
18 December 2015 

Plan Melbourne Refresh 

Dear Sir / Madam, 

Submission to Plan Melbourne Refresh 

1 Introduction 

Dacland would like to thank the State Government for this opportunity to provide a submission in 
relation to Plan Melbourne Refresh. We support the development and implementation of long term 
strategic plans to assist in guiding the growth of Melbourne.  

Dacland is a leading property developer, currently active in the north, south-east and western growth 
corridors of Melbourne. We have over 6,000 lots in our pipeline to deliver over the next ten years at an 
estimated revenue value of $1.2billion. 

2 Submission 

Dacland is generally supportive of the Ministerial Advisory Committee (MAC) Report (June 2015). We 
consider that it is a timely opportunity to reflect current government commitments and priorities, and to 
provide further definition and clarification of issues. Notwithstanding the general support, we do have 
concerns in relation to a number of recommendations put forward by the MAC, particularly within 
Chapter 5: Housing. These concerns are discussed below.  

RECOMMENDATION 22: RESIDENTIAL DENSITIES 

The Ministerial Advisory Committee has made a specific recommendation in relation to proposed 
future residential densities within the growth areas. Specifically, the MAC report states: 

2.2.5-4: Amend the Precinct Structure Planning Guidelines and State Planning Policy 
Framework mandating greater housing diversity and minimum dwelling density in the urban 
growth areas of 25 dwellings per net hectare in residential areas to meet the needs of all 
household types. The amended Guidelines are to ensure the retention of large allotments in 
appropriate locations to accommodate higher density housing. 

Current planning policy requires an overall dwelling density of around 16-18 dwellings per net 
developable hectare (dw/NDHa) for land in the growth areas. This is achieved via a range of housing 
styles, including medium and higher density lots in strategic locations that are close to public transport, 
open space or retail / commercial facilities. The residential densities achieved across the growth fronts 
range from the minimum of 15 dwellings per hectare to over 30 dwellings per hectare in some 
strategically-supportive locations.   
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It is considered that a mandatory minimum target of 25dw/NDHa would not result in an increase in 
housing diversity. Instead we anticipate that it would result in a dramatic increase in the number of 
small lots (<300m2), as well as a decrease in average lot size. This would restrict the availability of 
larger lots in the outer suburbs and would in-turn increase pricing affordability in the middle-ring 
suburbs. A target of 25 dw/NDHa would also have flow on effects in terms of the provision of on-street 
parking (due to the number of crossovers required), and the need for additional road construction 
(laneways) to provide for rear access to dwellings.  
  

In regards to the retention of land in locations considered best suited to accommodate higher density 
housing; we submit this is not a practical response to achieving higher densities and dwelling diversity 
in appropriate locations, as holding costs, including ongoing maintenance costs, will ultimately be 
passed onto the final purchaser.  

Dacland is not opposed to higher densities being provided in strategic locations; however a minimum 
dwelling density of 25 dw/NDHa will not result in an increased choice in housing diversity.  A flexible 
planning framework, that is instead influence by the needs of the market, would deliver the required 
product, rather than an arbitrary minimum density.   

RECOMMENDATION 22: SEQUENCING OF DEVELOPMENT  

The MAC has identified three key recommendations relating to the staging and sequencing of 
development and the timing for the delivery of local infrastructure in line with the delivery of new 
developments. Specifically, the recommendations state: 

2.2.5-1: Amend the Precinct Structure Planning Guidelines to require that Precinct Structure 
Plans include a sequencing plan for new suburbs that link the timing of delivery of essential 
community infrastructure identified in a Development Contributions Plan to the anticipated 
staging of development. 

2.2.5-2: Require the MPA, in consultation with DEWLP, local councils and the greenfield 
developer community to identify the list of basic community facilities and services which must 
be delivered in the first stage of development of all new Precinct Structure Plans and apply an 
appropriate mechanism that does not allow any subsequent stages to proceed until such time 
as these facilities and services are operational. 

