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Submission to Frankston Planning Scheme Amendment C111 Panel 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to address the Amendment C111 panel on behalf of Committee for Greater Frankston 

(C4GF) whose membership (list included) is composed of local businesses, landholders and community leaders. 

 

Response to Council 

1. Council’s Part B submission was helpful in clarify issue with in the proposed C111 amendment.  

 

We appreciated the opportunity yesterday to learn from Council about how they anticipate interpreting the proposed 

C111 amendment.  With two points recognised as being sources of potential confusion. 

• The application of the residential building rate will be to “hotels etc” not “inner city apartment” developments 

which will require the schedule B ”dwelling rate” 

• The provisions in the scheme allowing discretionary carparking reductions, (including down to zero) will 

remain in the existing the planning scheme and the new contribution-in-lieu scheme is a subsequent way to 

meet any agreed parking provisions. 

  

2. FMAC Parking Precinct plan is now under review by Council. 

 

However, before making this submission on behalf of C4GF I would like to draw attention to a failure of organisation 

governance and poor cultural practices regarding the amendment you now consider.   

 

When, in August 2016, Councillors were asked to adopted the FMAC parking precinct plan, they were unaware that 

this strategic document- critical our city’s development-: .   *** OM291 8Aug 2016 

• had not been exhibited for community consultation.   

 

As we heard yesterday, the FMAC parking precinct plan was not exhibited for public consultation 

separately from C111 (with the only external input sought only from previous conversations with the ‘two 

larger carparking owners’) but rather concurrently with the proposed c111 amendment.  

 

This panel hearing is the first genuine opportunity the community has had to provide input on Frankston’s 

future carparking strategy 

 

• obscured a proposal to reduce provision rates from Schedule A to an amended Schedule B. 

 

In the 273 pages of briefing materials only a single word reference to alerted readers that C111 introduces a 

reduced rate of future carparking provisioning.   

 

No wonder, Councillors’ missed it.   

 

Clearly these are failures of disclosure, that any reasonable person would recognised as having the potential to have 

mislead decision making.   
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To rectify this poor outcome, as a matter of Urgent Business at Council meeting OM308 – Monday 16th of 

October, Councillor Colin Hampton called for a full review of The FMAC Parking Precinct plan, which was passed.   

The FMAC Parking Precinct plan is now sensibly under review. 

*** Colin Hampton’s letter; *** OM308 resolution 

 

Background and Understanding of Carparking issues in Outer suburbs, like Frankston 

 

1. State policy on outer suburban carparking is fundamentally flawed 

The C4GF advocates that “Carparking planning policy that is relevant to inner Melbourne, with strong 

public transport networks is not relevant to areas with weaker public transport networks like Frankston, 

this planning policy position needs to change” 

The C4GF publicly supports initiatives that encourages better pedestrian, bike and public transport networks 

as alternatives to city carparking.   

However, we maintain that restricting carparking before other forms of reliable transportation into the city centre 

are being used can only mean higher barriers to accessing the city centre and its work/service opportunities 

leading to greater economic and social isolation.    

And as such is not in the public interest nor economically astute.  

 

We submit that, …. 

 

1. In outer suburbs like Frankston cars, and consequently carparking, are a necessity.  

 

Using global benchmarking, public transport in the Frankston region is considered “poor” to “without 

minimum service”   *** SNAUMTS 2014 

 

Even if a particular residence is comparatively well serviced by public transport (like apartments 

within the MAC)- for core activities like work or education- Frankston’s social infrastructure isn’t and, 

as such, most of our community relies on having some access to private vehicles to stay connected. 

 

2. In outer suburban cities with poor public transport, like Frankston, an assumption that 

dwellings can be developed without dedicated carparking is unrealistic.   

 

The C4GF submits that when developments without adequate dedicated carparking spaces are built 

in outer suburban areas, like Frankston, the units are disproportionately acquired by rental-investors, 

not owner-occupiers, and can become pockets of concentrated social disadvantage.   

