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What the Victorian Government’s Housing Initiatives are …
The Victorian Government strategy on housing and homelessness consists of a number of initiatives in 2
main fields:



The Homes for Victorians policy, focussing on ‘… new social housing, assisting first home buyers and
renters, or providing more services to people who are homeless or at risk of homelessness…’ 1
The Public Housing Renewal Program (PHRP) is an ‘… investment in redevelopment’ that ‘tackles …
the age, quality and appropriateness of public homes that were built in the post‐war era.’ 2

The public housing estates object of the PHRP were included on the basis of a number of criteria, but mainly
because they are:
… relatively low densities on substantial and valuable land holdings around Victoria.
And the ‘renovation’ program is based on:




Maximum financial returns with a minimum funding commitment;
Latent development capacity; and with
Streamlined processes for both planning and building permit applications 3

… and what they are not
It needs to be made clear that the above criteria for the PHRP, while apparently based on positive and
desirable outcomes, when considered in the program’s context, reveal a basis of deception and cross‐
purpose. The program is designed to be a sort of ‘public‐private partnership’ model, where the State
provides publicly‐owned land to a developer partnered to a community housing provider in return for:



demolition of existing public housing to be replaced by newly built public and / or community
housing on, generally, 1/3 of the land previously occupied, and
residential housing to be marketed and sold to the private market, built on the remaining 2/3 of the
former public housing land.

1

Victorian Government response to the Standing Committee on Legal and Social Issues Inquiry into the Public Housing
Renewal Program [Page 3]

2

Ibid [Page 3]
Memorandum, Director, Property Services and Asset Management to Director of Housing and Executive Director,
Housing and Community Building, Department of Human Services, 17 May 2010.

3
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When considered on the result of past ‘redevelopments’ and in the context of the 1st stage of the PHRP, the
criteria reveal themselves to be not as positive or desirable as they may be purported to be, as:


The maximum financial return is not a positive financial return to the State, as it has been
demonstrated by the Australian Housing and Urban Research Institute (AHURI) study on Social
Housing as an investment pathway, where it found that the procurement method adopted by the
Victorian Government:
Compared with subsidising the operating income of a commercially financed program, the lifetime
cost of the first year of house building is A$1.6 billion less, a 24% saving to the public purse. 4
The maximum financial return then must be to the combined interests of the developer and the
partnering community housing provider;






The minimum funding commitment, considered in the light of the AHURI Report study just
mentioned results being a commitment to spend 24% more than necessary, and this not considering
the cost of buying back an area equivalent to the public land given away to private development,
when needed for current and future increases of the public housing stock;
The latent development capacity is the capacity of the land to be privatised for ¾ of its area, again,
to the benefit of private development.
The streamlined processes for planning and building permits, rather than being devices to ease and
speed‐up delivering of critically needed public housing are methods devised to remove possible local
government (deprived of the ‘Responsible Authority’ function) and community objections (the public
being blindsided by the action of each project’s Consultative Committee, without real possibility of
objection to the scope, planning or design for each site).
It appears, from our reading of the SHRSAC Report No.5 on the Walker Street redevelopment, and
a subsequent Community Consultation meeting (where tenants and community stakeholders
were mainly expected to provide feedback on wallpaper and artwork wall hangings) that the
Consultative Committee has acted, in the public consultation process, as a screen between the
public (tenants, stakeholders, general community) and the Developer, and the Developer has
acted as Government authority, for which the Planning and Health Departments have become
agents.
An example of this is the Committee’s discussion on the appropriateness of zoning for the site, to
be changed from Neighbourhood Residential Zone to Mixed Use Zone:
Ms Jordan [Planning Consultant to DHHS] advised that the existing Neighbourhood
Residential Zone on the land would not permit development of the density or scale
proposed, and may restrict the extent to which non‐residential activities might be
accommodated. She contended that the Mixed Use Zone was the “logical and suitable
choice for a number of reasons”, noting that it is the only zone that would “permit built
form to the scale proposed across the site” (Document 3). 5

4

Lawson, J., Pawson, H., Troy, L., van den Nouwelant, R. and Hamilton, C. (2018) Social housing as infrastructure: an
investment pathway, AHURI Final Report 306, Australian Housing and Urban Research Institute Limited, Melbourne,
http://www.ahuri.edu.au/research/final‐reports/306, doi:10.18408/ahuri‐5314301.
5
SHRSAC – Report 5 – Northcote, Page 8
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The Stage 1 PHRP was announced in December 2016. In March 2019 the Government announced a
Partnership agreement being signed with Developer MAB and community housing provider HousingFirst11
for the redevelopment of 3 sites: Abbotsford Street, North Melbourne; Walker Street, Northcote; and Stokes
and Penola & Oakover Road and Railway Place West, Preston.
It is to be noted that the name HousingFirst is a misappropriation – and no to be confused with ‐
of the Housing First name.
The Housing First (HF) model is a policy strategy that prioritises unconditional provision of
permanent and stable housing to people experiencing homelessness. The model began being
applied in the USA in the early ‘90s with a program called ‘Pathways to Housing’ and has since
been adopted and adapted in a number of other countries.
The 3 estates part of the initial projects part of the 1st Stage of the program will deliver only 40 new
apartments that will be completed, everything going according to published timing, in 2 years’ time. It would
be a wild speculation to guess when the balance of the program will deliver the rest of the announced new
housing.
The Victorian Government response to the 2018 Standing Committee on Legal and Social Issues Inquiry into
the Public Housing Renewal Program in clarifying how much it intended to increase social housing through
its then current suit of programs 12, stated:
… Outcomes it will deliver include:
 the replacement of 225 aged and outdated public housing dwellings at Northcote, North
Melbourne & Preston with at least 274 new public homes, plus up to 64 additional
community housing dwellings – an increase of more than 110 homes (fifty per cent) from
current numbers
Note that taking into account that in the Stokes Penola Estate in Preston 62 units were
demolished in 2011 – now to be replaced by 68 new units ‐ the increase in apartment
numbers will be only a modest 13.9%, well below the stated 50% figure.
 replacing more than 1,500 ageing public homes at other locations with at least 1,650 new
properties, with potential for more through innovative approaches and competitive
processes
These presumably are the other estates part of the PHRP, and the 150 added units, the
nominal 10% increase, will, again, reduce total capacity and further divestment of public
housing and privatisation of estate land. The potential for more is as yet undefined and
unquantified.
 delivering approximately 2,000 new homes through the Social Housing Growth Fund
When the Social Housing Growth Fund ‘Open For Business’ was launched on 6 August
2018 by the then Minister for Housing Martin Foley and Treasurer Tim Pallas, it
announced:
Over the next five years the Fund will create up to 2,200 new social housing places
through the construction of new dwellings and leases… Eligible community
housing organisations will have access to $1.1 billion in low interest loans and

11

HousingFirst is a recent name change of the Port Phillip Housing Association, not to be confused with the Housing
First policy.
12
PHRP Inquiry Recommendations 1
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Government guarantees. Community Housing organisations will now be fully
supported to deliver the big social housing developments Victoria needs. 13
So, the program was clearly spelled out: Community Housing organisations … fully
supported to deliver the big social housing developments Victoria needs.


