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Abstract 

Compact city policies such as Melbourne 2030 have been established in Australia for a 
range of reasons including climate change. It is now clear that the Melbourne 2030 policy 
has not been effective – with new development mostly on the urban fringe. This policy 
failure has often been sheeted home to resident and local government resistance to 
densification. This paper suggests this narrative is insufficient to explain this failure at a 
metropolitan-wide scale and is clearly mistaken in one suburb where compact city policy 
appears to thwart its own aims by encouraging speculation and producing vacant sites. 
Brunswick is an inner-city suburb with good opportunities for intensification on transit 
lines and former industrial sites. Applications for new housing between 2002-7 would 
have increased housing stock by 16%. Resident resistance was high but about 80% of the 
potential increase in dwellings was approved. However, by 2009 just under half of all 
approved dwellings had commenced construction. The taller and denser projects 
remained stalled, sites on-sold and permits extended.  
 
We suggest developers speculate that the Planning Tribunal will approve significant 
increases in height and density, using Melbourne 2030 to over-ride local policy. Such 
permits produce significant capital gains that can be cashed without construction. The 
current planning system encourages ambit claims, contestation, cynicism and speculation 
as it thwarts resident negotiations towards a more compact city. The idea that resident 
resistance is the problem obscures the role the planning system itself plays in thwarting 
the goals of Melbourne 2030. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Compact city policy covers a cluster of approaches in urban planning and design aimed at 

curbing outward expansion of cities so that they may become more sustainable as well as 

liveable. While there are many technical foci, from improving transit systems and their 

relationship to landuse planning, energy efficient building design and achieving greater 

mixture of landuses, a fundamental is higher residential densities. Much of the debate 

about the limits of compact city policies, particularly in the Australian literature, has 

tended to focus on the issue of higher densities, notwithstanding the host of other factors 

in the policy mix required for success. Proponents and skeptics have differed in terms of 

the values and lifestyles to which Australians might aspire, the degree of change possible, 

or even desirable. However, there is general agreement that the character of the compact 

city will be different from the low-density cities currently prevailing.i The primary issue 

is how best to implement compact city imperatives to accommodate residents’ aspirations 

alongside those of planning and design professionals. Thus, it was with high expectations 

that the metropolitan strategy Melbourne 2030 was supported by the powerful residents’ 

lobby group Save Our Suburbs as well as many in the planning and design professions 

when released in 2002. The crux of the policy formula was to limit damage to established 

suburban areas that had previously occurred under market-led consolidation policy and to 

focus higher-density development in commercial activity centres along public transport 

routes while constraining horizontal expansion with an Urban Growth Boundary (UGB, 

see Department of Sustainability and Environment 2002). Based on population 

projections that Melbourne would grow by a million by 2030, the strategy proposed 

locating 60% of the 600,000 new dwellings required in established areas and the 
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remainder in growth areas on the urban fringe (but within the UGB). A number of 

criticisms of Melbourne 2030 have been made – key among them that it lacked any 

specific mechanisms or tools to direct development into activity centres (Mees 2003: 

290). Indeed, the State’s own audit conducted in 2007 (Department of Planning and 

Community Development 2007) found that while structure planning processes were in 

place in almost three-quarters of Melbourne’s 120 main activity centres,ii there were 

doubts about the efficacy of these instruments to achieve their aims. Furthermore, there 

were concerns about the enforceability of the UGB. A recent update to Melbourne 2030 

entitled ‘Melbourne @ 5 Million’ (DPCD 2008) took into account accelerated population 

growth projections and upgraded six suburban centres from Principal to Central 

Activities District status.iii 

 

While many factors bear on implementation of compact city policy such as Melbourne 

2030, there is a broad view among many academics and media commentators that a 

significant factor is the opposition to intensification from residents and their local 

governments - this is the narrative that we seek to address in this paper. Compact city 

skeptics and proponents alike seem to share the view that higher densities are ‘other’ to 

the nature of Australian cities and therefore significant cultural change will result as well 

as be required.iv To simplify only slightly, for those promoting compact city policies, 

Australian cities need to become more like European cities, or else they will become 

something like Los Angeles. For those doubting the desirability of higher densities, fears 

of becoming like South and South East Asian cities tend to be aired (Lewis 2001).  While 

it is true that on average, Australian cities have among the lowest urban densities 
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globally, there have long been, and continue to be higher density parts to them that are 

neither European nor Asian in character, but derive from local, historical circumstances – 

that is, they have a distinct character of their own. 

