
 

 
 

 

18 December 2015 
 
 
 
 
 
Dear Sir/Madam 
 
SUBMISSION TO PLAN MELBOURNE REFRESH 
 
  
Mirvac is an active developer within Melbourne’s greenfield, infill and inner city areas and is a keen 
participator in discussions regarding the growth of Victoria.  Mirvac has reviewed the Plan Melbourne 
Refresh Discussion Paper 2015 and provide its submission on the options put forward in the Paper.  
 
Mirvac Victoria has over 15,000 lots under its control with over $600m of capital invested in Victoria.  
We have created 220 direct jobs and over 3,000 indirect jobs as a result of this significant investment.  
Mirvac is also Australia’s most awarded developer.  The group has received more than 400 awards, 
recognising Mirvac’s leadership in design; construction; sales and customer service, more than any 
other Australian developer. 
 
Our submission covers the following key issues:  
 

1. Distribution of housing growth between established and growth areas.  
2. Residential density requirements in Melbourne’s Growth Corridors.  
3. Precinct Structure Plans (PSPs) and development sequencing in Melbourne’s Growth 

Corridors.  
4. Development facilitation for strategic development sites. 
5. Review of residential zones and planning processes to facilitate medium density outcomes in 

Melbourne’s middle suburbs.  

These will be addressed in turn.  
 
1. Distribution of Housing Growth 
 
This section addresses the following Discussion Paper options: 

Option 36A – Establish a 70/30 target where established areas provide 70% of new housing 

supply and greenfield growth areas provide 30%.  

 
Mirvac supports setting housing targets for Melbourne and for these to be included within the Plan 
Melbourne strategy. However, it is critical that housing targets still respond to housing need/choice and 
market realities and can be met via the statutory framework.  
 
Based on the overall housing projections, a 70/30 housing target would mean that around 272,000 new 
dwellings would need to be constructed in Melbourne’s established suburbs over the coming decade.   
 
If the known major residential redevelopments are only expected to provide for around one-third of this 
demand (93,000 dwellings), then almost 180,000 additional new dwellings will need to be constructed in 
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other locations across Melbourne’s established suburbs in the coming decade.  This equates to some 
18,000 new dwellings to be built each year which would have had to be planned and approved through 
an ordinarily long Council or VCAT process.  
 
Achieving this will be very difficult particularly noting the implementation of the residential zones which 
have effectively locked up a substantial part of Melbourne’s residential areas through subdivision and 
height restrictions.  Moreover, many Councils have sought to apply height controls to a number of 
neighbourhood activity centres across suburban Melbourne.  The cumulative effect of these planning 
controls on housing supply is not yet known.   
 
Achieving the 70% target of housing within established suburbs is therefore closely linked to Option 40 
in this Paper regarding the application of the neighbourhood residential zones across Melbourne’s 
suburbs.  Option 40 is specifically discussed in section 5 of this submission.  
 
In the growth area setting, a 70/30 housing target would mean that only 116,400 new dwellings would 
need to be built in Melbourne’s growth areas over the coming decade.  Given there is already a healthy 
supply of zoned and ‘development-ready’ residential land within Melbourne’s growth areas, it is unclear 
how this policy alone will change the demand for new house construction in growth areas. 
 
The proposal to ‘exercise greater control on the timing and sequencing of greenfields land release’ is 
not considered to be effective in achieving this 70/30 split and would create a new set of issues for 
housing delivery and affordability.  
 
We submit that working towards a 70/30 split should not achieved by slowing down development in the 
greenfield areas but rather speeding up development, of higher densities, in the established suburbs. In 
the absence of improved zoning and other items as addressed in this submission it will be hard to 
achieve. 
 
It will also be imperative to ensure that the 70/30 target is appropriate and derived from accurate 
quantitative data and that performance against the target is assessed and evaluated over time to ensure 
relevance. 
 
2. Residential Density Requirements in Melbourne’s Growth areas 

 

Recommendation 22 in the MAC Report  
 
The discussion paper proposes a minimum housing density in Melbourne’s growth areas of 25 dwellings 
per net hectare.  This is intended to promote housing diversity in outer suburbs, and also to ensure the 
retention of ‘super lots’ in some locations to accommodate higher density housing.  
 