2.2.5-3: Ensure the MPA, in consultation with councils, manages the timely delivery of local 
community infrastructure using a combination of a sequencing plan linked to capping or 
limiting subdivision and development approvals, Development Contribution Plan expenditure, 
council funded works, and works-in-kind delivery of infrastructure funded by Development 
Contribution Plans. 

Dacland recognises the important role that the provision of infrastructure has on the liveability of a new 
community and supports the delivery of local infrastructure necessary to support the establishment of 
new communities. However, in our view, an overly prescriptive approach to the delivery sequencing of 
infrastructure would likely hider future development, rather than help or facilitate new investment.  

Precinct Structure Plans provide guidance on the form of future development of land, whereas 
associated Development Contributions Plans (DCP) are intended to provide guidance on the delivery 
of supporting local infrastructure.  

Invariably the greatest demand for capital expenditure is during the early years of a growth front (to 
provide access and service the basic needs of a new community), whereas the income stream 
(DIL/CIL) intended to fund this expenditure is collected throughout the life of a DCP, with cash 
contributions often available only after the majority of land has been acquired and work completed. For 
example, many transport related DCP projects (including arterial road construction, major controlled 
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intersections and bridge crossings) are necessary in order to first access a new growth front, but are 
also generally the most expensive items included within the DCP framework. 

On the other hand, other than infrastructure required to access a new growth front, most other 
infrastructure required to support a local community requires an established resident population in 
order to make the facility viable. This includes active open space, community facilities and retail 
services. Although the early delivery of infrastructure can be beneficial from a marketing perspective, 
without a resident population, the service may be underutilised, resulting in a large outlay of funds 
upfront, for no return in the short-medium term.  

In addition, there are a number of uncontrolled factors, such as market conditions and servicing 
constraints that are generally indeterminable in the early stages of development, but regularly influence 
the sequencing and development pattern of a particular area. With this shift also often demanding the 
delivery of supporting infrastructure at stages either earlier or later that anticipated. Should a 
development be linked or capped until a major transport project is delivered, it could be a number of 
years before a major project is constructed, which would significantly impact the residential land supply 
and housing affordability in a particular geographic location. 

DCPs generally provide the opportunity for developers to deliver DCP-funded infrastructure projects 
(works) or transfer required land and ultimately offset these costs against their Development 
Contributions Liability (‘DIL’) as their develop proceeds, in part to adapt to these issues. This is known 
as ‘Works in Kind’ (WIK) or ‘Land in Kind’ (LIK).  

Developers often request WIK/LIK credits from Council for a number of reasons including: 

 They wish to divest the holding costs of land that they cannot develop; 

 They often get a better rate to construct infrastructure than achievable by Council. This is possible 
because the machinery is already on-site and they have established relationships with preferred 
contractors. 

However, there are also be a number of benefits to Council from allowing developers to undertake 
WIK, including: 

 As discussed, developers can often deliver infrastructure items more cost effectively than Council; 

 Works can be integrated with subdivision development; 

 There is potentially less funding and cash flow risk to Council; and 

 Developers may provide for earlier delivery and funding of infrastructure than if Council waited to 
receive the DCP levies and acquired the land/constructed the infrastructure itself. For example, 
Council will often encourage road projects (widening, upgrades etc), to be delivered by developers 
as works in kind, as they are often needed in the early stages of development to provide access. 

However, all WIK request must also be agreed to by both parties and Council has no obligation to 
accept WIK/LIK requests, with its decision not open to challenge. The foreseeable tension with this 
relationship, in the context of the MAC recommendation, is that an overly prescriptive approach, that 
mandated the delivery of certain pieces of infrastructure before development is permitted to proceed, 
would likely result in regular stalemates where developers are unable to meet the demands of the 
strategy (as insufficient cash has been collected elsewhere within the contribution area to allow 
Council to agree to the early delivery of the project in-liue) and the Council is unable to support the 
mechanism (development) necessary for its collection.  

removed



 

DACLAND SUBMISSION TO PM - 18 DECEMBER 2015 PAGE 4 

 

 

We submit the capping of development and limiting subdivision of land until a specific facility and 
associated services are operational is a significant risk to the development industry and will ultimately 
result in additional cost to the consumer. Regardless, Dacland welcomes further negotiation and 
consultation with regard to the timely delivery of local infrastructure. 