In line with the cultural acceptability or otherwise of higher densities, resident 

NIMBYism and local government parochialism are also often cited as key factors 

constraining the ability of the State to achieve urban intensification. In Melbourne, the 

pages of The Age are regularly used to reinforce a simplistic division between 

‘progressives’ and ‘conservatives’, as though all that is needed to implement the 

intensification proposed in Melbourne 2030 is a change of heart among hard-nosed 

NIMBYs. We suggest that this narrow focus on stereotypes of self-interested local 

politics can obscure other factors that have significant impact on how higher residential 

densities can be realized. Melbourne, for instance, is both continuing to sprawl outwards 

as well as densifying in some areas (Buxton and Tieman 2004, 2005, DPCD 2007), and 

the pattern of these changes at the metropolitan and the local level have been shown to 

differ from projections in Melbourne 2030 (Buxton and Tieman 2005; DPCD 2007). In 

what follows, we analyse data at the metropolitan scale and then for an area with high 

levels of intensification - the inner-city suburb of Brunswick - to shed some light on 

possible relationships between patterns of development activity and levels of contestation 

in Melbourne since the release of Melbourne 2030. We then make a more detailed 

analysis of planning approvals and built outcomes in Brunswick to speculate why it is 

that many of the development proposals most resisted by residents are not being built. 
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METRO-WIDE PATTERNS OF INTENSIFICATION  

Mapping data for planning applications across the metropolitan area allows us to see 

what has been happening at the broader level as a result of the interactions of policy, the 

planning system, local politics and the market.v Between 2003-7, a total of 130,222 

planning applications were made in the metro area. Nearly a quarter of applications were 

for new dwellings,vi while the same proportion were for alterations and additions to 

existing dwellings. However, there are quite significant spatial variations in the number 

and type of planning applications between LGAs, as there are in quantities of building 

activity.  

 

INSERT FIGURE 1 ABOUT HERE [MAP OF PROPORTIONS OF MULT-UNIT 

PLANNING APPLICATIONS] 

 

Of course, not all types of dwellings require planning permits, but almost without 

exception, multi-unit, higher-density developments do.vii Across the metropolitan area 

half of the applications for new dwellings were for multi-unit developments, but as the 

map shows, there were significant variations with above average proportions of multi-

unit applications in some outer and middle-ring municipalities, as detailed numerically in 

Table 1.  
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INSERT Table 1 ABOUT HERE 

These figures for planning applications do not directly reflect building activity because 

dwelling numbers in each project vary greatly, dwellings within new subdivisions are 

often not regulated directly by the planning system, and not all permits result in 

construction. However, from these figures for building approvals it is clear there has been 

a continuing shift away from concentrating higher-density development in the inner-

eastern and southern suburbs of middle-class Melbourne. The metropolitan share of total 

multi-unit building approvals for Port Phillip, Yarra, Stonnington and Boroondara 

declined from 32% to 20% during the period 2001-7.viii These suburbs were the 

epicentre of resident opposition to higher-density housing in the 1990s, the formative 

heartland of Save Our Suburbs (Lewis 1999, Huxley 2002) and the primary source of the 

NIMBY stereotype. 