 

Even if an apartment owner elects not to own a car, not having access to dedicated carpark space 

would severely impair a property’s future on-sale value. 

 

Assuming Frankston is aiming to create well-balanced diverse and vibrant residential community in 

the FMAC.  We need to maintain a healthy community balance between owning and renting housing 

stock.  Dedicate carparking spaces are a key factor influencing this outcome.  
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3. Affordable commuter carparking connecting into outer suburban rail stations reduces total 

traffic congestion and is a better net environmental result. 

 

Local Frankston jobs are few (28 jobs/100 residents) and as such over 60% of our workforce 

commutes elsewhere, often to Melbourne.  This equates to a 1 to 1.5 hour journey each way- by rail 

and slightly shorter by road.   

 

Frankston-Melbourne Commuters will elect to use the trains if:  

1. journey times are comparable between road and rail;  

2. service is reliable – (regular scheduling, no-connection risk) and   

3. The stations are accessible.   

 

If Commuters can’t do a short drive and park near a rail station, they opt instead to drive the full 

journey distance.   

a. Bus to rail connections are not favoured by Commuter because ‘connection risk’ is difficult 

to predict. 

b. Walking/cycling connections are feasible if resident live VERY close to a Station (<400m) 

but current commute time of upto 3 hours per day don’t encourage an extra 20mins spent 

on walk-to-train connections. 

Hence, more outer suburban commuter carparking is social/environmentally beneficial because is 

swaps ‘a long car journey into Melbourne’ for ‘a short car plus train trip’.  

 

4. Currently, the Frankston rail line clearly has too few commuter parking spaces.   

In 2015, PTV modal access model recorded that on an average weekday more than 3000 people 

access Frankston station via a car connection but PTV provides only 416 commuter carparks.   

 

Even allowing for a generous portion of ‘’kiss and go” there are still between 1000 and 2000 

unaccounted for ‘dormant cars’ using Frankston MAC as a ‘park&ride’ each day, crowding out other 

carparking users.  

 

5. Counter to Frankston’s revitalisation objectives, charging Melbourne comparable prices for 

all day carparking in Frankston MAC area will not dissuade commuter from parking, but 

instead have the adverse effect of driving local businesses and workers out of the city.  

 

Charging for carparking is always going to be contentious, especially in outer suburbs like Frankston. 

 

“Melbourne and Sydney aren’t appropriate benchmarks for what Frankstoners will pay… carparking 

is free in Mornington- that is normal around here”.   

 

 

A policy position to charge for Frankston’s carparking is logical in theory, however it will not dissuade 

commuters from using the FMAC as a ‘dormant park and ride’ facility because existing demand is 

already oversubscribed and commuters have no viable public transport/carparking alternatives.   

Introducing city comparable prices (say of $11/day for carparking) may encourage some commuters 

to drive that would otherwise catch the trains.  However, given the wage differential between a 

Melbourne commuter and local Frankston worker/city visitors, high carparking costs will drive away 

FMAC workers and businesses long before shifting commuter behaviours  

 



4 
 

• Commuter are on higher average wages and they get the first pick of Frankston’s allday 

carparks.  For a white-collar worker $11 is an affordable expense.   

• However, for a local Frankston worker on minimum wage, $11 is a disincentive to work in 

the Frankston MAC… 

“My top manager turned down a significant promotion because working in Frankston means 

paying $11/day for parking. She would prefer to continue at Karginal Hub” 

• … and at $60+/worker /week businesses would prefer not base themselves in the CAA. 

 

 “Basing my business in Carrum Downs avoids Frankston’s carparking headaches” 

 

So in effect, high all-day carparking prices act not as a barrier to ‘dormant carparking usage’ but rather 

a disincentive for businesses, workers and shoppers to inhabit and populate the MAC.   

In recognition of this issue, our local State member is petitioning Council to implement free ‘off-street’ 

carparking to bring people back into the city.  **** Paul Edbrook petition;  

 

Although politically popular, free parking will encourage more early morning commuter demand. 