3 Conclusion 

One of the key driving principles that is embedded within the Plan Melbourne Refresh relates to 
liveability and the quality of life we enjoy as residents of Melbourne. The Ministers Foreword 
acknowledges this and states: 

The Plan Melbourne refresh is about making sure our strategy for the city’s growth and 
development gives our present and future citizens an even better quality of life, a higher 
standard of living and access to greater opportunities. 

We submit this should be a key consideration when reviewing and finalising Plan Melbourne and 
should be at the forefront of the final recommendations adopted by the MAC.  

With regard to residential densities, the growth areas are currently delivering densities that are higher 
than a number of existing middle ring suburbs and in some instances, are providing a greater quantum 
of open space and standard of supporting community facilities. With an average lot size of just over 
400 square metres and densities in the order of 18 dwellings per hectare, the growth areas continue to 
provide genuine housing choice for a significant proportion of the market.  

Should mandatory controls such as higher minimum densities and mandatory sequencing of 
development be adopted by the MAC and embedded within the planning framework, it is likely to 
ultimately hinder development rather than encouraging investment within the growth corridors 

It is imperative there is a level of flexibility adopted within the MACs recommendations rather than 
mandating particular outcomes. 

We would welcome the opportunity to discuss these issues with you further, should the need arise. 
Should you have any further queries, do not hesitate to contact me   

Yours sincerely, 
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Q1. I am entitled to deal with the intellectual

property rights (including copyright) of all

material (and third party's) in my submission

and have obtained the necessary consent(s)

from any and all third parties.

I agree

Q2. Where personal information about other people

(including photos) is included in my

submission, I have notified them of the

contents of the Privacy Collection Notice and

obtained their consent to their personal

information being disclosed to the Plan

Melbourne refresh and published.

I agree

Q3. Name of organisation Dacland Pty Ltd - SOUTH YARRA, VIC

Q4. Please select from one of the options below I am making this submission on behalf of an organisation.

Submissions by organisations will be published including the name

of the organisation.

Q5. Contact email

Q6. Name of person making submission on behalf

of organisation

Q7. Contact phone number

Q8. I have read the relevant terms of use and

consent to the conditions outlined within

these.

Yes

Q9. Please note that submissions where the relevant terms of use have not been agreed to may not be considered as

part of the Plan Melbourne Refresh. Please describe below your reasons for submitting despite together with any

specific reasons for not agreeing to the terms outlined above.

Q10.The discussion paper includes the option (option 5, page16) that Plan Melbourne better define the key

opportunities and challenges for developing Melbourne and outlines some key points for considerations in Box

1. Are there any other opportunities or challenges that we should be aware of?

not answered
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Q11.The discussion paper includes the option

(option 6, page 18) that the United Nations

Sustainable Development Goals be included in

Plan Melbourne 2016. Do you agree with this

idea? If so, how should the goals be

incorporated into Plan Melbourne 2016?

not answered

Q12.Please explain your response

Q13.The discussion paper includes the option

(option 7, page 18) to lock down the existing

urban growth boundary and modify the action

(i.e. the action under Initiative 6.1.1.1 in Plan

Melbourne 2014) to reflect this. Do you agree

that there should be a permanent urban growth

boundary based on the existing boundary?

not answered

Q14.Please explain your response

Q15.The discussion paper includes the option (option 8, page 18) that Plan Melbourne 2016 should more clearly

articulate the values of green wedge and peri-urban areas to be protected and safeguarded. How can Plan

Melbourne 2016 better articulate the values of green wedges and peri-urban areas?