 

One of the most strikingly obvious spatial dimensions of consolidation over the last 

decade and a half is that it bears little direct spatial relationship to train stations in 

particular and is only marginally proximal to other public transport routes.ix As figure 2 

indicates, public transport routes are so extensive in the inner and middle-ring suburbs 

that the standard 400m public transport catchment covers most of the residential area 

anyway. This means that one of the key aims of Melbourne 2030 – that of protecting 

neighbourhood character in residential hinterlands – cannot be fulfilled under current 

policy settings, since higher-density infill may still be approved ‘almost anywhere’ in 
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those suburbs historically most disposed to oppose it despite the policy of ‘containing’ 

higher densities in activity centres.x 

 

INSERT FIGURE 2 ABOUT HERE [MAP SHOWING TRANSIT BUFFERS IN THE 

INNER-EASTERN SUBURBS] 

 

METRO-WIDE PLANNING APPLICATIONS AND RESISTANCE 

Across the metropolitan area, approximately 8% of planning applications were referred to 

the State planning tribunal, the Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal (VCAT). 

While resident resistance is not the sole reason for VCAT to be become the final arbiter, 

it is likely that where resistance is strong that applications will end up before VCAT. The 

VCAT figures are merely an index of the degree to which planning applications are 

contested.xi It is notable then that a much higher percentage of planning applications in 

the 15 inner-metropolitan municipalities are appealed at VCAT, compared to the outer 

municipalities, as shown in Table 2. The inner-metropolitan LGAs also have a much 

higher proportion of multi-residential applications in relation to the overall number of 

residential applications. It is not possible to tell directly from the dataset what proportion 

of cases at VCAT relate to higher-density housing, however if we examine these factors 

on an LGA basis, we can see that there is no significant relationship between higher 

levels of VCAT appeals and increased multi-residential applications, as shown in Table 

3. In other words, while VCAT contestation appears to be stronger in the inner city, this 

is not necessarily connected to the numbers of multi-dwelling planning applications. 
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Mapping the ratio of VCAT cases to building activity (Figure 4) shows these relations 

between municipalities more clearly. 

 

INSERT FIGURE 3 ABOUT HERE [MAP OF LEVELS OF REFERRAL TO VCAT 

ACROSS THE METRO AREA] 

 

INSERT FIGURE 4 ABOUT HERE [MAP OF VCAT REFERRALS WRT BUILDING 

APROVALS 

 

INSERT TABLE 2 and TABLE 3 about here 

 

One observation from the maps above is that those LGAs with the highest proportion of 

contestation are also those with the highest socio-economic status (SES) residents.xii 

Here the market opportunities (in terms of developer profit and buyer demand) are 

greatest, but the risks of resident opposition are also the highest. Because objecting to 

planning applications takes time, knowledge and resources, this could be read as an index 

of those parts of the city where such social assemblages are able to most effectively 

contest the system as it stands (Huxley 2003; Dovey, Woodcock and Wood 2009a), 

including gaining media attention to their cause quite out of proportion with the 

numerical significance of the effects of their resistance activities. Such an inference 

perhaps illustrates why it is that some of the highest profile and most contested activity 
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centre development proposals in recent times have been those such as Camberwell 

Railway Station (Dovey, Woodcock and Wood 2009b) and the ‘Cheesegrater’ in Fitzroy 

(Dovey, Woodcock and Wood 2009c), although neither development represented a 

significant contribution numerically to the compact city agenda.xiii  

 

These inner-city areas are also those with the greatest density of heritage buildings and 

precincts. While the presence of such controls may also be read as an effect of the social 

and symbolic capital that this part of Melbourne has accumulated, these areas comprise 

the train and tramway suburbs that developed during Melbourne’s Victorian land boom 

and have a characteristic urban morphology with significantly higher average densities 

and more permeable street grids than car-based middle and outer suburban Melbourne.  

Such suburbs serve in many ways as models for compact city form because they were 

formed with walkable access to public transport prior to the dominance of the motor car. 

The heightened contestation illustrates the level of resident engagement with, and 

emotional investment in, such places. It is to one of these places that we now turn for a 

localized analysis of patterns of development applications, resistance and actual dwelling 

construction. 