 

In short, FMAC carparking demand is not something Frankston can effectively control with pricing signals, because 

the root cause is a ‘lack of affordable all-day carparking supply’.   

 

 

Creating better park&ride carparking, in less economically obstructive locations, is the only effective solution to 

reduce commuter carparking pressure in the FMAC. The C4GF advocates that such a facility should be located in 

Langwarrin. 

 

 

2. Preferential parking arrangement are distorting Frankston MACs economy  

The C4GF advocates that “all users of FMAC carparking should be treated equal because preferential parking 

arrangement for vested interest groups distorts economic behaviours”.   

Councils’ carparking plan has correctly identified the need for carparking pricing signals to ensure that Frankston’s 

MAC is widely accessible and functioning in an economically effectively manner.   However Current “pricing 

signals” don’t achieve this.  In fact, some of are simply absurd., for example: 

 

 

• Non-resident Melbourne commuters that “you are free to treat our city as a giant midweek carpark, 

provided you get up early enough” whilst “taxing our Residents, relatively dearly, for the privilege of 

working in Frankston’s MAC (unless of course you score a converted job on Council)” 

 

• Visitors that “we are happy for you to drive to PARC to run for 3 hours on a treadmill, but we frown on 

you for using a car to do your weekly grocery shopping here” 

 

• Retail business that ‘we want you to invest in our street fronted shops but foot traffic is at the behest 

of the major carpark owners”  

 

 

With so many, many conflicting “pricing signals” the people of Frankston can’t comprehend what they are 

being told.  ‘Rules overload’ drive potential city users and investors elsewhere. 

 

 

The second most pressing carparking intervention is for council remove ‘preferential carparking arrangements’ 

from the FMAC precinct.   
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3. To plan appropriately for the future, Frankston’s need to quantify its future carparking demand. 

 
1. Frankston Council’s analytical research supporting future a carparking demand is insufficient, … 

 

On 24 July the C4GF asked a Council meeting on OM304 what quantitative research modelling (for 2018-

3030) has Frankston council completed 

• on Frankston’s future carparking demand by commuters, visitors/shoppers and residents between 

2018 and 2030. 

• The impact of future carparking pricing and supply decisions is expected to have on Frankston’s 

CAA economy (inc. number of shoppers and business investment appetite) and the pool of jobs 

local wil be able to affordably access 

The Council response was:  

 

“Not all the forecasting described in the sub-questions requires detailed modelling as it is not the intent of the 

Parking Precinct Plan to fully satisfy all potential future demand for each of these separate sectors within the 

FMAC.  Instead the Plan seeks to manage and influence future demand, using standard methodologies for 

transport planning    *** OM304 Question 1 

 

The C4GF submits that a basic understanding of expected 1. future carparking supply and demand trade-

offs and 2. the impact these will have on the local economy and different individual’s future 

employment access is clearly the bare minimum economic due diligence that a Responsible Planning 

Authority should undertake before implementing any carparking strategy.   

 

In the case of C111 this has not occurred. 

 

2. … sometimes flawed ….  

 

In response to the same question, Council referred to the FMAC parking precinct plan and a series of 

background studies on current carparking usage: namely DEDTJ 2015; Cardo 2013; Aecom 2013; Hale 

2015 and SALT 2016 

 

 

A short review of these documents has identified a number potential issues with these studies, which we have 

summarised for your consideration       *** Study error tables  

Whilst we don’t wish to labour over these, a few of the more alarming examples are:  

• DEDTJ 2015- Page 5: A qualitative assessment of current commuter carparking demand was 

undertaken on a survey day when “trains were not running between Frankston and Mordialloc” with 

replacement buses being used instead. 

 

• DEDTJ 2015- Page 7: Incorrect calculations AND false assumptions leading to false conclusion 

about ‘non-commuters’ filling PTV carparking spaces 

 

• Council Part A; DEDTJ 2015-page13 Benchmarking carparking practices against other 

municipalities (including Williamstown, Moonee Ponds, Boxhill, Wyndham, Geelong & Kingston) 

without establishing comparable economic and public transport conditions.   