100 new public homes through the Inclusionary Housing Pilot
The Victorian Planning Department, on the Inclusionary Housing Pilot initiative, lists six
sites selected for the pilot program, 3 of which are where existing closed‐down public
education facilities are located, plus an area that became redundant from the cancelled
Eat/West Link project and the last a site of an aqueduct linear reserve. It states:
The Pilot will provide a minimum of 100 new social housing homes which will be
delivered in partnership with a Registered Housing Agency (Community Housing).
The Pilot does not include requirements for social housing that is provided by or on
behalf of the Government (Public Housing).
This is in contradiction to what stated in the 2017 Victorian Auditor‐General Report:
The measures in Homes for Victorians introduce some innovative approaches for
delivering both public and community housing, including:
… increasing housing supply through faster planning—this includes, but is not
limited to an Inclusionary Zoning Pilot Program that involves selling surplus
government land at a discount and, in return, making social housing a set
proportion of new construction. 14
The Inclusionary Zoning Pilot initiative, according to the Homes for Victorians doesn’t
include provision of Public Housing, but according to the VAGO Report interpretation
selling‐off public land at a discount requires a set proportion of ‘Social Housing’ to be
delivered.
The objective of increasing social housing supply by 100 units over 6 sites through this
initiative is the ‘set proportion’, a proportion of which the total is not stated, the location
of each site’s quantity is not determined and the relation to the quantity of private
development housing is likely to be infinitesimal.
The Pilot also encourages the provision of affordable housing on each of the sites
but does not set a minimum requirement. The remaining dwellings on each site
can be made available to the private market’. [Our underlining, for emphasis]15
So, no directly labelled public housing through this initiative, only community housing it
appears, and another case of publicly owned land that will be sold‐off to private
speculative development for a meagre 100 community housing apartments increase.
Certainly not best value for public money use.



In addition, the Government has recently committed a further $209.1 million to deliver 1,000
new public housing properties by 2022.
These new and renewed homes are made possible by record investment from the Victorian
Government into social housing. Substantial additional and ongoing funding is required from
the Commonwealth Government to deliver the sustained growth of social housing that is
needed to respond to immediate and future needs. [Our underlining, for emphasis]16

13

See: https://www.premier.vic.gov.au/social‐housing‐growth‐fund‐open‐for‐business/
VAGO Report: Managing Victoria’s Public Housing, June 2017. Page 26
15
See: https://www.planning.vic.gov.au/policy‐and‐strategy/housing‐strategy/inclusionary‐housing‐pilot
16
Victorian Government response to the Standing Committee on Legal and Social Issues Inquiry into the Public Housing
Renewal Program. Page 4
14
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$209,1 million to deliver 1,000 new PH dwellings seems to be a very optimistic budgeting
proposition (as it results in a budgeted cost of $209,000/unit), compared to the $23
million fund established for the construction of the 68 dwelling of the Stokes Penola site,
at a cost of $338,235/dwelling, unless the 1,000 new dwellings are a further stage of the
PHRP involving estates next on the list in the program.
In summary, the housing going to be provided by the Victorian Government’s range of programs, compared
to the rising of expressed and hidden need for public and community housing is:
 164 apartments (PHRP) [see Table below 4 for details]
 2000 homes (Social Housing Growth Fund)
 100 homes (Inclusionary Housing Pilot – at this stage a program relying on voluntary agreements
signed by developers, no doubt in exchange for increased private apartment densities)
A total of 2,264 units, the 1st stage of which scheduled to be delivered by 2022 – but running late – and the
rest at an as yet unspecified time, presumably over a number of years. This in the context of an existing
waiting list of 44,379 applicants to the Victorian Housing Register [see Table 1 above] and the 8,300 units per
year needed [see Table 2 above].
Also, considering that as reported by the DHHS 2019 Annual Report the proportion of Public Housing (PH) to
Community Housing (CH) and Indigenous Housing (IH) was at 75.7% ‐ 21.9% ‐ 2.4% level [see Figure 2
below], the 2,264 units delivered by 2022 time span will fall well short of the 37,698 PH, 10,908 CH and
1,191 IH units needed, let alone meeting the target in the 20 year period within which it would be
reasonable to expect a resolution of the Homelessness situation, as illustrated by Table 3 below.
Table 3 – Comparison of PHRP and per‐Year Units Need
Year
Public Housing Community
Indigenous Total Victorian
Total
Need
Housing
Housing
Government Housing Needed
Need
Need
Initiatives
2017
6,283
1,818
199
0
8,300
2018
12,566
3,636
398
0
16,600
2019
18,849
5,454
596
0
24,900
2020
25,132
7,272
794
0
33,200
2021
31,415
9.090
992
0
41,500
2022
37,698
10,908
1,191
2,264
49,800
… 2036
125,660
36,360
3,980
?
166,000
Source: Elaboration of Data resulting from AHURI’s Final Report No. 306 (Social Housing need/year) and Department of
Health and Human Services annual report 2018‐19 (Proportion of PH, CH and IH).

The PHRP and the corollary of the Victorian Government housing initiatives will satisfy – in 2022 – only 4.4%
of the needed amount of new accommodation. There is no Plan or Strategy to figure how to satisfy – in the
medium and long‐term the rising level of homelessness, let alone the reduction or elimination of
homelessness.
The statement:
While this investment will improve the capacity of the Victorian social housing system to respond to
demand, it is important to note that the number of households on the Victorian Housing Register is
also influenced by a range of other factors, many of which sit outside the Victorian Government’s

Analysis by S. Furfaro

Printed on: 16/03/2020
8 of 27

Page 8 of 27

LC LSIC Inquiry into
Homelessness in Victoria
Submission 369

Parliament of Victoria ‐ Legal and Social Issues Committee
Inquiry into the State of Homelessness in Victoria
Submission by Salvatore Furfaro,
control. These include the price and affordability of home ownership and rental housing in the wider
market, and the adequacy of incomes, particularly Commonwealth pensions. 17
The substance is that the PHRP is just a program for carrying out maintenance of wilfully run‐down public
housing estates ‐ by demolition and replacement – and by procurement through sell‐off of public land, and
the strategy of transferring public housing to the community housing sector, which relies on tenants
receiving Commonwealth Rent Assistance, is a way of shifting some of the financial burden from the State to
the Federal Government.
Further, the sustained growth of social housing that is needed to respond to immediate and future needs will
have to rely on Federal Government funding, which is not forthcoming as there is no federal policy or
strategy plan to resolve the rising homelessness crisis.
The PHRP is either not well managed or is encountering difficulties. The buildings in the Bellbardia & Tarakan
Estate, Heidelberg West and those in Dunlop Avenue, Ascot Vale that are part of the redevelopment
program have been empty for a while – their tenants relocated to other estates ‐ and no announcement has
been made to date to name developer and community housing partners for these estates.