 

CASE STUDY: BRUNSWICK 

Brunswickxiv is a relatively large area of the inner-northern suburbs of Melbourne, 

forming the southern part of the City of Moreland. The majority of settlement occurred 

during the Gold Rush to serve the passing trade to the goldfields with the concomitant 
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development of textiles, brickmaking and other industries, now mostly replaced by 

warehousing and other low-intensity uses. The area is thus a patchwork of narrow streets 

and low-rise, pre-war worker housing among mixed use precincts with a diversity of lot 

sizes. The area is served by three main north-south commercial strips along busy tram 

routes and the Upfield railway corridor to the central city four kilometers to the south. 

Under Melbourne 2030, Brunswick was designated a Major Activity Centre and has been 

subject to significant pressure for urban intensification along with accelerating 

gentrification in recent years. 

 

Planning applications 

Between 2002-2007 in Brunswick, there were 188 planning applications that would have 

added 1,915 dwellings, a 16% increase to Brunswick’s housing stock. About 82% of the 

applications were for multi-unit developments - significantly higher than the proportion 

for the metropolitan area (49% multi-unit developments).  

 

INSERT Table 4 about here 

 

INSERT FIGURE 5 ABOUT HERE [MAP OF PLANNING APPLICATIONS FOR 

BRUNSWICK] 
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The passage of the applications through the layers of the planning approval process is 

summarised in Figure 5, 5A and Table 4. After discounting withdrawn submissions (5%), 

80% of applications were approved within council and 20% rejected, yet 30% of all 

applications were then referred to VCAT – in roughly equal proportions by residents 

objecting to approvals and developers objecting to rejections (or lack of decision). This 

figure is almost four times the metropolitan average for VCAT referrals. VCAT approved 

92% of the cases referred to it. 

 

In order to understand the way approval processes relate to buildings on the ground we 

will now track the passage of the applications through the process in terms of dwellings. 

Table 5 shows that of the 1,915 dwellings originally proposed, 10% were withdrawn and 

of the rest, 48% were approved by Council. Most of the larger-scaled apartment projects 

were rejected in this phase of the process. In the next phase, 68% of all proposed 

dwellings were referred to VCAT (including both approvals and rejections). After 

withdrawals (11%) VCAT approved 95% of these dwellings. The vast majority of them 

were in apartment projects that were significantly taller and denser than their Brunswick 

contexts. Thus, despite very high levels of rejection at Council and high levels of resident 

opposition at VCAT, almost 90% of all new proposed dwellings were eventually 

approved. A total of 1,537 additional dwellings were approved for Brunswick, which 

could potentially enable a 13% increase in its housing stock.  

 

INSERT TABLE 5 about here 
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INSERT FIGURE 5A about here [flow diagram to illustrate table 5] 

INSERT FIGURE 6 ABOUT HERE [MAP OF PLANNING APPROVALS] 

 

INSERT FIGURE 7 [MAP OF PROJECTS COMPLETED OR UNDER 

CONSTRUCTION] 

 

Construction Rates 

By June 2009, a timeframe that incorporates the commencement date on all of the 

permits issued during the study period, only half of the approved dwellings had 

commenced construction.  

The unbuilt projects were in most cases the subject of significant controversy and 

considerable council time and resources. 60% of these dwellings are in projects of 7-11 

storeys – and a further 28% are in buildings of 5 or 6 storeys. These controversial 

projects all sought to go well beyond the height and density of their neighbourhood 

contexts, breaching Council policies for height and neighbourhood character.  

 

We will now focus on two projects located in the Lygon Street precinct, a busy tram 

corridor into the city. The former Tip Top bakery site is about 1.2 Ha and bordered to the 

north and east by single-storey residential and to the south by a small light-industrial 

area. Proposals were first submitted in 1999 for 238 dwellings plus some offices, mostly 
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4-storeys with a 7-storey tower to the south. Objectors to the project were concerned 

about heritage, height, permeability (gating), internal amenity and neighbourhood 

character. Council officers negotiated a revised version of the scheme comprising 170 

dwellings, some offices and an overall maximum of 4 storeys with a small public park 

inserted. Residents argued that 100 dwellings at no more than 4 storeys would be 

acceptable. After a high-profile local campaign by an informal residents’ group, 313 

objections were received and the Council refused the recommendations of its officers. 