 

Notable differences between Frankston and these other cities include: type & frequency of 

connecting public transport services; total commuting journey distance; level of development with 

the city, local wage rates, access to dedicated park&rides, and in the case of Southland- no existing 

station!  

 

Without taking these differences into account meaningful comparison make no sense. 

 

• FMAC Parking precinct plan- Actions:  

A failure to recognise and manage the potential risk of anti-competitive behaviour in Frankston’s 

existing carparking oligopoly, where more than 80% of available MAC carparking supply is controlled 

by either Bayside Shopping Centre (~55%) and Council (~30%) . 

   

i.e Action 1 obliges Council to establish and host “an integrated car park cooperation and 

management parking coordination committee… and include all major stakeholders including Bayside 



6 
 

Shopping Centre, Chisholm institute, Monash University, Peninsula health and PTV” 

 

In other words, those core organisations who profit from carparking will be deciding vital community 

issues about Frankston’s carparking (For instance, whether to abolish free on-the-street carparking, 

or build more carparking at the station).  This leaves the Frankston City Council plan open to a 

challenge that could be lodge with the ACCC that such a committee may manipulate carparking 

supply or pricing to maximise profit.  

 

3. … and in-cases contradictory.  

 

In reading all these studies together there are clearly contradictory assumptions and unreconciled findings that in 

turn have led to illogical conclusions:  

 

For instance: 

• The Council commissioned Hale 2015 report has forecast, in spite of a steadily growing population, no 

additional “Car trip to Station weekday entries” instead holding this assumption constant at 3,350 

entries/day on the basis that NO more carparking will be built at Frankston station and what already exists 

already is full.  *** Hale2015 graph 

 

Implying that all future growth in ‘station patronage’ will need to be met by a combination of extra walking, 

cycling and/or Bus trips.   

 

 

• In the same report, from 2016 to 2031, the rise ‘walking to station’ entries represent ~2800 additional 

entries per day (by 6600 new FMAC residents).  

 

 

• However, the FMAC Parking precinct plan’s most aggressive population forecast states the city will 

have an additional 2600 residents by 2031 (equating to 1150 additional ‘walking to station’ entries) .   

 

For these two pieces of analysis to both hold true, in addition to successfully introducing the FMAC 

Structure plans most aggressive growth of 2600 new resident over this period an extra 4000 new 

residents will need to start living within a 400m walking radius of Frankston Station!  

 

We simply won’t have enough people living near to Station to make the number of trips that have been 

forecast. 

If Frankston is to plan properly for the future, there is no sensible alternative other than to ask Council to redo 

these calculations.   

 

Quantifying the city’s future carparking needs and impacts is minimum analysis requirement for any sensible 

FMAC carparking precinct plan, and subsequent planning scheme amendments to be based. 

 

 

This leaves amendment C111 in an awkward position. 
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Implications for taking Amendment C111 forward  

 

1. Introducing a carparking contribution overlay into the Frankston planning scheme is supported 

by the C4GF 
 

The C4GF supports in principle of the objectives of C111, whereby the planning scheme: 
 

• Applies a uniform carparking provision rate irrespective of the type of use, so that a shopfront can change 

from retail outlet to café to office block without triggering any planning requirements. 

  

• Requires all future business growth and residential development of Frankston’s CAA to provision for an 

increasing supply of carparking.  

 

• Accepts a financial contribution from developers into a specific carparking levee, in lieu of required 

carparking spaces where it is unfeasible or undesirable to include carparking in the development design.   

 

So, Council has the funds available to provide additional well-located multiuse carparking.   

 

• Wherever possible, makes Frankston’s carparking available for public use and anticipates that all carpark 

assets be priced consistently for all user groups, so as not to economically distort behaviours. 