Q16.The discussion paper includes the option (option 9, page 18) to remove the concept of an Integrated Economic

Triangle and replace it with a high-level 2050 concept map for Melbourne (i.e. a map that shows the Expanded

Central City, National Employment Clusters, Metropolitan Activity Centres, State-Significant Industrial Precincts,

Transport Gateways, Health and Education Precincts and Urban Renewal Precincts). What other elements should

be included in a 2050 concept map for Melbourne?

Q17.The discussion paper includes the option

(option 10, pages 18) that the concept of

Melbourne as a polycentric city (i.e. a city with

many centres) with 20-minute neighbourhoods

(i.e. the ability to meet your everyday (non-

work) needs locally, primarily within a 20-

minute walk) be better defined. Do the

proposed definitions adequately clarify the

concepts?

not answered

Q18.Please explain your response

see attached
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Q19.The discussion paper includes options

(options 11-17, pages 23 to 27) that identify

housing, climate change, people place and

identity and partnerships with local

government as key concepts that need to be

incorporated into Plan Melbourne 2016. Do you

support the inclusion of these as key concepts

in Plan Melbourne 2016?

not answered

Q20.Please explain your response

Q21.Any other comments about chapter 2 (growth, challenges, fundamental principles and key concepts)?

Q22.Climate change comments

Q23.The discussion paper includes the option (option 20, page 30) to revise the Delivering Jobs and Investment

chapter in Plan Melbourne 2014 to ensure the significance and roles of the National Employment Clusters as

places of innovation and knowledge-based employment are clear. How can Plan Melbourne 2016 better articulate

the significance and roles of the National Employment Clusters as places of innovation and knowledge-based

employment?

Q24.The discussion paper includes two options

(page 30) relating to National Employment

Clusters, being:Option 21A: Focus planning for

National Employment Clusters on core

institutions and businesses.Option 21B: Take a

broader approach to planning for National

Employment Clusters that looks beyond the

core institutions and businesses.Which option

do you prefer?

not answered

Q25.Please explain why you have chosen your preferred option

see attached

see attached
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Q26.The discussion paper includes the option

(option 22, pages 30) to broaden the East

Werribee National Employment Cluster to call it

the Werribee National Employment Cluster in

order to encompass the full range of activities

and employment activities that make up

Werribee. This could include the Werribee

Activity Centre and the Werribee Park Tourism

Precinct. Do you agree with broadening the

East Werribee Cluster?

not answered

Q27.Why?

Q28.The discussion paper includes the option

(option 23, pages 30) to broaden the

Dandenong South National Employment

Cluster to call it the Dandenong National

Employment Cluster in order to encompass the

full range of activities and employment

activities that make up Dandenong. This could

include the Dandenong Metropolitan Activity

Centre and Chisholm Institute of TAFE. Do you

agree with broadening the Dandenong South

National Employment Cluster?

not answered

Q29.Why?

Q30.The discussion paper includes options (options 24 to 30, pages 34-35) that consider the designation of Activity

Centres and criteria for new Activity Centres. Do you have any comments on the designation of Activity Centres

or the criteria for new Activity Centres as outlined in the discussion paper?

Q31.The discussion paper includes the option (option 31, page 35) to evaluate the range of planning mechanisms

available to protect strategic agricultural land. What types of agricultural land and agricultural activities need to

be protected and how could the planning system better protect them?

Q32.The discussion paper includes the option (option 32, page 36) to implement the outcomes of the Extractive

Industries Taskforce through the planning scheme, including Regional Growth Plans, to affirm that extractive

industries resources are protected to provide an economic supply of materials for construction and road

industries. Do you have any comments in relation to extractive industries? Reference page 36.

see attached
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Q33.Any other comments about chapter 3 (delivering jobs and investment)?

Q34.The discussion paper includes the option

(option 34, page 42) to include the Principal

Public Transport Network in Plan Melbourne

2016. Do you agree that the Principal Public

Transport Network should inform land use

choices and decisions?

not answered

Q35.Why?