The developer then took the original scheme to VCAT in early 2002 and, despite the 

council committing significant resources to fight the case, secured approval for 191 

dwellings including the original 7-storey tower. Shortly afterwards the site was sold on 

and the new owners applied for an extension of time to the permit, followed by an 

application in 2004 to increase the number of dwellings to 243 within the same building 

envelope. This application was rejected by Council and submitted to VCAT where the 

developer gained approval for 237 dwellings. The site was then sold again twice, and 

each time an extension to the permit was requested. In late 2008 a permit extension was 

granted with a completion date of 2015. At the time of writing there are no signs of 

building work, despite having been approved for 7 years. The site has now been vacant 

for 15 years.  

 

INSERT FIGURE 8 ABOUT HERE [PHOTO OF TIP TOP SITE] 
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Further north in Lygon Street, a developer with significant local land holdings applied for 

a planning scheme amendment to apply a precinct plan to a series of sites. This plan 

proposed three 16-18 storey towers in a locale that is predominantly single and double 

storey, though peaking at 3 to 5 storeys. Despite clear Council advice that such proposals 

would be flatly rejected, the developer proceeded with a series of planning applications 

that started off at 18 storeys, were withdrawn, and later resubmitted at 9, 11 and 16 

storeys in separate applications. Each was taken to VCAT as soon as the statutory period 

for a Council decision had passed. The 16-storey tower received 161 objections and 

Council committed significant resources to fighting the case. Objectors were primarily 

concerned with height, neighbourhood character and overshadowing of heritage-listed 

health centre immediately to its south. VCAT approved a 10-storey version of the scheme 

on the grounds that the lack of a structure plan meant that existing Council policies for 

buildings over three storeys could be disregarded. The project was approved in mid-2004 

but failed to sell, leaving the developer in financial difficulties. The site was sold in early 

2008 for what was rumoured to be the highest price ever paid for land in Brunswick and 

the planning permit was extended. The site has been a 50-metre gap in the street frontage  

of a significant transport and shopping corridor since 2005. 

 

INSERT FIGURE 9 ABOUT HERE [PHOTO OF ELVERA SITE] 

 

DISCUSSION 
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As we saw earlier the vast majority of applications for medium and higher density 

housing are eventually approved, yet almost half of the approved dwellings are not built 

and of these, 88% are over 4 storeys. Council and residents often resist higher density 

development, they fail to stop these projects, but the developments aren’t built anyway. 

Our concern here is not to debate whether such projects should have been approved, but 

why densification is not occurring. Clearly this is not due to the parochialism of councils 

or the NIMBYism of residents. Rather it is a flaw in the planning system.  

 

The strategic framework of Melbourne 2030 calls for intensification of Activity Centres 

and near transit lines, but specific height limits and boundaries for intensification 

precincts are left to local Councils. Developers know that the planning tribunal will 

overrule Council on most occasions and it is unsurprising that they submit ambit claims 

intended to test the system. This is a radically performance-based system where 

mandated heights are not possible; the attempt to gain approval for buildings that 

dominate their surroundings is made in the knowledge residents will object, but that the 

compromise made at the Tribunal is likely to be in the developers’ favour. Developers are 

merely doing what they do best, playing the system to maximize profit. Once they get 

approval for projects despite the objections of Council and residents, they often also find 

that these projects exceed market demand – there are only so many people per year 

looking for apartments in Brunswick.xv That demand, however, is growing enough to 

produce significant capital gains which can be cashed without entering into the messy 

and risky business of constructing buildings. One thing is very clear – if fewer of these 

bulky projects had been approved then a much higher proportion would have been built.  
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The planning system engenders a climate of mistrust and cynicism. Both residents and 

developers tend to amplify conflict and avoid the genuine consultation and negotiation 

that could result in benefit on both sides. Developers submit ambit claims and residents 

become more cynical and conservative than they otherwise might be. When streetscapes 

become pock-marked with vacant sites replacing functioning buildings, resident cynicism 

compounds and fears of a loss of neighbourhood character can be realized even without 

any construction taking place. 