The Estates already ‘redeveloped’
The Public Housing Renewal Program in its current Stage 1 version is the 3rd iteration of a Victorian
Government program, which started with the 2000 – 2008 redevelopment of the Kensington Estate, where:
1.1. There were 694 public units on the estate prior to the redevelopment, of which 486 were
demolished. These were replaced by 205 new public units. The two remaining towers have 224 units
which were refurbished through a different program, resulting in a total of 429 public units. This
amounts to a reduction of 260 public units on the estate, with another five lost through conversions.
1.2. The new construction on the estate is 30 percent public to 70 percent private. There were 512
private units built, of which 15 were sold for community housing. The finished project therefore has
497 private units, 15 community housing units and 429 public units – a total of 941 dwellings.
Counting the community housing as public (although it is strictly in a third category) the total public
to private mix is 47:53. 18
The program continued in 2009 with the redevelopment of the Carlton Public Housing Estate, which is
scheduled to be completed in 2020. Redevelopment of the 7.4 ha of land was fractioned over 11 separate
stages:



Stage 1: Lygon and Rathdowne Streets site – 84 new public housing and 90 private apartments –
completed in June 2011
Stage 2: Keppel and Cardigan Streets site – 50 public housing and 98 private apartments – completed
in September 2012

17

Victorian Government response to the Standing Committee on Legal and Social Issues Inquiry into the Public Housing
Renewal Program. Reply to Recommendation 5, Page 8
18
Kate Shaw, Peter Raisbeck, Chris Chaplin, Kath Hulse, University of Melbourne, Faculty of Architecture Building and
Planning, Evaluation of the Kensington redevelopment and place management models – Final Report Prepared for the
Department of Human Services, Amended version January 2013. Page 10
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Stage 3: Elgin and Nicholson Streets site – 120 private apartments and 112 public apartments –
completed in April 2014
Stage 5a: Australian Unity Aged Care Centre and Wellbeing Centre – completed in April 2014
Stage 5b: the Australian Unity Independent Living units – 181 units – started construction in 2015
Stages 4 and 8: Keppel and Cardigan Streets site – 102 private units – completed in December 2015
Stage 6: Lygon and Rathdowne Streets site consisting of 143 private units – completed in March 2017
Stage 9: Lygon and Rathdowne Streets site – 110 private units – completed in December 2014
Stage 7a: Palmerston Street site – 69 private units – work to start in late January 2018
7b: Elgin and Nicholson Streets site – consisting of 115 private units – construction to start in late
2018. [19]

The DHHS Progress report declares:
When completed, the project will deliver 246 new public housing units and 847 private sale
apartments [20]
The 847 private sale apartments total figure doesn’t include the 181 Independent Living units that are part
of the Stage 5a and 5b, the Australian Unity Aged Care Centre and Wellbeing Centre. When included, the
total number of private sale units is 1028.
The unit numbers have a ratio public to private of 19.3% to 80.7%. What also need to be considered is that:
At Carlton, 192 walk‐up units were demolished and replaced by 246 new public units, an increase of
54. But the walk‐up flats were all 3‐bedroom, and the replacement units are mainly one bedroom,
with fewer two and 3‐bedroom units. Using the Department’s baseline population data, Jama and
Shaw (under review) estimate a total decline in public tenants on the estate at 146. [21]

Transitioning from ‘Public’ to ‘Social’ Housing
Definition of the term Social Housing was inserted in the Victorian Housing Act 1983 in 2016. The definition
has been used for a number of years as an umbrella term for types of rental housing owned and managed by
a State Government, a non‐for‐profit organisation, or a combination of the two and it encompasses, as
illustrated by Figure 3 below:
Public housing refers to 64,839 dwellings (as at 30 June 2019) owned and/or managed by
government, and used to provide long‐term subsidised rental accommodation to low‐income,
disadvantaged households.
Community housing refers to around 18,771 dwellings owned and/or managed by not‐for‐profit
organisations regulated by government. Community housing also includes 2,016 properties for low‐
income Indigenous people in Victoria. [22]
19

State of Victoria, Department of Health and Human Services, January 2018, Carlton housing redevelopment –
Progress report – January 2018. See: https://www.google.com.au/search?source=hp&ei=QsYqXcuCHdP5rQG‐
lLWABw&q=carlton+public+housing+redevelopment&oq=carlton+public+housing+redevelopment&gs l=psy‐
ab.3..0i22i30.2798.16335..17176...0.0..0.276.6353.0j34j2......0....1..gws‐wiz.....0..0j0i131j0i22i10i30.19k96jShKqw
20
Ibidem
21
Standing Committee on Legal and Social Issues, Inquiry into the Public Housing Renewal Program, Submission from Dr
Kate Shaw. PHRP Submission 3. Page 3
22
Victorian Auditor‐General’s Report Managing Public Housing, June 2017. Page vii
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We will use the Fast Track Government Land Service … so that rezoning and development proposals
lead to good levels of social housing. We expect a proportion of social housing to be delivered on
each pilot site.’ 23
A reader of this and other explainer documents of the Homes for Victorian policy could be forgiven for
thinking that the term ‘social’ housing is being used instead of the ‘public’ housing term.
It is only recently that the full meaning of the Victorian Government strategy on public housing has become
clear as an exercise in progressively divesting government of ownership and management of Public Housing
(PH) to transfer it to Community Housing (CH) providers. In this light, though, it is evident that the intention
has been there for a number of years.
An example from 2015:
‘There are concentrations of public housing stock within our established suburbs which are also
suitable for redevelopment such as in Broadmeadows and Heidelberg. These public assets are often
close to public transport, jobs and services with the potential to rehouse existing public tenants into
new and more appropriate medium density housing within these areas and free up the balance of the
land for additional public and/or private sector housing as well as more parkland and community
facilities.’ 24
and from 2017:
‘In Victoria, the plan to redevelop nine public housing estates in Melbourne will draw on private
developers to create higher‐density mixed‐income and mixed‐tenure communities on the public
housing estates. The plan will deliver both social and market housing at each location and result in at
least a 10 per cent increase of social housing on each site; the state government will retain
ownership of the land and management of the public housing component.’ 25
The Victorian Government’s Minister for Planning in 2017 appointed a Social Housing Renewal Standing
Advisory Committee to:
a. Advise on the suitability of new planning proposals prepared by the Department of Health and
Human Services (DHHS) to facilitate renewal and development of existing public housing estates
to increase the supply of social housing; and
b. Provide a timely, transparent and consultative process to facilitate the renewal of Victoria’s
social housing stock. 26
This might explain – or it may not – why the Public Housing Renewal Program is being advised by the Social
Housing Renewal Standing Advisory Committee.
23

