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MTF Submission on Urban Growth Boundary
The Metropolitan Transport Forum (MTF)
 has considerable concerns regarding the proposed extension of Melbourne’s urban growth boundary (UGB) as regards transport and urban planning for Melbourne as a city. 

These concerns are summarized below and further discussed in this submission:
1. Retreat from Melbourne 2030 urban consolidation;

2. Increased infrastructure costs;
3. Low residential density for growth areas;

4. Limitations in planning for accessible public transport;

5. Sustainability of Melbourne as a city;

6. Creating a divided Melbourne;
7. Failure to apply structure planning by local governments;

8. Failure to develop underutilised land within the existing UGB;
9. Governance issues in planning for Melbourne;
10. Process Issues.
1.
Retreat from Melbourne 2030 urban consolidation
The goals of Melbourne 2030 - Planning for Sustainable Growth, were to consolidate Melbourne’s growth in recognition of the adverse effects of dispersed development. Melbourne 2030, sought to constrain outward growth through imposing an UGB and requiring urban consolidation. Some 69% of Melbourne’s housing development was allocated to established areas and 31% allocated to growth areas located within the 2002 UGB.  The current proposed extension to the UGB provides for 284,000 of 600,000 new dwellings to be in new growth areas. This represents 47% of Melbourne’s new housing in areas outside Melbourne’s current UGB.  Combined with the housing development in growth areas within the 2002 UGB, this represents a major shift towards urban sprawl.
MTF is concerned that since Melbourne 2030 was enunciated as State policy in 2002, the UGB has already had 2 extensions, in 2003 and 2005, with a 3rd extension now envisaged. This has contributed to ongoing land speculation on Melbourne’s fringe.  It also compromises the foundations of Melbourne 2030 of urban consolidation, based on better planning outcomes, higher density and integration with transport services, to contain urban sprawl.

2.
Increased public transport infrastructure backlog and costs

There is already a serious and widespread backlog in the delivery of public transport infrastructure across established suburbs and existing growth areas. This backlog will be compounded by extension of the UGB, with high infrastructure costs due to sprawl and low residential density.  Existing growth suburbs are public transport deprived and highly car dependent.  It is difficult to see how this will change for the new suburbs based on overall densities identified in the proposals to extend the UGB.
Curtin University’s Sustainability Policy Institute in researching the costs of inner city redevelopment compared with fringe development, found that for every 1,000 dwellings, the cost for infill developments is $323.6 million, while for fringe development, the cost is over double at $684.1 million.
   
Variations in transport greenhouse gas (GHG) costs, based on distance from central Melbourne, are identified by the Curtin Study in the following table:
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Apart from transport GHGs, additional costs for fringe development are transport infrastructure generally, power, water, parking, emissions, community infrastructure and other externalities.  It was concluded in the Curtin research, that there are:

“significant cost savings associated with consolidated and inner-city developments … The key … is to realise the multitude of benefits associated with curtailing sprawl and focusing future development in established areas.” 
Building 284,000 dwellings through extending Melbourne’s UGB will cost at least $102 billion more than if the same number of dwellings were accommodated within established suburbs.  It is imperative that a proper cost-benefit analysis is undertaken of the proposed UGB extension as against Melbourne 2030 urban consolidation.  
3.
Inefficiency of low residential density for growth areas

The proposed residential development for the new growth areas averaging 15 dwellings per hectare (dph) is too low to sustain the urban infrastructure of transit oriented development (TOD). This represents a low-efficiency model of land use.  
Although official documentation supporting the proposed extension of the UGB sets out the need for TOD with new housing supported by community infrastructure, implementation of such infrastructure is expected to be compromised.  Urban sprawl comes at a high price for the provision of effective public transport and other community infrastructure and services.  The added costs of infrastructure for growth areas as against consolidated development, was identified in Melbourne 2030 and confirmed in the above Curtin University study.
Melbourne 2030 identified that “the average density of the metropolitan area at around 14.9 persons per hectare (pph) is low by international standards. Montreal has 33.8 pph, for example, and Toronto has 41.5 pph; both cities compare in population, size and function to Melbourne.”

An average of 25 dph was initially targeted for development at Aurora in Melbourne’s north.  This has now been reduced by VicUrban to 15 dph.  Highly sought after areas in inner Melbourne such as Port Phillip, Yarra, and Moreland are 40 and 60+ dph. Some areas in inner suburbs are near 100 dph. Unless average densities far exceed 15 dph, further pressures on Melbourne’s UGB will be inevitable.  