Mirvac considers that there is a place for medium and higher density living in the growth areas and 
supports the achievement of broader housing diversity objectives in the Melbourne’s growth areas. 
However, density of this level in the growth areas ought to be directed to locations which benefit from 
proximity to (existing or proposed) fixed rail, the Principal Public Transport Network, employment areas 
and Town Centres. These locations will provide sufficient amenity to realise the delivery of townhouses 
and apartments, which might be in the order of 25-35 dwellings per hectare.  This approach also 
encourages the retention of large allotments or ‘super lots’ to develop higher density product at the time 
when the amenity has been delivered.   
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In considering the application of a new minimum density it will be important to understand what 25 
dwellings per hectare might mean ‘on the ground’ in a growth area context. The following matters must 
be considered and addressed before applying any minimum density target: 
 

• Housing Choice – The blanket application of residential densities of 25 dwellings per hectare 
across precincts would result in a halving of average lot size from 460m² (15 lots/ha) to 240 m², 
with town houses and walk-up apartments representing  over half of the total housing options in 
such areas. This results in poor housing choice.  

 
Meeting this minimum density would mean that there is limited opportunity for more 
conventional family size lots that are readily available to people living in the inner, middle and 
outer suburbs. Typical residential lots types (circa 300-500 m²) in growth areas would only be 
available to a smaller percentage of residents in such areas. Fewer larger lots available in the 
market may mean owning a family sized lot is unachievable for many segments of the market.  

 
In order to achieve the average 25 dwelling per hectare, developers will be forced to reserve 
key sites to be developed for even higher densities, to offset for the provision of ‘conventional’ 
density lots elsewhere. However, if the overall density of 25 dwellings per hectare were to be 
met, then the densities on the larger sites would need to be substantial.  

 
Another consequence of this approach is that large sites in strategic locations (such as near 
train stations or town centres) would need to be set aside for many years, even decades until 
higher density housing could be delivered.  This may mean waiting for government investment 
in public transport or other regional infrastructure. Empty land in strategic locations adversely 
affects the character and function of these places over many years and will also significantly 
impact on overall affordability due to higher holding costs as Developers wait for markets to 
mature.  
 

• Density, amenity and equity - A density of 25 dwellings per hectare is considerably higher 
than the housing densities across the majority of Melbourne’s established suburbs.  Only 
suburbs within 10km of Melbourne’s CBD, which benefit from ready access to transport, 
employment, services and amenities are currently built to this density.  Residents of inner and 
middle Melbourne suburbs readily accept the trade-off between the desire for a house and land 
and access to all of these amenities.  Requiring a much higher density in growth areas so that a 
reasonable level of service and infrastructure can be provided is inequitable and may work to 
perpetuate the gap between the opportunities and lifestyles enjoyed by outer and inner urban 
residents. In addition there should be some trade-off for buyers to be able to buy well priced 
conventional land lots in growth areas located a considerable distance from the CBD and 
established amenity.  

  

• Application of density requirements - Precinct Structure Plans have already been approved 
for a substantial proportion of Melbourne’s growth areas and development is occurring.  Those 
precincts which are yet to have PSPs prepared are located farthest away from established 
urban areas, employment precincts and fixed rail.    

 
The application of a 25 dwelling per hectare requirement in these areas would therefore result 
in higher density communities in locations which are least supported by local employment and 
services – either existing or planned. 
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Our key submission points are as follows: 
 

• The aspiration of delivering 25+ dwellings per hectare ought to be designated though the 
PSP process to defined locations which provide amenity and accessibility needed to 
support such densities.  For the remaining areas within growth areas, a residential 
density of 16-18ha is considered a more appropriate outcome (noting that there is 
evidence of estates in the growth areas being built in this range). 

 
3. PSP and Development Sequencing  
 
This section addresses the following Discussion Paper options: 
 
36B Investigate a mechanism to manage the sequence and development of the remaining 
Precinct Structure Plans based on land supply needs. 

 
The Discussion Paper identifies a need to ‘exercise greater control on the timing and sequencing of 
greenfields land release and identifies an option to develop a mechanism to manage the sequence and 
development of the remaining PSPs.  
 
Mirvac understands the Government’s positon in relation to those areas which have not yet commenced 
precinct structure planning.  We consider that sequencing of these PSPs could be undertaken but must 
be based on a set of agreed criteria which is:  
 

• applied on a consistent basis across the growth areas 
• based on analysis of what can be achieved in the precinct having regard to a number of factors 

including corridor land supply, accessibility, infrastructure, community integration, employment 
provision etc.  

• prepared in a transparent fashion and is available to the public.  
 
It is critical that the above matters are met to enable land developers and owners to make informed 
decisions on land purchase and ensure a level playing field.  
 
Whilst Mirvac understands the Government position regarding sequencing PSPs not yet commenced, 
an attempt to control the timing and sequencing of land within PSPs that are already under preparation 
or approved would be of great concern.  There are of course a number of logical sequencing matters 
which are taken into account through the preparation of the PSP and the commencement of any 
residential project relating to access, drainage and integration with existing subdivisions/communities.  
 