 

• Encourages better pedestrian, bike and public transport networks.  Albeit without restricting carparking 

before other forms of reliable transportation into the city centre are being used  

 
 

Amendment c111 is a good approach to planning in that this overlay will: 

 

• apply consistent carparking provision requirements across the MAC regardless of how the space is 

subsequently leased to aid shop-fronts changing purpose overtime 

 

• provide an alternative mechanism to increasing supply of MAC carparking as the city’s development 

intensity increases where it cannot be feasibly accommodated on a particular projects footprint.  

 

 

 

2. HOWEVER, A reduction in developer carparking provision rates from what existing today is 

opposed, unless it can be support by quantitative evidence of future demand. 

The C4GF recognises that Frankston current carparking challenges are not the fault of ‘future developers’.  Future 

developers shouldn’t be penalised for past carparking mismanagement. 

  

However, C4GF opposes assumptions about the need for a reduction in parking provision rates in based on 

Councils presented evidence.     

 

Our understanding is that amendment C111 proposes reduced carparking provision rates to: 

• Introduction of 52.06-5 table 1 Column B, modified by:- 

• 3 carparks per 100s square meters of food&drink/retail/office space 

• 0.3 carparks per bed in residential development 

• Plus 1 motorbike & 1 bicycle park per 10 carparks [subsequently modified to 1 motor space/ 100 carparks 
based on Melbourne’s planning scheme]  

 

The default rates in 52.06-5 table 1 Column B (extract) are: 

(note column B is already a discount from default carparking rates in column A)  

• Restaurant/Food & drink premises -  3.5 carparks per 100 sq m of leasable floor area  

• Shops- 3.5 carparks per 100 sq m of leasable floor area 

• Supermarket- 5 carparks per 100 sq m of leasable floor area 

• Office – 3 carparks per 100 sq m of net floor area 

• Dwellings- 1 carpark for 1&2 bedroom units, 2 carparks for 3+ bedrooms and no visitor carparking 
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Given the different rates currently applicable for different usages it is challenging to assess a prevailing carparking rate 

that would apply in Frankston today.  

Mixed use 

However, using Bayside Shopping centre (55% market share of Frankston CAD carparking) as an indicative 

benchmark of mixed use space, their 2011 extension was based on:- ~3.9 carparks per 100sqm of mixed-use space 

(3448carparks/ 87,446 m²) at prevailing parking prices this is achieves a 70-80% occupancy levels (SALT 2016)  
 

 

Hence, you can extrapolate that the new schedule is lowering MAC carparking provision rates by say 25% off 

Bayside’s planned carparking formula.  

It is also worth noting, is that a reduction of FMAC’s carparking provision requirements could trigger a recalculation of 

existing carparking stock controlled by larger operators, like Bayside, allowing any existing carparking allocation to be 

repurposed against a larger footprints or privately reassigned.    

 

Residential  

Council’s clarification yesterday that the proposed residential rate of 0.3 carparks will not apply to FMAC dwellings (ie 
apartments), but only to hotel style developments, goes a long way to easing some concern in this space.  
 
However, the introduction of 52.06-5 table 1 Column B removes the requirement for new residential developments to 
provide visitor carparking. Council had originally intended to increase visitor carparking with amendment C114, 
which has subsequently been abandoned. 
 
 

 
Currently, any reduction in carparking provision rates, from currently levels, is difficult to justify inside Frankston MAC 
on the available information.   
 

 

3. In the absence of Frankston specific analysis on carparking requirements, Amendment C111 

should simplify but not seek to modify today’s prevailing carparking practices.  
 

There is no doubt that, C111 represent a significant improvement on existing carparking arrangement in 

Frankston. As previous, explained for the foreseeable future Frankston has an ongoing need to continue to expand 

its supply carparking in the MAC and station.  

 

Hence the C4GF submits that, in the absence of Frankston specific projections of carparking demand, a modified 

amendment C111 should be recommended for inclusion in Frankston’s Planning scheme with the parking 

provision rates approximating the current market conditions.  

 

 

We would ask that the provision rates in Schedule 1 be modified to reflect the existing FMAC benchmarks:  

• Mixed use commercial:  
4 carparks per 100s square meters of food & drink/retail/office space 
 

• Dwelling:  
1 carpark for 1 and 2 bedroom units and 2 carparks for 3+ bedrooms dwelling plus an additional allowance 
for visitor parking. 
 