State Government of Victoria: Our plan to create more social and community housing. 20 September 2018.
See:
https://www.vic.gov.au/our‐plan‐create‐more‐social‐and‐community‐housing
24
Report by the Ministerial Advisory Committee, Plan Melbourne 2015 Review, June 2015. Page 34
25
Parliamentary Library & Information Service Department of Parliamentary Services Parliament of Victoria. Dr Kate
Raynor, Post‐Doctoral Research fellow, The University of Melbourne; Igor Dosen & Caley Otter, Research & Inquiries
Officers, Parliamentary Library & Information Services: Research Paper ‐ Housing affordability in Victoria ‐ No. 6,
December 2017. Pages 31 & 32. See: https://www.parliament.vic.gov.au/publications/research‐papers/send/36‐
research‐papers/13840‐housing‐affordability‐in‐victoria
26
https://www.planning.vic.gov.au/ data/assets/pdf file/0018/108252/Social‐Housing‐Renewal‐Program‐Terms‐of‐
Reference‐September‐2017.pdf
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One could be forgiven for thinking that the Victorian Government is investing money in renovating both,
existing Public and Community Housing stocks but in reality there is no such CH renovation investment, and
the ‘looking after’ is in terms of giving CH providers full‐control over management of PH and CH, assignment
of apartments to waiting list applicants, transfer ownership of PH to CH to the tune of (at this stage) –
declared – 4,000 dwellings.
Transfers from Public Housing to Community Housing is happening within a legislative regulation regime that
is controversial, according to the Victorian Council of Social Service:
‘A strong regulatory framework should provide prudential and operational oversight of community
housing organisations in all jurisdictions in Australia. Victoria operates a community housing
regulatory scheme that is independent from the National Community Housing Regulatory System
(NCHRS). There are some major and minor differences between the operation of the Victorian and
National schemes… VCOSS holds reservations about for‐profit housing businesses being regulated
under the same system as not‐for‐profit organisations…
Over the past decade, the Victorian Government has engaged in a continuous asset management
transfer of the management and/ or ownership of properties from public housing to community
housing organisations. Victoria has also launched a social housing growth fund worth $1 billion.
Based on the scale of asset transfer and additional funding investment in social housing, it follows
that the Victorian Government would seek to retain control of the financial regulatory oversight of
community housing organisations who have access to the fund.
… The regulator should provide transparency in community housing organisation performance
outcomes, including both positive and negative performance.
94% of the rental housing market is privately operated (ranging from rooming house operators to
owner‐investors to larger scale property services). The inclusion of for‐profit providers in a
community housing regulatory system in Victoria would be a significant move away from current
practice, where for‐profit businesses are ineligible for registration.
VCOSS opposes the introduction of for‐profit providers in the community housing regulatory system
in Victoria.’ 27

Affordable Housing and Housing Affordability
The term Affordable Housing is different from the term Housing Affordability.
The term ‘housing affordability’ usually refers to the relationship between expenditure on housing
(prices, mortgage payments or rents) and household incomes. The concept of housing affordability is
different to the concept of ‘affordable housing’, which refers to low‐income or social housing. 28

27

VCOSS Australia needs strong community housing regulation ‐ https://vcoss.org.au/policy/vcoss‐submission‐to‐the‐
review‐of‐the‐national‐regulatory‐system‐for‐community‐housing/
28
Dr Matthew Thomas, Social Policy and Alicia Hall, Statistics and Mapping, Housing affordability in Australia,
https://www.aph.gov.au/About Parliament/Parliamentary Departments/Parliamentary Library/pubs/BriefingBook45p
/HousingAffordability
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The desired level of affordable housing, in the context of the PHRP, must refers to the relationship between
expenditure on housing and household income for low‐income households or public and community housing
tenants.
In reply to the Recommendation 2 of the Standing Committee on Legal and Social Issues Inquiry into the
Public Housing Renewal Program ‐ requesting clarifications on how the Victorian Government’s procurement
process for the Public Housing Renewal Program would ensure that the desired level of affordable housing
would be achieved, the Victorian Government response, in part, was:
Through the procurement process, successful bidders are also required to demonstrate that they will
increase the supply of affordable housing. This includes a requirement to prioritise at least 10 per
cent of the private housing at each site for first home buyers.29
The 10% provision of private housing for first home buyers is framed in the Government Response in terms
of ‘affordable housing’, whereas it would be more appropriate to frame it in terms of ‘housing affordability’.
The Australian Bureau of Statistics has identified ratios of housing affordability for age groups as follows:
… the proportion of younger households spending more than 30% of their income on housing costs
has remained at a similar rate of 26% over this period. Average housing costs have risen, by 60%
from $249 per week in 1995‐96 to $398 per week in 2015‐16 in real terms…
For younger owners with a mortgage, average weekly housing costs have risen by 33% from $371 to
$494 per week between 1995‐96 and 2015‐16.
… there has been a decline in home ownership among younger households between 1995‐96 and
2015‐16, … In 1995‐96, nearly one in ten younger households (9%) owned their dwelling without a
mortgage, however by 2015‐16 this was one in fifty younger households (2%). …
The proportion of middle year households spending more than 30% of their income on housing costs
remained steady for those with a reference person aged between 35 and 44 years (at around 20%)
but increased for those between 45 and 54 years, from 12% to 19%. …
The affordability ratio has remained relatively stable for households aged 65 years and over (8% in
2015‐16), but has risen for households where the reference person was aged between 55 and 64
years, from 7% in 1995‐96 to 10% in 2015‐16. Between 1995‐96 and 2015‐16, the proportion of
households with a reference person aged between 55 and 64 spending more than 30% of their gross
income on housing costs increased from 8% to 14%. For households aged 65 or over this rose from
5% to 9% over the same period. 30
Arguably the use of public housing land ‐ within the context of the PHRP ‐ to tackle the housing affordability
issue, and within a Victorian legislative framework that makes Inclusionary Zoning a “voluntary affordable

29

Victorian Government response to the Standing Committee on Legal and Social Issues Inquiry into the Public Housing
Renewal Program. Reply to Recommendation 2, Page 5
30
Australian Bureau of Statistics ‐ 4130.0 ‐ Housing Occupancy and Costs, 2015‐16 Across the Generations: Twenty
years of Housing: https://www.abs.gov.au/ausstats/abs@.nsf/Lookup/by%20Subject/4130.0~2015‐
16~Main%20Features~Across%20the%20Generations:%20Twenty%20years%20of%20housing~10003
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housing agreement” [31] between developers and local or state governments, housing affordability is not a
high priority on the Government’s program. According to the Australian Bureau of Statistics:
Over the longer term (1995–96 to 2015–16) there have been significant changes in housing
affordability. In 2015–16:
 75% of households spent 25% or less of their gross household income on housing costs, a
decrease from 80% in 1995‐96.
 7% of households spent between 25% and 30% of their gross household income on housing
costs, an increase from 6% in 1995‐96.
 12% of households spent between 30% and 50% of their gross household income on housing
costs, an increase from 10% in 1995‐96.
 6% of households spent more than 50% of their gross household income on housing costs, an
increase from 4% in 1995‐96. 32
Left to market mechanisms alone, without compulsory provision quotas, the housing stress experienced by
1/4 of households in Australia, is only going to add further individuals and families to be at risk of or
becoming homeless.

The PHRP and the Housing Act 1983
It appears that the act of transferring Public Housing to the Community Housing sector and treating publicly‐
owned land (70%‐80% of public Housing estates being ‘renovated’ and land of closed‐down public education
sites) as ‘surplus government land’ is not fulfilling objectives established by the Housing Act 1983, which
dictates:
The objects of this Act are:
(a) to ensure that every person in Victoria has adequate and appropriate housing at a price
within his or her means by encouraging:
(i) the provision of well‐maintained public housing of suitable quality and location;
(ia) the participation of non‐profit bodies in the provision of well maintained,
affordable rental housing of suitable quality and location;
(ii) the distribution, according to need, of Government housing financial assistance;
(iii) the promotion of the orderly planning, assembly and development of land;
(b) to expand and develop the role of the public sector in the provision of housing;
(c) to promote cost effectiveness in the provision of housing;
(d) to promote the integration of public and private housing;
(e) to provide in the public sector a variety of housing types in various locations;
(ea) to provide a regulatory framework to encourage the development of rental housing
agencies serving the housing needs of low‐income tenants by providing for the registration of
those rental housing agencies and the regulation and monitoring of registered agencies;
(f) to promote security and variety of tenure;
(g) to seek the participation of tenants and other community groups in the management of
public housing and non‐distributing co‐operatives engaged in the provision of rental housing to their
members;
(h) to promote consultation on major housing policy issues with all persons and groups of
31