 

This paper reveals a need for the State to develop a better system of tracking the 

relationship of development approvals to construction, one that will render this use of the 

planning system for land speculation more transparent. Limiting the ability for developers 

to on-sell development permits, and reassessing the performance-based approach to 

planning that underlies Melbourne 2030 are two potential policy changes worthy of 

further investigation. As things stand, enormous profits are to be made from the planning 

scheme, all for the cost of a few thousand dollars in consultancies and couple of years 

holding costs. Compared to the profits to be made from complex construction processes, 

this is indeed money for jam. In the Brunswick case at least, developers can speculate 

that they will secure Planning Tribunal permits for significant increases in height and 

density, using Melbourne 2030 to over-ride local policy. The market here is driven by 

speculation as much as by demand for new housing (which is largely satisfied on the 

urban fringe). The current planning system encourages ambit claims, contestation, 
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cynicism and speculation as it thwarts resident negotiations towards a more compact city. 

The idea that resident resistance is the problem obscures the role the planning system 

itself plays in thwarting the goals of Melbourne 2030. 
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i While there is considerable academic support for compact city policies (Hall 1997, 

Jenks et al 1996, Newman & Kenworthy 1989, 1999) there are also many Australian 

skeptics (Birrell et al 2005, Bishop & Syme 1995, Bunker, Gleeson, Holloway and 

Randolph 2002, Davidson 1997, Lewis 1999, Moriarty 2002, O’Connor 1998, 2003, 

Randolph 2006, Searle 2003, 2007 Troy 1996). Much of the concern about compact city 

policy has focused on practical limits to implementation, yet there is also a broad 

acceptance of change in a context of climate change (Jenks & Dempsey 2005; Gleeson 

2006). 
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ii ‘Main’ here refers to the network of Central, Principal, Specialised and Major Activity 

Centres that are envisaged as the main centres of intensification. 

iii The 6 centres were: Footscray, Broadmeadows, Ringwood, Box Hill, Dandenong and 

Frankston. 

iv For an example, see Bunker, Gleeson, Holloway and Randolph 2002, Lewis 1999, 

McManus 1998, Randolph, Bunker, and Holloway 2005, Randolph 2006, Searle 2003, 

2007, Troy 1996 

v Unless otherwise noted, the source for all planning permit activity data in this 

discussion is DSE 2005, 2006, 2007 and DPCD 2008. 

vi 28,638 or 22% of applications were for new dwellings. New dwellings covers the 

categories ‘One new dwelling’ (Construct a new single dwelling), ‘More than one new 

dwelling’ (Construct more than one new dwelling; multi-unit developments) and ‘Other 

accommodation’ (Retirement village; Group accommodation; Caravan Park; Motel; 

Backpackers/Boarding house) 

vii Higher density dwellings, as defined by DPCD covers any form of residential 

development that is of higher density than the prevailing density of its residential context. 

As the prevailing context in over 75% of Melbourne is separate houses at net residential 

densities as low as 10 DU/Ha, higher-density dwellings can mean almost anything from 

dual-occupancy and above. 
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viii Figures from Buxton and Tieman 2005, page 139 and DSE 2005, 2006, 2007 and 

DPCD 2008. 

ix Buxton and Tieman’s (2004, 2005) study of the spatial location of multi-unit 

developments in Boroondara, Port Phillip, Stonnington and Yarra found that over 85% of 

multi-unit developments were spread throughout the catchments of trams and buses and 

95% of them within a public transport catchment of any kind, concluding that factors 

other than proximity to public transport were driving such development. 

x In most cases at the local policy level as well as at VCAT, justification for higher 

densities has rested on proximity to public transport on the basis of the 400m catchment 

xi In addition to cases being brought to the Tribunal because either the developer or local 

residents are unhappy with a Council decision, cases can be brought to the Tribunal for 

procedural reasons such as failure to decide applications within statutory timeframes. 