• Plus 1 motorbike & 1 bicycle park per 100 carparks 
 

 

4. Recognising that with proper analysis, and a clear understanding of Frankston’s future 

carparking demands, lower rates may be warranted in the future. *** drafts scope  

  

 

The C4GF ask that this Panel support the Council’s motion to independently review the FMAC Parking Precinct 

plan, in conjunction with a city-wide transportation access strategy, as a matter urgency. 
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Panel Clarification Questions- (Friday 20th October) 

1. What is the background to Frankston 1980’s ‘developer contribution’ scheme?  

Council explained:  

• Frankston had a “developer carparking contribution’ scheme operating from at least 1987 (potentially 

earlier) until the council amalgamation.  The unit price of a forgone carpark was set $10,000 per space in 

the 1980s. 

• The original scheme was not part of the planning scheme but operated in parallel.  

• No records have been traced about which developers/sites had contributed into this scheme.  However, it 

is believed to have been an extensively used facility and is attributed as having funded the acquisition of 

‘central carpark’.  

• When the council amalgamation occurred, the developer carparking contribution’ scheme was closed, 

and the account balance, purportedly in excess of $1m, was redistributed. 

C4GF discussed that: 

• Because records of which properties contributed to the original scheme were lost, these sites are no 

longer be able to claim their past contributions in any future redevelopment or extensions. 

• Many of Council’s large carparks, funded through the original scheme, have subsequently been sold to 

private operators.   

The privatised carparks now used exclusively in the “carparking calculations’ of land holdings for 

individual owners.  

• The net result has created a ‘double count’ in Frankston’s existing carparking stock. 

 

 

2. Does the C4GF have any Comments on the prosed $ rate of contributions 

C4GF discussed,  

• Some members have commented that the new scheme is potentially ‘too little, too late’ relative to the 

original 1980s scheme. 

• However, whilst the new scheme’s proposed $19,950/ carpark space appears relatively low and does not 

represent the full cost of new carpark construction.  

• A contribution charge of $19,950 is in the upper band of what has been included in other Council’s 

carparking schemes, and reintroducing an equivalent of the 1980’s fully-costed methodology could be a 

disincentive to development in Frankston’s MAC.  

 

 

3. What is the ‘mixed use Commercial rate’ and does C4GF support it?  

C4GF strongly supports C111’s concept of a simplified ratio definition of “mixed use commercial” carparking 

applying to all buildings in the FMAC, regardless of ‘tenancy type’.  Such that, a building’s internal tenancy mix can 

change from café, to office, to shop over time without triggering the need for any additional carparking. 

 

4. Why has a 4 carparks /100sq been suggested? 

Given Frankston’s existing carparking pressure (related to commuter carparking) the C4GF expressed deep 

concerns about what, if any, FAMC carparking ratio could be workable in Frankston today.   

 

“It is really a situation of being between a ‘rock and a hard place” 

• We have evidence that at 4 carparks per 100sqm of mixed use space, Bayside has been able to 

successfully tenant all of their 2011 extension.  

This would seem to be a workable leasing benchmark that is functioning successfully in Frankston.  

However, at a ratio of 4 carparks per 100sqm, developers are unlikely to be attracted to undertake any 

future investment in the Frankston FMAC, because the economics of development may be unfeasible. 

 

• At 3 carparks per 100sqm of mixed use space, developers maybe attracted to develop in the FMAC.  

However, we have no evidence that such a new building would be leasable to tenants interested in 

operating their business in Frankston’s FMAC.   

 

Given this conundrum (and in the absence of any future demand forecasts), the C4GF has regrettably suggested that 

C111 adopt the conservative ‘4 carparks per 100sqm of mixed use space’.  This ratio is seen to “do the least harm”, in 

the current market, but should be reviewed when an effective carparking strategy to increase carpark supply is in place.  

 