Q36.The discussion paper includes the option (option 35, page 43) to incorporate references to Active Transport

Victoria (which aims to increase participation and safety among cyclists and pedestrians) in Plan Melbourne

2016. How should walking and cycling networks influence and integrate with land use?

Q37.Any other comments about chapter 4 (a more connected Melbourne)?

Q38.The discussion paper includes the option

(option 36A, pages 46) to establish a 70/30

target where established areas provide 70 per

cent of Melbourne’s new housing supply and

greenfield growth areas provide 30 per cent. Do

you agree with establishing a 70/30 target for

housing supply?

not answered

Q39.Why?

Q40.What, if any, planning reforms are necessary to achieve a 70/30 target?

Q41.The discussion paper includes the option

(option 36B, page 46) to investigate a

mechanism to manage the sequence and

density of the remaining Precinct Structure

Plans based on land supply needs. Do you

agree with this idea?

not answered

Q42.Why?
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Q43.The discussion paper includes the option

(option 36C, page 46) to focus metropolitan

planning on unlocking housing supply in

established areas, particularly within areas

specifically targeted for growth and

intensification. Do you agree with this idea?

not answered

Q44.Why?

Q45.The discussion paper includes options (option

37, page 50) to better define and communicate

Melbourne’s housing needs by either:Option

37A: Setting housing targets for metropolitan

Melbourne and each sub-region relating to

housing diversity, supply and

affordabilityOption 37B: Developing a

metropolitan Housing Strategy that includes a

Housing Plan Which option do you prefer?

not answered

Q46.The discussion paper includes the option (option 38, page 52) to introduce a policy statement in Plan Melbourne

2016 to support population and housing growth in defined locations and acknowledge that some areas within

defined locations will require planning protection based on their valued character. How could Plan Melbourne

2016 clarify those locations in which higher scales of change are supported?

Q47.The discussion paper includes the option (option 39, page 52) to clarify the direction to ‘protect the suburbs’.

How could Plan Melbourne 2016 clarify the direction to protect Melbourne and its suburbs from inappropriate

development?

Q48.The discussion paper includes the option

(option 40, page 56) to clarify the action to

apply the Neighbourhood Residential Zone to

at least 50 per cent of residential land

by:Option 40A: Deleting the action and

replacing it with a direction that clarifies how

the residential zones should be applied to

respect valued character and deliver housing

diversityOption 40B: Retain at least 50 per cent

as a guide but expand the criteria to enable

variations between municipalitiesWhich option

do you prefer?

not answered

see attached

see attached

see attached



Q49.The discussion paper includes the option (option 42, page 58) to include an action in Plan Melbourne 2016 to

investigate how the building and planning system can facilitate housing that readily adapts to the changing

needs of households over the life of a dwelling. In what other ways can Plan Melbourne 2016 support greater

housing diversity?

Q50.A number of options are outlined in the discussion paper (page 58) to improve housing affordability,

including:Option 45A: Consider introducing planning tools that mandate or facilitate or provide incentives to

increase social and affordable housing supply.Option 45B: Evaluate the affordable housing initiative pilot for

land sold by government to determine whether to extend this to other suitable land sold by government.Option

45C: Identify planning scheme requirements that could be waived or reduced without compromising the amenity

of social and affordable housing or neighbouring properties.What other ideas do you have for how Plan

Melbourne 2016 can improve housing affordability?

Q51.Any other comments about chapter 5 (housing)?

Q52.The discussion paper includes the option

(option 46, page 69) to introduce Strategic

Environmental Principles in Plan Melbourne

2016 to guide implementation of environment,

climate change and water initiatives. Do you

agree with the inclusion of Strategic

Environmental Principles in Plan Melbourne

2016?

not answered

Q53.Why?

Q54.The discussion paper includes the option

(option 47, page 72) proposes to review policy

and hazard management planning tools (such

as overlays) to ensure the planning system

responds to climate change challenges. Do you

agree with this proposal?

not answered

Q55.Why?