Some types of development are exempt from third-party appeal, such as much new 

housing on the suburban fringe covered by covenants. 

xii 6 of the least disadvantaged LGAs are in the highest ten for VCAT referrals, along with 

4 of the most disadvantaged – Hobsons Bay, Yarra, Moonee Valley and Darebin, all of 

which have ‘inner’ suburbs within 10km of the central city with varying, but significant 

degrees of gentrification that have occurred as part of the development boom in the inner-

city since the 1990s. 

xiii The ‘Cheesegrater’ was approved in a slightly larger form at VCAT than originally 

submitted to Council. The Camberwell station redevelopment was at the time of the 
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protests captured in the national media in 2003 only a vague proposal that went through a 

number of revisions before eventually being submitted for approval in 2008 and to 

VCAT in 2009. 

xiv In this paper the name Brunswick refers to a combination of the suburbs of 

Brunswick and Brunswick East as these effectively comprise the study area for 

Brunswick Major Activity Centre as defined by Moreland City Council in its draft 

structure plan (2008) 

xv A key problem for large development proposals is the need for a high number of 

presales before construction can begin. If this limited market is spread over too many 

large projects there is a good chance that none of the projects will achieve the required 

number of sales. 
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Figure 1. Map of proportions of multi-unit planning applications 
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Table 1: Planning applications for selected municipalities, 2003-2007 

Outer Metropolitan Councils 

LGA Name New Residential 

Applications 

Multi-residential 

Applications 

Percent 

Multi-

Res 

Greater Dandenong 738 662 90% 

Banyule 828 693 84% 

Hobson’s Bay 913 691 76% 

Wyndham 638 480 75% 

Moonee Valley 798 526 66% 

Kingston 1271 836 66% 

Frankston 803 517 64% 

Middle and Inner Councils 

LGA Name New Residential 

Applications 

Mulit-residential 

Applications 

Percent 

Multi-

Res 

Yarra 408 260 64% 

Darebin 1181 734 62% 

Moreland 1338 809 60% 
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Boroondara 838 498 59% 

Port Philip 509 289 57% 

Maribyrnong 695 381 55% 

Stonnington 601 312 52% 

Melbourne 359 183 51% 

Source: figures derived from DSE 2005, 2006, 2007 and DPCD 2008 
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Figure 2  Map showing transit buffers in the inner-eastern suburbs 

 



 31 

Figure 3 [map of levels of referral to vcat across the metro area] 
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Figure 4: map of VCAT referrals wrt building approvals 
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Table 2: Planning applications, VCAT and multi-residential 2003-2007 

 

 Total planning 

applications 

Applications 

appealed at 

VCAT 

Percent 

All Metro 

Melbourne 

130222 11040 8% 

Inner Melbourne 64130 7252 11% 

Outer Melbourne 66047 3787 6% 

 

 Total Applications 

for New 

Residential 

Multi-Residential 

Applications 

Percent 

All Metro 

Melbourne 

28638 13991 49% 

Inner Melbourne 12721 7806 61% 

Outer Melbourne 15989 6185 39% 

Source: figures derived from DSE 2005, 2006, 2007 and DPCD 2008 
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Table 3: VCAT / mutli-residential as proportion of applications by LGA, 

2003-2007 

In descending order, percent of applications appealed at VCAT 

Locatio

n  

LGA Percent of all 

applications appealed 

at VCAT  

Multi-Residential as 

percent of new 

residential 

applications 

Boroondara 16% 59% 

Stonnington 13% 52% 

Hobsons Bay 13% 76% 

Bayside 12% 54% 

Yarra 11% 64% 

Monash 11% 58% 

Moonee Valley 11% 66% 

Glen Eira 11% 62% 

Port Phillip 11% 57% 

Darebin 10% 62% 

Whitehorse 10% 54% 

Inner  

Banyule 10% 84% 
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Moreland 10% 60% 