It is emphasized that density is a prerequisite to develop viable growth which can support local activity centres and the viability of public transport services.

Critical areas of housing shortage for Melbourne are smaller households, particularly sole person and especially sole female households.  The demand for such housing is strong in established suburbs close to facilities and infrastructure, not in outer Melbourne or new growth areas.  It is considered that the proposed extension of the UGB fails to undertake a proper demographic analysis of housing demand and the adverse implications for Melbourne of urban sprawl.   
Melbourne will pay for these low aspirations with reduced liveability, and further environmental and social costs.
4.
Limitations in planning for accessible public transport
Melbourne 2030 endorsed the target of 20% public transport use by 2020. The transport component of Melbourne 2030 supported transit-oriented activity centres served by predominantly walking, cycling and public transport and liveable public space made attractive by high quality urban design. This is consistent with a healthier, fairer and more sustainable community.  

The UGB review is stated to rely on the provision of high capacity public transport routes within 3km of all dwellings.   This is a major retreat from the target enunciated by the State in its transport pronouncements for households to be within 400 metres of a public transport service.
  Even so, despite the UGB review aim of 3 kms, areas proposed for Casey are 10kms from a public transport service.
The proposals to extend the UGB in Melbourne’s west relies heavily on the creation of the regional rail link through Werribee and Tarneit and further electrification of rail services.  This rail spine while vital, will be insufficient to provide public transport services to meet expected urban growth. More effective public transport links operating radially are essential.  The cost of providing these services on the residential densities proposed, casts doubt on whether effective public transport will be provided.
Apart from developments around Werribee and Tarneit, public transport proposals to service other growth areas have not been integrated in growth area planning. In particular, proposed developments in Hume, Whittlesea and Casey are not supported by articulation of planning for rail extensions.  

The developments to the north and northeast highlight the importance of extending suburban rail services to North Epping and Aurora, to Donnybrook and Beveridge, and from South Morang on the defunct existing line to Mernda, and the Whittlesea township.  With increasing employment in new and expanded activity centres, and in business parks near and around Tullamarine airport, more effective transport links are required from proposed new suburbs to access jobs and services in new activity centres and business parks.

This also applies to developments in Melbourne’s southeast in Casey and Cardinia.  These local government areas are set to have populations the size of Canberra. It is critical that rail extensions and other transport services match growth. Thus commitments to extending the rail line from Cranbourne to Cranbourne East must be brought forward and further extended to Clyde to enable new populations to be able to access jobs and services by public transport.
The provision of transport infrastructure has not kept pace with population growth.   This applies to almost all development corridors. There is little in the UGB review which gives confidence that effective public transport services will be provided to meet the new growth proposed.
MTF’s initial submission emphasized the impact of transport systems for the liveability and prosperity of cities and the adverse effects of reliance on private vehicles as the dominant form of transport. The MTF sought endorsement of transit oriented development (TOD) based on the concept of creating urban villages
 in growth areas.  The elements of TOD are restated here:

· Access to public transport and local facilities such as childcare, education and other services, neighbourhood and other activity centres, sporting and recreation facilities, planned and integrated in the development of growth areas;

· Walking based urban design, with compact well defined urban cores and  mixed land uses and inclusionary zoning so that work and community facilities, shops, offices, businesses, and complementing activities are in close proximity to one another, and in proximity to residential development; 

· Provision for higher density land uses and variety of housing forms from low 2 storey to 4-6 storeys and 10-13 storeys near rail stations;

· Transport planning integrated with urban development, focusing on reducing car dependence with most destinations able to be reached by walking, cycling or public transport;

· Lower energy use for transport and living;

· Development contributions to assist in funding public transport and other infrastructure, as well as Government investment in this infrastructure; 

· Transfer of key Government agencies to growth areas at the completion of the construction phase to integrate employment and services with the new development;

· Incentives for private employers and services to locate in growth areas.