DELPW Services Planning, Policies and Initiavies – Planning mechanisms for affordable housing:

https://www.planning.vic.gov.au/policy‐and‐strategy/affordable‐housing
32

Australian Bureau of Statistics ‐ 4130.0 ‐ Housing Occupancy and Costs, 2015‐16 ‐ Housing
affordabilityhttps://www.abs.gov.au/ausstats/abs@.nsf/Lookup/by%20Subject/4130.0~2015‐
16~Main%20Features~Housing%20Affordability~10001
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persons involved in housing;
(i) to monitor the house building and housing finance industries in both the public and private sectors
and to assist those industries to achieve growth and stability;
(j) to co‐ordinate the provision of all necessary community services and amenities ancillary
to public housing;
(l) to maximize employment opportunities in the housing sectors;
(m) to give due regard to the environmental impact of the activities of the public housing
sector;
(n) to provide a safe and satisfying work environment for persons employed in the public housing
sector; and
(o) to promote public awareness of the role and functions of the public housing sector.
(2) It is the intention of the Parliament that the provisions of this Act shall be interpreted so as to
further the objects set out in subsection (1) and that every power, authority, discretion, jurisdiction
and duty conferred or imposed by this Act shall be exercised and performed so as by design and
intent to promote and achieve those objects. 33
It appears clearly that the Housing Act implies a legal as well as a moral obligation for Government to
employ all the power vested in it to urgently provide shelter to those who are homeless, and to prevent that
those who are at risk of becoming homeless do so.
In Victoria this legal and moral obligation has been disregarded by a number of successive government
administrations, as evidenced by the rising number of homeless and of applicants to the public and
community Housing Register.
In reply to the Recommendation 4 of the Standing Committee on Legal and Social Issues Inquiry into the
Public Housing Renewal Program, requesting that the Victorian Government fund Infrastructure Victoria to
partner with the Department of Health and Human Services to measure the full social and economic value of
social housing, the Victorian Government response, in part, was:
The Victorian Government notes the research undertaken by Infrastructure Victoria into improving
evaluation for social housing, which identified the need for improved data and further research in this
area.¹ The Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS) will continue to work closely with
Infrastructure Victoria and other academic institutions such as the Australian Housing and Urban
Research Institute (AHURI), who are leading a number of research projects into the costs and benefits
associated with social housing investment.
Further information
AHURI is undertaking a range of research programs that are relevant to this recommendation. 34
It is relevant to note that the PHRP and the response given to the Parliament’s Inquiry into the Program has
not been informed by evidence documented by a number of the AHURI and other research Reports. In
particular:

33

Authorised Version No. 071, Housing Act 1983, Authorised Version incorporating amendments as at 1 March 2019,
pages 13‐14.
34
Victorian Government response to the Standing Committee on Legal and Social Issues Inquiry into the Public Housing
Renewal Program. Reply to Recommendation 4, Page 7
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AHURI Final Report No. 231, October 2014: Thirty years of public housing supply and consumption:
1981–2011, authored by Lucy Groenhart and Terry Burke with Liss Ralston for the Australian Housing
and Urban Research Institute at Swinburne University of Technology, which states:
The overall conclusion of the report is that it is difficult not to see, following the changes in public
housing over the last 30 years, a problematic future for public housing. These changes would appear
to signal multiple problems: insufficient stock; increasingly targeted households representing both a
social and financial problem for housing agencies; declining rates of turnover meaning more
households are on the one hand unable to exit and on the other hand unable to enter; a stock which
is poorly adapted to tenants needs, but in re‐profiling the stock to meet such needs creates a risk of
having inflexible stock in the future; and in some cities too much stock in outer areas where tenants
are likely to suffer transport disadvantage. 35



AHURI Final Report No. 306, 15 November 2018: Social housing as infrastructure: an investment
pathway by Lawson, J., Pawson, H., Troy, L., van den Nouwelant, R. and Hamilton, C. where the
authors state:
Five alternative pathways involving a range of debt, efficient financing and capital grant strategies
have been modelled to assess their relative costs to government. The research shows the ‘capital
grant’ model, supplemented by efficient financing, provides the most cost‐effective pathway for
Australia—in preference to the ‘no capital grant, commercial financing operating subsidy’ model. 36
Compared with subsidising the operating income of a commercially financed program, the lifetime
cost of the first year of house building is A$1.6 billion less, a 24% saving to the public purse. 37

Example: UK Homelessness Reduction Act 2017
The UK Government in April 2018 passed the Homelessness Reduction Act 38 which establishes a legally
binding obligation for local governments and health service providers to enact anticipatory and corrective
measures for the reduction of homelessness. This establishes a legal duty on city councils and the National
Health Service to implement timely homelessness prevention measures, act early in offering supportive
services and provide accommodation when required, within established time limits.

The Estates object of the Social Housing Renewal Projects
In the current iteration, the program relates to 11 estates, 9 of which PHRP‐funded: Abbotsford Street,
North Melbourne; Ascot Vale Estate; Bangs Street, Prahran; Bills Street, Hawthorn; Gronn Place, Brunswick
West; New Street, Brighton; Noone Street, Clifton Hill; Tarakan and Bellbardia Estates, Heidelberg West;
Walker Street, Northcote.

35

AHURI ‐ Lawson, J., Pawson, H., Troy, L., van den Nouwelant, R. and Hamilton, C. (2018) Social housing as
infrastructure: an investment pathway, AHURI Final Report No. 306:
https://www.ahuri.edu.au/ data/assets/pdf file/0025/29059/AHURI‐Final‐Report‐306‐Social‐housing‐as‐
infrastructure‐an‐investment‐pathway.pdf , Page 3
36
AHURI Final Report 306, Page 1.
37
Lawson, J., Pawson, H., Troy, L., van den Nouwelant, R. and Hamilton, C. (2018) Social housing as infrastructure: an
investment pathway, AHURI Final Report 306, Australian Housing and Urban Research Institute Limited, Melbourne,
http://www.ahuri.edu.au/research/final‐reports/306, doi:10.18408/ahuri‐5314301.
38
UK Public General Acts: http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2017/13
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Another 2 sites, funded separately from the PHRP, relate to the Holland Court, Flemington and the Preston
(Stage 1) Estate of Stokes and Penola Streets.
Also, the Preston land where Kenwood Court is, on Oakover Road and Railway Place, is listed on the Victorian
Government’s Public housing redevelopment website, but activation of the link to information about the
project results in the message:
‘You are not authorized to access this page.’ 39
This site is the last remnant historically significant example of the Victorian Housing Commission ‘s
development of the Huttonham Estate:
‘Historically, the HCV Bell Street (Huttonham) Estate is significant for its associations with the
Housing Commission of Victoria and as one of the first public housing estates developed in Victoria. It
provides evidence of the first generation of estates to be developed by the Housing Commission of
Victoria to house residents displaced by the 'slum clearance' activities of the HCV in the inner suburbs
of Melbourne during the inter‐war period of the importance of Darebin as an area where almost half
of the houses built by the Commission were constructed in the period before 1940. It is one of a small
number of estates to be commenced prior to 1940
when World War II led to a cessation of building
activity by the HCV until the mid‐1940s. (AHC
criteria A.4, D.2, H.1)
The HCV Bell Street (Huttonham) Estate is of
architectural significance as a representative
example of an early Housing Commission of
Victoria housing estate. The houses demonstrate
the evolution the design philosophy of the HCV
from the earlier estates to the simple duplex
format that would be used in the majority of the
estates to follow until 1942. The layout of
Kenwood Court is significant as an illustration of how the Commission sought to apply Garden City
principles even on small estates. (AHC criterion D.2).’ 40
On 12 March 2019 HousingFirst Published a press release announcing to be:
‘… the first Victorian community housing provider selected to partner with the Victorian Government
as part of an innovative public housing regeneration project...’ and ‘… will provide high‐quality
tenancy and property management services across the three ageing public housing sites undergoing
major redevelopment in Preston, Northcote and North Melbourne.’
The announcement then continues, stating:
‘HousingFirst’s investment in the project will see up to an additional 64 community housing
properties on the Preston site, for people on the Victorian Housing Register.’ 41