Melbourne 9% 51% 

Maribyrnong 9% 55% 

Melton 8% 50% 

Frankston 8% 64% 

Casey 8% 43% 

Kingston 8% 66% 

Knox 7% 35% 

Whittlesea 7% 38% 

Nillumbik 6% 13% 

Cardinia 6% 15% 

Manningham 6% 44% 

Mornington Pen 6% 23% 

Maroondah 5% 39% 

Brimbank 5% 56% 

Gr. Dandenong 4% 90% 

Yarra Ranges 4% 10% 

Wyndham 4% 75% 

Outer 

Hume 3% 43% 

The overall correlation between the two factors is 0.337  
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Correlation for the Inner Metropolitan set is 0.045; Outer Metropolitan set is -

0.117 

Source: Derived from DSE 2005, 2006, 2007 and DPCD 2008 

 

Table 4: Planning Applications for Brunswick 2002-7   

 These applications refer to proposals that increase dwelling numbers 

Planning Applications       

Applications decided: 179 95%   

Apartments   49 27% 

Attached housing   99 55% 

Dual occupancy   31 17% 

Applications withdrawn 9 5%   

TOTAL APPLICATIONS 188 100%    

       

Planning Applications: Decisions Approved  Rejected Total 

MCC Statutory Planner  121 68% 25 14% 146 83% 

MCC Urban Planning Committee  21 12% 10 6% 31 17% 

MCC Total  142 80% 35 20% 177  

VCAT  49 92% 4 8% 53  

Source: Moreland City      
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Council 
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Figure 5: Map of planning applications for Brunswick 
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Table 5: Potential Dwelling Increase 2002-7   

For all of Brunswick (3056+3057) Potential  By phase 

Total DU in applications 1915   

MCC Statutory Planner approved 400 21% 23% 

MCC Statutory Planner rejected 362 19% 21% 

MCC Urban Planning Committee approved 423 22% 25% 

MCC Urban Planning Committee rejected 537 28% 31% 

MCC TOTAL approved 823 43% 48% 

MCC TOTAL rejected 899 47% 52% 

MCC decided 1722 90% 100% 

Withdrawn 193 10%   

        

VCAT approved 927 48% 95% 

VCAT rejected 48 3% 5% 

VCAT decided 975 51% 100% 

VCAT withdrawn 202 11%   

VCAT referrals 1177 61%   

       

TOTAL APPROVED Dwelling Units 1537 80%  
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Construction commenced by June 2009 736 48% of approved DU 

    

 Within Brunswick Activity Centre (as in draft 

Structure Plan) Potential  By phase 

Total DU in applications 1222   

Proportion of potential increase 64%     

MCC Statutory Planner approved 226 18% 19% 

MCC Statutory Planner rejected 159 13% 13% 

MCC Urban Planning Committee approved 290 24% 24% 

MCC Urban Planning Committee rejected 533 44% 44% 

MCC TOTAL approved 516 42% 43% 

MCC TOTAL rejected 692 57% 57% 

MCC decided 1208 99% 100% 

Withdrawn 14 1%   

        

VCAT approved 777 64% 95% 

VCAT rejected 45 4% 5% 

VCAT decided 822 67% 100% 

        



 41 

Total approved Dwelling Units 1198 98%   

Proportion of total DU approved   78%   

       

Construction commenced by June 2009 612 51%  of approved DU 

    

    

Total Approved Dwellings by Type     On Site by 6/2009 

TOTAL NEW DWELLINGS 1537  736 48% 

Apartments 1121 73% 417 37% 

Attached housing 375 24% 289 77% 

Dual occupancy 31 2% 30 97% 

Source: Moreland City Council and fieldwork, June 2009 
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Figure 5A: Flow diagram illustrating table 5 (Potential Dwelling Increase for Brunswick - 

approval stages) 
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Figure 6: Map of planning approvals for Brunswick 
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Figure 7: Map of projects completed or under construction 
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Figure 8: Site Photos: Former Tip Top Bakery Site, Brunswick (June 2009) 

 

 

 

Figure 9: Site Photos: 326-350 Lygon St, Brunswick (June 2009) 

 

 