The UGB review documentation supports TOD.  However, there are considerable deficiencies in the proposals with respect to density and integrated transport planning to enable TOD. There is also no indication that government agencies will be transferred to new activity centres or that incentives will be available to the private sector to support local access to jobs and services. 
Apart from the regional rail link and South Morang linear extensions, there is no indication that the Principal Public Transport Network (PPTN) is being extended to cover the proposed new suburbs.  As new activity centres are envisaged, these cannot be effectively supported by a radial transport system, but require an integrated transport network to serve a polycentric city.  
5.
Sustainability of Melbourne as a city
The proposed extension of Melbourne’s UGB has grave implications for Melbourne as a sustainable and liveable city, supported by peri-urban land for agriculture, water and open space.  Growth at the fringe threatens to intensify problems for the rest of Melbourne. Reference is made to recent research into various growth scenarios for Perth
.  This research found:
“growth at the fringe places a disproportionate strain on, and is in fact most acutely felt in the centre ... The key reason for this phenomenon is that unlike the other growth scenarios, the Fringe Expansion scenario fails to offer viable pathways towards the decentralisation of land uses ... Intensifying established areas generally requires more complex interventions from both the land use and the transport planning perspective than the development of Greenfield sites, but the attraction of designated inner urban and mid-suburban growth centres for such land use intensification is far superior to similar attempts in outer suburban locations ...

increases in land use activities in fringe locations, even where concentrated around high-quality public transport facilities, almost invariably evolve into unbalanced places (ibid) – relatively high concentrations of people but without a correspondingly important position in the movement network. The CBD, whose significance in the movement network is enhanced in the Fringe Expansion scenario, threatens to become a stressed location (ibid), suffering from public transport and road congestion as well as from continued pressure towards land use intensification.”
The Government is planning for Melbourne @ 5 Million. Projections on the current trajectory, suggest that Melbourne is set to become a city of 6.8 million inhabitants by 2055.
   


Accommodating population growth by extending Melbourne’s boundaries does not represent effective planning.  Melbourne will become as populated as Paris, but over twice the geographical spread. This will place great stresses on Melbourne as a city.  
Apart from this, the encroachment on peri-urban land now sustaining the city, helping it breathe and recreate, is another major problem.  Fertile agricultural land within the area marked out for extension of the UGB, particularly in Melbourne’s south east should be protected from development.  This should remain zoned as agricultural so that price increases do not force out those farming the land to help feed the city.

Melbourne is already constrained by limitations in water supply and reliance on water in dams. Growth in population wherever located, must be based on water sustainability principles - recycling of grey water, local storage and harvesting of storm water, water sensitive urban design (WSUD) as a matter of course in road construction, open space and building design.
As discussed below in the section on governance issues in planning for Melbourne and Victoria, planning for sustainable population growth needs to integrate with planning for regional cities.  Growth should be directed to regional centres, such as in west Gippsland and the LaTrobe Valley, which have the advantages of fewer limitations in water supply, and cheaper land for housing and business expansion.  This would take the pressure off Melbourne, and its transport and property prices.
6.
Creating a divided Melbourne
The extension of the UGB will exacerbate the social divide for Melbourne as a “Tale of Two Cities”, with a core well serviced with jobs and infrastructure and an outer ring of highly car dependent suburbs with inadequate public transport, jobs, services or community infrastructure;

The MTF in its initial submission, pointed out that although the cost of housing is cheaper in fringe suburbs, those who purchase there pay the penalty of high transport costs as families have little option to access jobs, education and services other than by running multiple private vehicles.  Residents on the fringe pay a heavy price in high transport costs.  Transport in fringe areas overtakes housing as a major expenditure item and contributes to household stress
. The relative cost of transport and housing in these areas is compounded by greater employment vulnerability being experienced by fringe communities and by the effects of peak oil.  

As walking, cycling and public transport are effective mode choices for inner city residents benefitting from urban consolidation, it is anticipated that social and economic problems in new fringe suburbs, will exacerbate the divide in Melbourne between inner and outer Melbourne. 
7.
Failure to apply structure planning by local governments
Local governments have under the Melbourne 2030 framework, engaged with the planning profession and their communities to create structure plans for activity centres and key development sites.  For example, Hume City Council has developed structure plans for development in the Mickleham area to support a broader population catchment.  The City of Casey has developed 3 structure plans based on a more compact model of development in the municipality; these plans have taken great care to not compromise agricultural land and flood prone areas.  The GAA has drawn growth areas inconsistent with the detailed work of structure planning exercises undertaken over several years by local governments in conjunction with communities. The GAA work compromises key agricultural and flood prone land.  This is set out in more detail in the City of Casey submission on the UGB.
The current process contrasts with changes to the UGB in 2005. This was directly informed by recommendations of the Casey-Cardinia Committee for Smart Growth. The current review has drawn new boundaries without such strategic planning.  

