that demand factors are 
included and more prominent. 
 

3. Recommendation 16 – Add a review of residential zoning and application within each LGA to ensure 
development can occur in transport and infrastructure rich areas. 
 

4. Recommendation 22 – These initiatives contained within this recommendation are not supported and we 
request they be removed. However, if pursued, then extensive industry and community consultation 
should occur to determine whether these are appropriate recommendations. There should also be 
sufficient emphasis placed on implementation to ensure there is a clear and transparent implementation 
strategy. A number of concepts and terms require definition, such as “the list of basic community facilities 
and services”.  
 

5. Resolve the implementation strategy for recommendations and initiatives that are ultimately adopted and 
ensure there is sufficient transition time for industry and authorities to adapt. 
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