39

https://www.vhhsba.vic.gov.au/housing‐and‐infrastructure/north‐melbourne‐northcote‐and‐preston‐public‐housing‐
redevelopment
40
Victorian Heritage Database Report – HCV Bell Street Huttonham Estate ‐ Darebin ‐ Darebin Heritage Study, Context
P/L, 2011 ‐ https://vhd.heritagecouncil.vic.gov.au/places/27368
41
https://housingfirst.org.au/news/298‐housingfirst‐announcement
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The Victorian Health and Human Services HOUSINGVIC website, referring to all the projects included in Table
4, below, states:
This will create at least 1,800 new public housing homes, including social, private and affordable housing. 42
This statement gives the impression that the stock of public housing will be massively increased, when in fact
there will be 1099 units replacing existing demolished ones – with a reduced number of bedrooms ‐ while
the nominal ‘new’ is represented by the 164 units, while the real increase will be the between 2,666 and
2,766 new private housing units.
In addition, the possibility that the ‘1800 new public housing’ could include social (i.e. public and community
housing), private and affordable housing is either a semantic impossibility or a badly worded attempt to hide
a reality of between 2/3 to 3/4 sell‐off of public land, with an overall reduction of public housing and tenant
capacity and with site designs privileging – in terms of position and concentration ‐ private units to the
detriment of public housing.
Also, if the Stokes and Penola Streets redevelopment is the exemplar template for the other sites, with the
replacement of 62 public housing units by 68 community housing units, and with the reduction in bedroom
numbers (see the example of Dunlop Avenue, Ascot Vale and Walker Street, Northcote), the ‘increase’ in
public housing capacity will be zero, or negative.
Table 4: SHRP: Existing Units, New Public and Community Units, and New Private Units comparison
Project

Existing
Units

New
Change
Public/Community
Units

New
Private
Units

Abbotsford Street, North Melbourne
 1 bedroom
 2 bedrooms
 3 bedrooms
Total bedrooms
Bangs Street, Prahran

112

133¹ (100%)
39 (32%)
78 (63%)
6 (5%)
213

+11

218¹
92
103
12
334

120

132

+12

218‐318

Bellbardia Estate, Heidelberg West,
Banyule
 1 bedroom
 2 bedrooms
 3 bedrooms
Total Bedrooms (Bellbardia)
& Tarakan Estate, Heidelberg West,
Banyule
 1 bedroom
 2 bedrooms
 3 bedrooms

94

104

+10

500

42

47
52
5
166
60

66
30
33
3

Ratio
Social
to
Private
38/62%

39‐29%
/
61‐71%
17/83%

215
215
70
855
+6

35

35

Public housing redevelopment – Housing.vic.gov.au: https://housing.vic.gov.au/public‐housing‐redevelopment
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Total Bedrooms (Tarakan)
Bills Street, Hawthorn
Debneys Precinct, Flemington,
Monee Valley
Existing high rise (mainly 3 Bedrooms)
Affected by PHRP
 1 bedroom
 2 bedrooms
 3 bedrooms
Total bedrooms
Dunlop Avenue, Ascot Vale Estate,
Ascot Vale
 1 bedroom
 2 bedrooms
 3 bedrooms
 4 Bedrooms
Total bedrooms
Gronn Place, Brunswick West,
Moreland
 1 bedroom
 2 bedrooms
 3 bedrooms
Total Bedrooms
Concept at Contract‐signing⁶
Public Open Space (SHRSAC Report 3)
Public Open Space (Contract‐signing)
New Street, Brighton, Bayside
 1 bedroom
 2 bedrooms
 3 bedrooms
Total bedrooms
Stokes and Penola &
Oakover Road and Railway Place
West, Preston
Walker Street, Northcote, Darebin

36 (52)²

718
198

105
59

+6

105
295

17/83%

218 (100%)
120 (55%)
73 (34%)
25 (11%)
341

+20

80

88 (100%)³

+8

112⁴

44/56%

0
80
0
0
160
81

39 (44%)
45 (51%)
4 (5%)
0
141
91

+39
‐35
+4
0
‐19³
+10

177

34/66%

+37⁶

70⁵
96⁵
11⁵
284⁵
79⁶

82⁶
8,800m2
3,200m2
127

55⁵
31⁵
5⁵
132⁵
119⁶

825
425
400
1225

+13

62⁷
26

140 (100%)
91 (65%)
42 (30%)
7 (5%)
196
68
30

87

106 (100%)⁸

+19

 1 bedroom
 2 bedrooms
 3 bedrooms or more
Total bedrooms
Total Units

21
12
52
201
1099

64 (20‐40%)
37 (30‐60%)
5 (10‐40%)
153
1263

+43
+25
‐47
‐48
+164

Total Bedrooms (Ascot Vale & Walker
Street only)

361

279

‐82

170
58
96
16
298

+6
+4

45/55%

100/0%

87‐200⁸
144 (Avg)
29‐57
43‐86
15‐57
?
2766 ‐
2979

?
43/57%

31‐69%
/
29‐71%

Source: Columns 1 to 5: VHHSBA‐Building‐design‐fact‐sheets. Columns 6 and 7 added data elaboration
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Notes to Table 4:
¹ In Abbotsford Street, North Melbourne, the Community Consultation Committee was notified that the
number of Public‐Community dwellings has increased, since firs announcement, from 123 to 133 and the
number of private dwellings from 207 to 218
² In Bills Street, Hawthorn, 16 public housing dwellings were demolished in 2011, leaving 36 units still
existing
³ Dunlop Street, Ascot Vale, example:
As illustrated in Table 4a, below, the configuration of apartments being delivered by the PHRP doesn’t
conform to the former tenant’s eligibility:
Table 4a: Dunlop Street, Ascot Vale ‐ Bedroom configuration
Type
Current
Household Proposed
Difference If all families
Shortcomings
No. of
eligibility
no. of
relative to returned,
Dwellings
Dwellings
eligibility
Accommodated
1 Bedroom
0
41
39
‐2
2 x 2 Bedroom
2 Bedrooms
80
24
45
21
‐3
3 Bedrooms
0
13
4
‐9 18 x 2 Bedroom
4 Bedrooms
0
2
0
‐2
4 x 2‐Bedroom
Total
80
80
88
8
‐3
Dwellings
Total
160
136
141
5 42 available but
‐6
Bedrooms
48 needed
Source: Columns 1 to 5: VHHSBA‐Housing‐Dunlop‐Avenue‐Ascot‐Vale‐Building‐design‐fact‐sheet. Columns 6 and 7
added data elaboration