8.
Failure to develop underutilised land within the existing UGB 

At the same time, there has been failure to exploit the potential for re-development of underutilised land within the existing UGB.  There are large parcels of land and development sites within existing Melbourne lying dormant while the Government focuses on expanding Melbourne in response to development pressures. 
The UGB Review refers to developing 316,000 dwellings within established areas of Melbourne.  However, there is much more scope for development within established areas in accordance with Melbourne 2030 goals.
The Department of Planning, through its Urban Development Program has undertaken regular and extensive examinations to identify at least 15 years of land supply in Melbourne
.  There are extensive parcels of surplus land across Melbourne. These include VicTrack land around rail stations with vast scope for redevelopment including use of airspace, former industrial sites, and other underutilised land parcels.  It is noted that some require commitment to cleanup of contamination.  Many require integration with existing local government structure planning and with private sector owners. 
The City of Melbourne’s Professor Rob Adams
 and SGS research
 commissioned by the DPCD have examined intensification of land use along Melbourne’s tram and rail corridors. The conclusion from the research is that these corridors provide scope for accommodating an increased population without need to extend Melbourne’s UGB.
State instrumentalities are avoiding the financial commitments and detailed work associated with engaging with local governments and other stakeholders to re-develop available sites. The UGB review is instead, being taken as an easier way to accommodate growth by expanding Melbourne’s boundaries.  This is unnecessary and short sighted. It will involve far greater expense in providing infrastructure and services than investing in existing sites within present Melbourne.  

The UGB extension threatens to compromise Melbourne as a sustainable and liveable city based on urban consolidation, which was the key thrust of Melbourne 2030.
9.
Governance issues in planning for Melbourne

The proposed extension of the UGB and retreat from Melbourne 2030, represents inefficient planning for Melbourne as a whole.

The creation of the Growth Areas Authority (GAA) to oversight growth areas, highlights governance issues associated with planning for Melbourne.  Melbourne 2030 goals of urban consolidation have been compromised by the precedence being given to planning by the GAA.  This emphasises development in growth areas at the expense of integrating planning for Melbourne as a whole.  The development focus of the GAA on Melbourne’s outskirts, is an inappropriate basis for determining the planning and structure of our city as a whole.

The MTF thus calls for the Government to review the priority being given to the GAA in urban planning.  The GAA work through the UGB review, appears to be directed to pursuing urban growth and directly contradicts the planning principles for Melbourne enunciated in Melbourne 2030. With 47% of growth directed to be outside Melbourne’s current UGB, this is at complete odds with a commitment to urban consolidation.  It is essential that planning for Melbourne is not dominated by the property market and by priority given to development at the expense of planning.  In lieu of a GAA, this necessitates creation of an integrated urban and transport planning Authority for Melbourne as a whole under the Melbourne 2030 framework.  

Capital city planning also needs to integrate with planning for regional cities. Victoria is blessed with many regional cities, whose development can absorb extra population, thus taking the pressure off capital city growth.
  There is considerable capacity in our regional cities for urban expansion, where land for housing and infrastructure is cheap, compared with Melbourne.

Any consideration of the extension of Melbourne’s UBG must be preceded by examination of growth parameters for Melbourne as a whole, as well as for regional cities.  Departments of Regional Development, federal and state, should be involved in considerations of capital city growth in this context with priority being given to how population growth could be better absorbed and encouraged in regional cities.  Access to transport links and water supplies and the relative costs of transport and other infrastructure are key considerations in this context.
10.  Process Issues

The State released its documentation on the revised UGB on 17 June 2009, requiring feedback by 17 July 2009.  The MTF expresses concerns on behalf of its members regarding this time frame and the inadequate consultation with local government and other stakeholders on planning Melbourne’s growth.
Conclusion
The MTF highlights the high costs of development through extension of the UGB and urban sprawl with low density, low amenity fringe suburbs.  As identified in Melbourne 2030, there are significant cost savings associated with urban consolidation as well as positives for Melbourne’s liveability and sustainability.  The MTF calls on the State to undertake a proper cost- benefit analysis of the proposed extension to Melbourne’s UGB.  Also needed is identification of the types of households sought to be accommodated and where these are best located.
At the same time, the MTF urges that State agencies work more intensely with local governments and the planning sector on the scope for utilising surplus VicTrack land and other development sites in established areas.  Greater priority should be given to intensification along Melbourne’s transport corridors on the lines of the research commissioned by DPCD and discussed above.
The MTF seeks urgent re-assessment of the UGB to meet the above concerns.  This is critical for the development of Melbourne as one of the world’s key cities.   
J M Fristacky

Cr Jackie M Fristacky
Chair, Metropolitan Transport Forum
Phone 0412 597 794
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