However the MAC recommendation 22 which attempts to cap lots within development projects and 
directly link them to the delivery of infrastructure is not supported, noting:  

 
• The cost of development would greatly increase.  Commencing a project requires significant 

up-front costs relating to civil engineering, drainage, infrastructure, sales offices, 
intersection and road construction.  These costs are only recouped once a number of 
stages are bought to the market. An attempt to cap lots and essentially halt development 
would significantly undermine the viability of the project.  

• It is regularly the case that developers bring forward the delivery of community 
infrastructure through in-kind arrangements with the local Councils.  Allowing development 
to proceed is often the way that the infrastructure is delivered ahead of time and before 
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sufficient funds are available through any development contributions levy. Capping lots 
would affect the potential for these arrangements to occur. 

• Capping or delaying development would result in less funds for infrastructure being 
released through a development contributions system (which is based on costs per hectare 
and collected at statement of compliance). 

• The lag in infrastructure is often related to education facilities and public transport, both of 
which are provided by the state government. Mirvac understands the challenges in 
resourcing and funding these facilities, however the government ought to take the lead in 
establishing facilities earlier in the growth areas.   

• Sequencing of this nature would have a significant impact on investor certainty.   
 
In Mirvac’s greenfield projects including Woodlea (Rockbank North PSP) and Brook (Donnybrook PSP) 
we have brought forward the delivery of community and servicing infrastructure included within a 
development contributions plan. 
 
In Woodlea this includes early development of active open space (prior to the catchment for this being 
met), as well as the establishment of a private school on the site.  These initiatives would be difficult if 
there was little certainty around the timing of lot being released. 
 
In Donnybrook, Mirvac will be delivering a large passive park and wetlands in the first stage of 
development, as well as active open space and a non-government school in the first few stages of the 
project.  
 
At Donnybrook Mirvac has also funded the delivery of a large water main to service the entire 
Donnybrook/Woodstock PSP area.  The delivery of this infrastructure at a total cost of circa $9m, has 
ensured that the PSP area is serviced and development ready in line with the timing of the PSP 
approval.   This would not be achievable if lots were capped or their release strictly managed.  
 
Our key submission points are as follows: 
 

• Sequencing of PSPs which are yet to be commenced should be undertaken in 

accordance with agreed criteria which is consistently applied and is available for public 

view.  

• Sequencing or capping of lots in PSPs already approved or PSPs currently being 

prepared should not be considered further.  

4. Project Facilitation 
 
This section addresses the following Discussion Paper options: 
 
Option 58: Evaluate whether: 
 
New zone(s) are needed for National Employment Clusters and urban renewal areas  
 
OR 
 
Existing zones (and overlays), possibly with standardised schedule templates, can provide effective 
planning frameworks. 
 



 
 
 

  Page 6 

Plan Melbourne 2014, the MAC report and the Discussion Paper all focus on providing state 
government assistance for defined urban development foci, i.e. National Employment Clusters and 
urban renewal areas. The MAC report refers to replacing Initiative 2.2.1 with “Establish the governance, 
funding, planning and development structures for urban renewal precincts” (Recommendation 20), 
applying a new policy and zone for these precincts, and streamlining the regulatory process. The 
Discussion Paper includes the abovementioned options to prepare new zone(s) or modify existing 
zones. 
 
Only the largest urban renewal precincts are identified in Plan Melbourne as warranting state 
government assistance. However, the metropolitan area also contains large scale development sites 
that are not included within these precincts but that would also benefit from state government 
assistance. This does not necessarily have to entail state government involvement from the start of a 
project. Instead, a facilitation unit that could be utilised on an as-needed basis would allow developers 
to seek assistance where development proposals are facing difficulties with the standard local 
government-led planning process – this is particularly relevant for projects which require a planning 
scheme amendment or precincts under fragmented ownership. 
 
Such an approach would ensure that large scale development sites outside of the defined urban 
renewal precincts are able to fulfil their role in providing timely housing and employment opportunities. 
This would also assist in the achievement of option 36C relating to ‘unlocking’ housing supply in 
established areas.  
 
Our key submission points are as follows: 
 

• Plan Melbourne should include an initiative to set up a development facilitation unit 
within state government to assist (on an as-needed basis) with large scale development 
projects outside the National Employment Clusters and urban renewal areas.  

• Any facilitation unit must have appropriate authority and statutory powers to be effective 
and should enable structured access to Government 

5. Medium Density Code Assessment  
 
This section addresses the following Discussion Paper options: 
 
Option 59: Evaluate the merits of code assessment for multi-unit development, taking into account the 
findings from the ‘Better Apartments’ process, to either: 
59A Replace ResCode with a codified process for multi-unit development  
 
OR 
 
59B Identify ResCode standards that can be codified. 
 