Q56.The discussion paper includes options (options 48 and 49, page 72) to update hazard mapping to promote

resilience and avoid unacceptable risk, and update periodically the planning system and supporting legislative

and policy frameworks to reflect best available climate change science and data. Do you have any comments on

these options?
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Q57.The discussion paper includes the option

(option 50, pages 73) to incorporate natural

hazard management criteria into Victorian

planning schemes to improve planning in areas

exposed to climate change and environmental

risks. Do you agree with this idea?

not answered

Q58.Why?

Q59.The discussion paper includes the option

(option 51, page 75) to investigate

consideration of climate change risks in

infrastructure planning in the land use

planning system, including consideration of an

‘infrastructure resilience test’. Do you agree

that a more structured approach to

consideration of climate change risks in

infrastructure planning has merit?

not answered

Q60.Why?

Q61.The discussion paper includes the option

(option 52, page 76) to strengthen high-priority

habitat corridors throughout Melbourne and its

peri-urban areas to improve long-term health of

key flora and fauna habitat. Do you agree with

this proposal?

not answered

Q62.Why?

Q63.The discussion paper includes options (options 53 and 54, pages 78 and 79) to introduce strategies to cool our

city including: increasing tree canopy, vegetated ground cover and permeable surfaces; use of Water Sensitive

Urban Design and irrigation; and encouraging the uptake of green roofs, facades and walls, as appropriate

materials used for pavements and buildings with low heat-absorption properties. What other strategies could be

beneficial for cooling our built environment?
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Q64.The discussion paper includes the option

(option 56A, page 80) to investigate

opportunities in the land use planning system,

such as strong supporting planning policy, to

facilitate the increased uptake of renewable and

low-emission energy in Melbourne and its peri-

urban areas. Do you agree that stronger land

use planning policies are needed to facilitate

the uptake of renewable and low-emission

energy?

not answered

Q65.Why?

Q66.The discussion paper includes options

(options 56B and 56C page 80) to strengthen

the structure planning process to facilitate

future renewable and low emission energy

generation technologies in greenfield and

urban renewal precincts and require

consideration of the costs and benefits of

renewable or low-emission energy options

across a precinct. Do you agree that the

structure planning process should facilitate the

uptake of renewable and low-emission

technologies in greenfield and urban renewal

precincts?

not answered

Q67.Why?

Q68.The discussion paper includes the option

(option 57, page 81) to take an integrated

approach to planning and building to

strengthen Environmentally Sustainable

Design, including consideration of costs and

benefits. Do you agree that an integrated

planning and building approach would

strengthen Environmentally Sustainable

Design?

not answered

Q69.Why?

Q70.Any other comments about chapter 6 (a more resilient and environmentally sustainable Melbourne)?

see attached

see attached

see attached

see attached



Q71.Please provide your feedback on 'Chapter 7. New planning tools' below. If you do not want to provide feedback

on this chapter please selected 'save & continue'.

Q72.The discussion paper includes options (options 58A and 58B, page 84) to evaluate whether new or existing

planning tools (zones and overlays) could be applied to National Employment Clusters and urban renewal areas.

Do you have any comments on the planning tools (zones and overlays) needed for National Employment

Clusters and urban renewal areas?

Q73.The discussion paper includes options (options 59A and 59B, page 84) to evaluate the merits of code

assessment for multi-unit development, taking into account the findings from the ‘Better Apartments’ process,

to either replace ResCode with a codified process for multi-unit development or identify ResCode standards that

can be codified. Do you have any comments on the merits of code assessment for multi-unit development?

Q74.Any other comments about chapter 7 (new planning tools)?

Q75.The discussion paper includes the option (options 1 and 61, pages 14 and 90) of Plan Melbourne being an

enduring strategy with a long-term focus supported by a ‘rolling’ implementation plan. Do you agree that

separating the long-term strategy from a shorter-term supporting implementation plan is a good idea?

Q76. If a separate implementation plan is developed for Plan Melbourne 2016 what will make it effective?

Q77.Any other comments about chapter 8 (implementation)?
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