It results that, notwithstanding the recorded tenant’s eligibility for bedroom and the number increasing by
5 in the proposed apartment configuration, in the possible scenario of all the previous families opting to
exercise their right to return to Abbotsford Street, the 21 units configured as 2‐bedrooms apartments
apparently exceeding recorded eligibility, would need to accommodate:
 2 Households eligible to a 1‐bedroom apartment (using 2 of the 21 apartments)
 2 Households eligible to a 4‐bedroom apartment each accommodated into 2 x combined 2‐
bedroom ones (using 4 of the 19 apartments remaining)
 9 Households eligible to a 3‐bedroom apartment each should be accommodated into 18 x
combined 2‐bedroom ones (but only 7 households being able to use 14 of the remaining 15
apartments, and a leftover 2‐bedroom apartment and 2 households unable to be accommodated
into suitable premises, as 3 more 2‐bedroom apartments would be necessary)
This would require 24 apartments, but there would be only 21 available.
The resulting total number of units would, as a result, further reduce by 11 units, from +8 to –3, i.e.: the
existing 80 dwellings replaced by 77 new ones. Instead of a 10% increase, a 4% decrease.
⁴ In Dunlop Street, Ascot Vale, of the 112 private dwellings, 11 will be prioritised for First Home Buyers, i.e.
12%.
⁵ In Gronn Place, Brunswick West, the breakdown of bedroom numbers is sourced from: SHRSAC, Gronn
Place, Brunswick West, Report no. 3 – 10 November 2017. This has been made obsolete at the signing of
the development contract, which increased the public housing component by 20 units and reduced the
private component by 90 units.
⁶ in Gronn Place, following the Government’s signing of a contract with AV Jennings as Partner Developer
and Women’s Housing Ltd as Community Housing Provider and Public Housing Manager (and prospective
owner of 8 private units to be used as community housing), it was announced that the number and
relative proportions of public‐community units has varied, compared with quantities initially published by
PHRP documents, as follows:
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Table 4b:
Apartments

SHRSAC (2017)
Contract‐
signing (2019)

Existing to be
demolished

Public Housing

Private
Housing

81

91 (33.9%)
111 (56%)

177 (66.1%)
79 (40%)

Community
(Women’s)
Housing
8 (4%)

Total

268 (100%)
198 (100%)

Source:

SHRSAC: Social Housing Renewal Standing Advisory Committee, Gronn Place, Brunswick West, Report No 3, 10
November 2017,

Contract‐Signing: Premier of Victoria Press Release ‐ Boosting Public Housing in Brunswick West, 22 August 2019

The ‘Open Space’ provision for the proposed development is not clear: it was stated to be, by the SHRSAC
Report, an area of 8,800m², somewhat in excess to the required 7,200m² of the Development Plan
Overlay (DPO12), but the press release of the Premier of Victoria announces it as: “3,200 square metres of
green open space throughout”. This presents 2 issues:
 The proposed area provision is being presented as in excess of the 5% requirement, but well short
of the accepted planning standard of 30m²/person, which would require a provision, for the
planned 416 bedrooms, of 12,480m². This is a fault of the Planning Act and it urgently needs
revising.
 The proposed open space is described, by the SHRSAC Report no. 3 as:
Provision is made for two areas of public open space to the north and in the central spine of the
proposed redevelopment. The existing well maintained community garden is proposed to be
provided on a podium top. [Page 5]
With the so‐called ‘open space corridor’ required to be:
The corridor is to be a minimum 18m wide and may contains vehicle access to the site from each
street. [Page 35]
In conclusion: the proposed communal open space is envisaged to be split into 3 components:
 A podium‐top community garden, presumably for the use of the development’s residents,
hopefully both, public and private, but not accessible to the wider community;
 Vehicle access to apartments, garages, parking and footpaths; and
 Community‐accessible landscaped area, which should include ‘communal parks, playgrounds and
other pocket spaces’ [Schedule 12 to Development Plan Overlay – Moreland TPS
43_04s12_more].
Both, provision and requirements need a deep re‐thinking.
No change has as yet been formalized to the Moreland Planning Scheme or to the Schedule 12 of the
Development Plan Overlay.
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Figure 5: Gronn Place Estate, existing conditions and Development Plan Overlay Plan

⁷ In Preston, site of the Hottenham Estate (now Stokes and Penola Street), 62 units were demolished in
2011, leaving 26 units still existing on the Oakover Road and Railway Place West (the historically
significant Kenwood Court
⁸ In Walker Street, Northcote, the total number of units noted on Table 4, [106] and the number of
proposed private units [86‐200, or 144 Averaged] is sourced from the North Woods, Westgarth
Development Plan, January 2020 developed for MAB by Six Degrees Architects, as part of the
development’s Planning Permit Application, Page 26. The document doesn’t specify a total number of
private units and instead provides a range [29‐57 x 1‐Bed; 43‐86 x 2‐Bed and 15‐57 x 3 Bed or more. If
these values are averaged‐out they result in 144 units, but it is more likely that the maximum number will
be sought.
Also, taking into account the statement at Page 67 of the same Development Plan:
The proposed development will generate a potential yield ranging from 102‐378 dwellings and will
consist of private housing and social housing.
Given that the Public ‐ Community component has a stated target of 106 units, the balance of Private
units could rise to be 272.
The proportion of Social to Private could therefore vary to be a maximum 28‐72%.
The provision for Public Open Space envisaged by the Development Plan, based on the minimum
requirement established by current Planning Regulations, i.e. 5% of the land area, will provide an area of
503m². This for a site, as illustrated by Figure 6 below, where the majority of the area is currently public
open space and where there will potentially live up to 450 people, which, as mentioned above [see Table
4b Notes] for the Gronn Place site, at the ratio of 30m²/person would require provision of a Public Open
space of 13,500m² of area.
Herein lies one of the problems in the current Victorian Planning Regulation, which overlooks the need to
maintain (or re‐establish) provision of public infrastructure – particularly public open space – to an
acceptable standard level and allows the process of intensification carried out in inner suburbs areas of
Melbourne to happen in a parasitic way, without adding infrastructure required by the additional
population, which cannibalises existing infrastructure to the detriment of the amenity of all.
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Figure 6: Walker Street, Northcote Development Plan submitted for Planning Approval. Existing
and Proposed Shadows – 21 September 09:00

Source: DP2000774‐2 Walker Street Northcote‐
Development Plan‐210120, Page 46

Source: DP2000774‐2 Walker Street Northcote‐
Development Plan‐210120, Page 47

It is to be noted that of all the Estates part of the PHRP, the only one for which information about bedroom
entitlement of tenants ‐ current or previous to their relocation ‐ has been published by the DHHS is the
Dunlop Street, Ascot Vale one (see Table 4a above). This information demonstrates the impossibility of all
tenants being able to return to the site and makes a mockery of the Minister for Housing statement that:
The Minister for Housing has guaranteed all existing tenants the right to return to their estate once
the redevelopment is completed. A deed poll has been developed and attached to relocated tenants’
tenancy agreements, making the Minister’s pledge commitments legally binding upon the Director of
Housing and legally enforceable by tenants.43
No doubt, publication of bedroom entitlements for all tenants of all the Estates part of the PHRP would put a
different light on the program.