The Discussion Paper identifies that a multi-unit housing assessment code could be developed by 
replacing ResCode or identifying ResCode standards that can be codified. We note that the Small Lot 
Housing Code is already successfully facilitating medium density development in growth areas, and are 
of the view that application of a similar codified approach across the metropolitan area/other areas of 
the city designated for growth would facilitate medium density development outcomes (including mid-
rise apartments) and improve the often protracted permit application process.  
 
The Discussion Paper identifies a codified planning process as one of the methods that could be utilised 
to achieve the 70% established areas / 30% growth areas target. Extending the codified approach from 
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defined change areas (as proposed in Plan Melbourne 2014) to all medium density development (as 
suggested in the MAC report) would provide equitable opportunities to utilise this streamlined process. 
Medium density developments can face high development costs per unit due to the time and cost 
associated with approvals process (including potentially expensive VCAT cases that are often over 
minor matters).  
 
A codified approach whereby developments that meet all relevant standards are exempt from the notice 
and review standards would provide much greater certainty for developers and lower development costs 
as well as providing greater certainty for the community regarding development outcomes. 
It is important that any new multi-unit housing assessment code encourages a high design standard. 
Previous attempts such as VicCode have not been successful due to concerns about development 
outcomes and as such a public information campaign that explains the benefits of a codified process 
would be required.  
 
If a codified approach is adopted for medium density developments, it also important that the planning 
system still supports and provides incentives for developments to be innovative and deliver clever 
design solutions. This is especially important as codified approaches must generally take a conservative 
development yield approach, so developments that utilise the standard permit process rather than the 
code will likely deliver alternative design solutions and play a larger role in delivering increased 
densities.  
 
We agree with providing stronger policy support for medium density development and the potential 
provision of incentives for high quality medium density development that may include innovative 
approaches. We note that MAC recommendation 2.3.2-4 is that “The MPA in collaboration with DELWP, 
develop a suite of planning incentives which encourage more choice in the housing market to meet 
different housing needs”.  
 
Our key submission points are as follows:  
 

• A codified approach to medium density developments (including mid rise apartments) is 
supported. 

• The new medium density housing code should apply across the metropolitan area.  
• Developments that meet the new medium density housing code should be exempt from 

notice and review. 

• The new medium density housing code should encourage high quality design so as to be 
supported by the community. 

• A public information campaign should be undertaken to inform the community about the 
new codified process. 

6. Residential Zones 
 
 
This section addresses the following Discussion Paper options: 
 
40 Clarify the action to apply the Neighbourhood Residential Zone to at least 50 per cent of residential 
land by: 
 
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. 
 
OR 
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40B Retain at least 50 per cent as a guide but expand the criteria to be applied in variations between 
municipalities. 
 
We support the direction in the Discussion Paper to clarify and review the “Protecting the suburbs” 
element of the vision of Plan Melbourne. The review is required as the broad notion of ‘protecting the 
suburbs’ has little place in a planning document for a global city. Faced with growth challenges, 
Melbourne must apply a strategic approach to facilitating development across a range of scales 
throughout the city. The residential zones must reflect how we (the government, Councils, developers 
and the community) will intend to meet the housing challenge to deliver sustainable neighbourhoods.   
 
The established suburbs, where much of the restrictive Neighbourhood Residential Zone is applied are 
the places which have the superior access to public transport, employment, schools, retail and 
community facilities. These are the places which need to be ‘unlocked’ for development. 
 
The Discussion Paper identifies that the 50% Neighbourhood Residential Zone target is arbitrary and 
engenders an ‘anti-planning’ approach.  Furthermore, the Discussion Paper identifies that following the 
implementation of the reformed Residential Zones by most Councils, the percentage of Neighbourhood 
Residential Land is 20%. To increase this to 50% would require approximately 36,800ha of land (based 
on the calculations in Table 2 of the Discussion Paper) that is currently located within the General 
Residential Zone or the Residential Growth Zone to be rezoned to Neighbourhood Residential.  
 
This would clearly undermine urban growth objectives relating to increasing growth in the established 
suburbs and would likely place undue pressure on strategic development sites and the greenfields to 
make up the shortfall in dwellings.  
 
Our key submission points are as follows: 
  

• Option 40A should be adopted.  

• A process should be put in place to review the existing application of zones across the 

metropolitan area.  

Mirvac welcomes the Government’s Plan Melbourne Discussion Paper.  We agree that Victoria faces 
significant challenges in managing its future growth in a sustainable and logical way that does not 
impinge on our capacity to deliver affordable, quality housing. 
 
We would welcome the opportunity to discuss the key points in our submission further with you. 
 
 
Yours sincerely 

 