Other Projects
Other projects, corollary to the PHRP on which not much information is currently available are listed on
Table 5 below and will result in 12 additional public / community apartments.
Table 5: Other Projects
Project

Markham Avenue, Ashburton
C321boro ¹
Koolkuna Lane, Hampton
Olympia Housing Initiative
 Heidelberg West
 Heidelberg Heights

Existing
Units
56
16
600

New
Social
Units
62
111
18 (PH)
600

Change

New
Ratio
Private
Social to
Units
Private
+6
163 28%‐72%
+55
67
+2
189
9%‐91%
0

43

Victorian Government response to the Standing Committee on Legal and Social Issues Inquiry into the Public
Housing Renewal Program, Reply to Recommendation 16, Page 20.
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 Bellfield
Noone Street, Clifton Hill, Yarra
36
Total
708
Notes to Table 5
¹ Boroondara Planning Scheme Amendment C321boro

40
720

+4
12

352

Future PHRP Stages – the Mooney valley Submission
The Money Valley Council submission to the Town Planning Amendment C177 relative to the PHRP at
Debney’s Precinct, Flemington, recommended that:
“the proposed Development Plan Overlay requires a mixture of dwelling sizes to both the social and
private stock (maximum of 30 per cent 1‐bedroom dwellings, a maximum 50 per cent 2‐bedroom
dwellings and a minimum of 20 per cent 3‐bedroom plus dwellings) as well as a requirement for the
provision of affordable private housing at a rate of 10 per cent.” 44
This recommendation is not reflected in the documented apartment’s size breakdown, where the private
apartments are listed as 1 and 2‐bedrooms only.
Also, Council is assuming that – for calculation of infrastructure and car parking purposes – the development
will involve an increase in population of 1,623 persons. 45
Other Public Housing Estates being considered for redevelopment the timing of which has not been
determined yet, are – for what is known – summarised in Table 6 as follows:
Table 6: Future PHRP Stages
Project

Debney’s Precinct, Flemington
Public Housing:
‐ High Rise
‐ Walk Ups
Private Dwellings:
‐ 1 Bedroom Dwellings
‐ 2 Bedroom Dwellings
‐ Sub‐Total
Total Dwellings
Total Dwellings (High‐Rise excluded)

Existing
Units

New
Social
Units

718
198
‐
‐
‐
916
198

Change

718
218

‐
+20

936
218

+425
+400
+825
+845
+845

New
Private
Units

425
400
825
825
825

Ratio
Social to
Private

53%‐47%
21%‐79%

Source: Elaboration of data from City of Mooney Valley, Amendment C177, DHHS Flemington Housing Renewal,
Submission on Behalf of Mooney valley City Council, Part 1 – August 2017, p. 48. [Note: in the document the total
number of existing and new dwellings is documented as 1,772 but the detailed sum results being 1,761, a discrepancy
of 11 units.]

44
45

Ibidem, p.25
Ibidem, p.83
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Conclusions
This submission is very critical of the Victorian Government’s portfolios of housing initiatives for the
following reasons:
 It fails to take adequate steps in addressing the rising homelessness emergency, in terms of reducing
it significantly and aiming at eliminating it, as many overseas Countries have done. This failing is
reflected by:
o The lack of a Strategy and a Plan to end homelessness, and by the lack of established goals,
benchmarks and monitoring mechanisms to bring the situation under control and solution.
o The lack of demand to Local Governments in the state to investigate existing and hidden
homelessness and to provide for solutions in terms of planning regulations.
o The lack of a demand to the Federal Government for the establishment of a national
framework, Plan and adequate secure funding for States and services.
 It fails to recognise that providing housing to the low and very‐low income families is a necessary
infrastructure for the fair and equitable working of a modern industrialised society. This failing is
reflected in the chronic undersupply of public housing over the last 30 years. This failing results in:
o The reduction of public housing to an unsustainably low level.
o The marginalisation of public housing, a resource offered reluctantly and only to a small part
of those whose need is categorised amongst the highest.
 It fails to recognise that lack of housing is a primary contributing factor affecting demand of
supportive services in health, justice, employment and welfare areas. Choosing to ignore this factor
is in fact putting a higher burden on those services and makes the delivery of them inefficient and
more costly.
 It fails to act on a legal and moral obligation to provide shelter adequate to the need and in a timely
and orderly manner
 It fails to learn from the experience and evidence of similarly developed Countries in adopting what
has been proved to be a best‐practice model for the solution of homelessness, the Housing First
model, which is based on the unconditional provision of housing as a first step in dealing with the
issue.
 It transfers a number of responsibilities for Public Housing to the Community Housing sector and the
private market, and in so doing discounts and reduces rights of public housing tenants. This will
further marginalise many of the cohorts of applicants to the Victorian Housing Register who have
higher needs but are less appetible to the Community Housing market, exacerbating rather than
reducing housing stress and homelessness.
 It fails to address the general issue of Housing Affordability, by:
o Relying on voluntary agreements (Section 173 of the Planning Act) for contributions of
housing – for buying or for renting – instead of establishing mandatory levels – through
enforceable Inclusionary Zoning provisions – as it would be necessary to resolve
homelessness and provision of affordable housing
o Relying on market self‐regulation in the establishment of rent levels instead of implementing
forms of rent control.
o Directing 83% of Government expenditure on housing assistance to Negative Gearing and
Capital gains Exemptions instead of introducing measures to discourage speculative
development.
In particular, the Public Housing Renovation Program, in its past, present and future stages – as it is currently
configured – is based on a number of unjustifiable premises:
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That being a tenant in one of the public housing estates subject to the PHRP implies carrying a
stigma, within the estate and the neighbourhood and in order to address this presumed tainted
status it is necessary to:
o Relocate existing tenants to other accommodation
o Demolish the existing buildings
o Devolve responsibility for the redevelopment of the estate to a partnership between a
Developer and a Community Housing Provider (CHP), who will administer, manage and
assign the new housing, rebranded as community housing (in most cases) and sometimes
retained as public housing but managed by the CHP
o Re‐build housing on a small proportion of the land in the Estate
o Transfer the great majority of the land in the estate to private ownership
Consider the majority of Government‐owned land in the PHRP Estates and on a number of other
locations as surplus land, to be sold‐off to private development instead of being used for additional
public housing.
Implementing a program of tenant displacement justified with the need to:
o Demolish old, dilapidated and unsuitable housing to provide new, suitable and better
designed accommodation.
This ignoring the possibility of:
 refurbishing some of the existing buildings, to bring them up to current
accommodation standards,
 redeveloping the Estates by stages, by increasing population density, without
needing to displace current tenants far away from the neighbouring community
they are living in
 using the balance of the Estate’s land for additional public housing accommodation
o Increase – by a nominal 10% ‐ the number of apartments in the estates.
This increase, as implemented on Estates redeveloped in past iteration of the Program, and
as shown on an example of the current stage of the Program, is a deceiving factor as the
number of bedrooms being rebuilt will result in a total capacity reduction of the amount of
public housing.
Enacting a procurement model – through a Public‐Private‐Community Partnership agreement ‐
demonstrated to be 24% more expensive – over the life of the project – to public finances than a
model based on direct government financing and funding.
It devolves to the market, i.e. Developers and Real Estate operators, decisions on the design of the
redeveloped Estates. This end up penalising the Public/Community Housing components and allows
the privilege of location and amenity to the private housing components as this will provide a higher
end profit to the private market.
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